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Introduction


To be remembered is to be immortal. In the competition for fame, Hannibal Barca has triumphed over Scipio Africanus in the last few decades and perhaps even for most of their nachlebens. Although a majority of people will associate the name Hannibal with cannibalism, at least the Carthaginian commander is more likely to ring a bell with laymen than his great opponent, whose name conjures up the image of a marsupial immigrant, if anything.[footnoteRef:2] Incidentally, had Scipio campaigned with a kangaroo at his side, his prospects of remembrance would have been better in the long run, as the elephants crossing the Alps secured those of Hannibal.[footnoteRef:3] Over time, the details of any war or event are destined to fade into oblivion or at least become hazy. All accounts are subject to a certain subjectivity or even downright propaganda, including both the primary sources and the scholarly literature. What remains of the Punic Wars, both among the general (educated) public and historians, is the sense of a titanic struggle between two cities, with a vital role for two specific commanders. It is not just the nature of the sources that forces scholars to pay much attention to Hannibal and Scipio, but an important rule of storytelling. Every tale needs a hero, one who often represents a nation, a feeling or even all of humanity. Conversely, the audience needs these heroes to get involved in the story. Finally, the authors themselves are often not immune to the apparent greatness of the protagonists. At the start of the twentieth century, Liddell Hart published Scipio Africanus: Greater than Napoleon, a shameless glorification of the Roman leader. More recently, Richard Gabriel (or perhaps his editor) qualified Scipio as “Rome’s Greatest General” and Hannibal as “Rome’s Greatest Enemy” in two separate books.[footnoteRef:4] Superlatives are always handed out generously to those who excel, whether it be in sports, music or warfare. Anything to avoid the suggestion of mediocrity, chance or structural elements at the basis of their success. Although Hannibal and Scipio were no doubt skilled generals and important individuals, too much idealization and heroism threatens to blur the context of the war and to evoke the grandeur of the past rather than unravel its mysteries. [2:  At least according to the people I spoke to. From the tv-show Skippy the Bush Kangaroo. ]  [3:  Why did the elephants cross the Alps? – Because beating the Romans was peanuts. (For the record: I am aware elephants do not actually eat peanuts in the wild, nor is it regular food in captivity). ]  [4:  Liddell Hart (2004 (1926)) Scipio Africanus: Greater than Napoleon.  (Da Capo Press / W. Blackwood and Sons, London); Gabriel (2008) Scipio Africanus: Rome's Greatest General. (Potomac Books Inc., Washington D.C.); Gabriel Hannibal: The Military Biography of Rome's Greatest Enemy. (Potomac Books Inc., Washington D.C.). ] 

The Punic Wars raged across the western Mediterranean between 264 and 147 B.C. In this timespan three wars were fought between Rome and Carthage, two city-states that reigned over their surrounding lands in modern day Italy and Tunisia respectively. The first had ended in a victory for Rome, although the Carthaginian heartlands remained intact. The third war would end with the destruction of Carthage. It is the second war which concerns us here, one that was shaped by Hannibal’s decision to attack Rome via the north, forcing the Romans on the defensive and delivering a number of crushing defeats which would take them years to recover from. It ended at Zama, where Scipio Africanus finally defeated Hannibal, as described by Livy: ‘The following day they went out to decide the issue, by far the two most famous generals and the two most powerful armies that the world’s two richest peoples could field.’[footnoteRef:5] Livy, Polybius, Appian, and other ancient authors share the modern fascination with “the greatest”, but their work shines a light on many other aspects of the Second Punic War too. Especially Polybius is less prone to divine explanations or small-minded one-sidedness. For him, as for many other ancients, the war took centre stage in the story of how the Romans gained dominance over the Mediterranean. Even though much of Italy was in some way subservient to Rome, and Sicily and Sardinia had been turned into provinces after the First Punic War, these could all be said to geographically belong to Rome’s sphere of influence and form a unity with Rome as leader. The Second Punic War led to further overseas possessions and to permanent involvement in the east. Rome became the dominant power from Spain to the Levant. This new role forced the Romans to transform their own institutions and customs. New territories had to be watched over, a positive public opinion was to be established and guarded in the Hellenistic world, and new ways of staffing and financing the army had to be found. [5:  Liv. 30.32] 

Whether Rome’s acquisition of empire is explained by theories of defensive imperialism, a violent greed-and-glory culture or the presuppositions of Realism, constant warfare is largely taken for granted or depicted as inevitable.[footnoteRef:6] Whereas the spoils of war are frequently cited as a reason to go to war, the toils of war are often neglected, and they are rarely studied together. Wars are often said to be profitable, expensive, or a burden, but these statements are seldom accompanied by specifications such as exactly which wars were expensive or not, precisely who profited, and in what way. Publicani or tax-farmers are usually mentioned in this context, but this group was active (or rather powerful) at a relatively late period of time and mostly involved in what was effectively the (authorized) plundering of pacified provinces. How the wars themselves were shaped by the desire for booty, or the need for resources, coin or bullion to supply the army or repay financers is a question central to this paper. Cicero’s words that the sinews of war are infinite money still ring true today, yet do not tell the whole story.[footnoteRef:7] The sinews may be vital for moving the body but they only work in combination with muscles, bones, arteries and organs. In the wars between the Romans and Carthagians, money alone was not enough to win. It is not unlikely that the Carthaginians, at least at the start of the Second Punic War, had a greater money stock, a higher income and more resources than the Romans. ‘They have an abundance of gold and silver, and these make war, like other things, go smoothly’, as Hermocrates of Syracuse commented on the Carthaginian wealth two centuries earlier.[footnoteRef:8] It was mostly the Roman network of alliances, her institutional structures and her superior manpower that got her through the most difficult phase of the war. Yet the troops still had to be paid and supplied throughout the war, by whatever means available. Even more than the First Punic War, the Hannibalic one forced the Roman state to acquire resources and money on a grander scale than the traditional tributum could provide. Naco del Hoyo sees this period as one of transition in which Rome went from the old system of citizen contributions, suitable for ‘local’ and ‘small-scale’ warfare, to one where large investments were needed but where the profits would be much higher as well.[footnoteRef:9] There arose a certain type of aristocrat-businessman whose fortune (in both senses) was closely tied up with Roman war successes. [6:  See chapter one. ]  [7:  Cic. Phil. 5.5: …nervos belli, pecunia infinitam…]  [8:  Thuc. 6.34.]  [9:  Naco del Hoyo (2011) ‘Roman Economy, Finance and Politics in the Second Punic War’, in:  D. Hoyos (ed.) (2011)  A Companion to the Punic Wars. (Malden, MA : Wiley-Blackwell) p. 376, 381.   ] 

Particularly interesting in this regard is the invasion of Africa at the end of the war by Publius Cornelius Scipio, later nicknamed ‘Africanus’.  His plan to take the war to Hannibal’s homeland is described in the sources as one unpopular with the senate, and organized solely by the general himself. Support from the state was meagre: Scipio was given no money but he was allowed to enlist volunteers and ask for donations from allies; he was also allowed to cross to Africa with the legions of Sicily. Much is shrouded in mystery here: how did he pay and supply his troops? How many were with him in Sicily and how many went to Africa?  Was Scipio a general who crowdfunded his way to victory? Did he use his network of friends and relatives or professional contractors to assist him?  Or was support from the senate greater than suggested by the sources?
These questions are part of larger debates in historiography, two of which are important to mention. Firstly, there is the debate on the ‘ancient economy’ which deals with the issue of the size and importance of the ancient economy. Broadly speaking, one group of scholars think economic laws and thinking can to a large degree be used to analyse economic matters in Antiquity. Their opponents doubt the size and interconnectedness of the ancient economy, as well as the degree to which it conformed to modern ‘capitalist’ laws. Most importantly, they often argue that economic thought was underdeveloped and that social, political and cultural elements took centre stage in taking any decision. This also brings us to the second major debate, on the causes and effects of Roman imperialism. Some state that Rome was fighting a series of defensive wars, purely out of necessity and with no real gains, whereas others see a state and society bent on dominating their neighbours and gaining glory and booty in war. Most would take a position in between but the question of why wars were started and to what degree they were good or bad for both the public treasury and private purses remains controversial. These debates will be further examined in chapter one.
With the prominence of economic thinking in modern society and the higher status of exact sciences in the academic world, it is no wonder that historians have tried to improve their credibility by taking over some of the methods and models of the other sciences. However, these are not always useful and rather than improving our knowledge of (in this case) the ancient world, they often lead to a false sense of reliability. For many parts of history, the amount of data is simply insufficient to give detailed narratives of economic development and the level of welfare. ‘It is decisive that among the many Athenian financial inscriptions, there is no trace of a synoptic text, for example, one summarizing the annual income or expenditure of the Athenian state.’[footnoteRef:10] For Rome, the situation is similar. Crisis and growth can be detected, but the exact percentages are unknown, and one might well ask what purpose they serve. One might therefore judge it impossible to strike up a balance sheet of ancient warfare. And yet, an analysis of the costs and benefits of ancient wars, however rudimentary, can still be meaningful in a broader sense. As the most important generator of change in societies, whether this concerns political power, prosperity or cultural interaction, warfare deserves to be studied beyond its immediate military setting. Those groups and individuals who held the key to military success increased or consolidated their power.  For Hellenistic kings, military success was almost synonymous with survival; they needed the spoils and taxes to pay their soldiers and maintain their system of alliances and friendships. Military defeat made them appear weak and could cause to crumble their entire empire within months. Another example is Classical Athens. The Athenian lower classes who manned the ships as rowers received more political rights as a result of this vital military position, and they contributed strongly to the endurance of the city’s democracy. In the first century B.C., the Italian allies demanded to share in the wealth of an empire they had helped establish. Closer to home, the wars of the twentieth century, especially the Second World War, opened up opportunities to women in countries where they had to take over jobs from the men fighting at the front.[footnoteRef:11] Similarly, financers have been crucial in allowing states and kings to wage war, from the city-states of Italy to the Rothschilds in the nineteenth century.[footnoteRef:12] We may then ask: who profited from the Roman wars of expansion?[footnoteRef:13] [10:  Finley (1985) Ancient History; Evidence and Models. (Viking Penguin Inc., New York) p. 41; C. Ampolo (1981) ‘Tra finanza e politica: carriera e affari del Signor Moirokles’, Rivista di filologia 109, p. 188-9. ]  [11:  Austin (1986) ‘Hellenistic kings, war, and the economy’, The Classical Quarterly Vol. 36 Iss. 2, p. 459-61; H. van Wees (2000) ‘The city at war’, in: R. Osborne (ed.) Classical Greece. (Oxford University Press) p. 91-3. But see Balot’s response in R.K. Balot (2014) Courage in the Democratic Polis: Ideology and Critique in Classical Athens. (Oxford University Press) p. 179-97, especially 186-8; D. Campbell (2013) ‘The Women of World War II’, in: T.W. Zeiler and D.M. DuBois (eds.), A Companion to World War II (Wiley Blackwell, Chichester) p. 717-8. To what extent these wartime experiences had any long term effect is unclear but consensus now seems to be that it was limited. Public opinion, including that of women themselves, was in favour of returning to a life as housewife after the war, with men as breadwinners. ]  [12:  The ties between Goldman Sachs and several U.S. governments or cabinet members (Clinton, Paulson, Trump) have also been very close, leading to laws and government decisions favouring the bank. Haegens, K. (2016) ‘Government Sachs is terug’, De Volkskrant (31-12-2016) ]  [13:  Equally important: who paid for them? As a society, Rome resembled a pyramid from which the top had been cut off since the fall of the last king, around 500 B.C..  From the beginning of the Republic, the most prominent aristocratic families had to prevent the lower echelons of society breaking through, while avoiding one of their own becoming too powerful. They formed an alliance with (and partly were) the citizen-farmers able to bear arms but at the same time this group was divided, with Patricians and Plebeians quarrelling over power and ‘new men’ only sporadically entering the senate. Then there were the elites of neighbouring communities, subject to Rome but with family ties and great resemblance to Rome’s own aristocracy. All in all, it is not always clear what is meant by ‘Rome’; the built-up area on seven hills around the Tiber, its population from slave to senator, its governing apparatus, its armies and generals or a mixture of the former.  Can we see the state as an entity separate from the senate and people or are they synonymous? Armies were paid by the general and his quaestor, both of whom were representatives of the state, and were in theory funded from the treasury in Rome. However, in practice the general could personify the state to such an extent that he seemed a monarch rather than a representative, especially if the Roman treasury was empty and the army on campaign overseas. While in the east the campaigns of Alexander lead to Macedonian dynasties governing native populations, the Roman state managed, for a long time, to maintain a large degree of cohesion and high levels of patriotism amongst all inhabitants.] 

What this paper is fundamentally concerned with, is the relation between money, in the form of land, coin and booty, and conquest, as well as the related aspects of political power and influence. The first cracks in the Republican constituency started to appear at the end of the third century B.C., when Rome fought her first major overseas wars.  Especially the Second Punic War is exemplary for the opportunities and difficulties the Romans would face in the next two centuries. It both required and yielded resources to an unprecedented scale and it showed the power of those generals victorious in war. In a sense, it was Publius Scipio Africanus[footnoteRef:14], not Rome, who won the war against Hannibal. Similarly, the Second Macedonian War was won by Quinctius Flamininus, the Roman-Seleucid war by Lucius Scipio Asiaticus, the Third Punic War by Publius Scipio Aemilianus, the Jugurthine War by Gaius Marius and the Gallic Wars by Julius Caesar. According to some estimations, the amount of booty and indemnities was as high as the regular forms of income, such as taxation, as we will see later in this paper. As the generals were largely free to dispose of the spoils as they saw fit, it gave them huge powers. Though much of it went to Rome, the soldiers were often dependent on the booty for their (extra) income, while the general dividing it bound the troops to himself. These bonds would occasionally prove hard to break. Related to the military campaigns was the distinction between public and private means. Debates and trials occurred over the question of who should receive which spoils, whereas the whole process of warfare increasingly became an investment, a costly enterprise which would yield huge spoils on the long term.  Meanwhile, the state borrowed extensively from its own citizens to keep the military engine turning and could only partly repay this debt from the proceeds of the war. In the end, ‘the critical test was always the availability of funds from subjects or from booty (or from both) and the prospects of foraging by supplies’.[footnoteRef:15] [14:  And his followers, of course. ]  [15:  Finley (1985) p. 82.] 

In this paper, I hope to shed some light on the process of conquest. First of all, the theoretical and historiographical background of Roman imperialism, the Roman economy and the position of spoils herein will be described (chapter one). Then follows a general overview of the Second Punic War and its financial peculiarities (chapter two). In chapters three and four an investigation is made into the extraordinary invasion of Africa by Scipio Africanus, regarding both the costs and the profits of the expedition, with special attention to the importance of spoils of war, including indemnities. Finally, in chapter five, an evaluation of the changes Scipio Africanus and the Second Punic War brought about will be made, including the rise of the potentate and the aristocrat-businessman who thrived on war. All the way through, attempts at quantification will be made, but with the sidenote that almost none of these are carved in stone. They are rather meant to illustrate the relations between power, wealth and warfare around the time of the Second Punic War.






























Chapter 1  Historiographical Debates


We seem, as it were, to have conquered and peopled half the world in a fit of absence of mind   -  John Seeley, 1883

For the end of a policy should not be, in the eyes either of the actors or their historians, simply to conquer others and bring all into subjection. Nor does any man of sense go to war with his neighbours for the mere purpose of mastering his opponents; nor go to sea for the mere sake of the voyage; nor engage in professions and trades for the sole purpose of learning them. In all these cases the objects are invariably the pleasure, honour, or profit which are the results of the several employments.[footnoteRef:16]    [16:  Plb. 3.4. Translation by Shuckburgh. ] 

- Polybius, Histories, 3.4. 

How do empires come into existence? A question which has fascinated people since the dawn of the empires themselves. Are they the inevitable result of contacts between different tribes and states, of mutual distrust combined with unequal power, of the natural tendency of the human race to be greedy and violent to those outside their own group? Is there a conscious plan or system behind it or can it be acquired accidentally, as the product of a number of ad hoc decisions? With the huge impact of empires on world history, as well as the survival of (the concepts of) imperialism and imperialistic thought in the modern world and contemporary debates, a further inquiry into the meaning of these words must first be carried out.[footnoteRef:17] This will be followed by an overview of how Roman imperialism has been interpreted over the years, mainly focusing on the imperialism of the Republican period. The two main views of defensive (unwilling) and offensive (willing) imperialism take centre-stage here. In the second part of this chapter the (related) discussion on the nature of the ancient economy shall prove pivotal in providing the theoretical framework of quantitative and qualitative economic analysis. The imperialistic and economic element coalesce in the final part on booty.  [17:  The words ‘empire’ and ‘imperialism’ derive from the Latin word imperium, which can be translated as ‘order’, ‘power’ or ‘command’. It usually refers to authority over a geographical area, to the leadership of an army and/or to the responsibility for a public task, a magistracy. For the English word empire, there are more definitions than there have ever been empires, with practically every scholar deviating in some way from earlier, and never entirely satisfying, attempts to come to the heart of the matter. This is partially the result of the fact that the different empires (in the broadest sense, i.e. everything that has been called an empire at some point) are widely dispersed over space and time. Moreover, they can be studied from geographical, military, political, cultural and social perspectives. Finally, the study of empires has been influenced dramatically by the backgrounds of the historians themselves, especially in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, when the European nations still owned extensive overseas possessions and America slowly established itself as the new superpower. Whether they tried to condone, criticize, or simply understand the workings of empire, they could not escape their own position within that world. This can of course never be completely avoided but should always be kept in mind when studying the past.] 

There seems to be some agreement in scholarship on the characteristics of empires on a broad level. Taking a dictionary definition, an empire is ‘a multi-ethnic or multinational state with political and/or military dominion of populations who are culturally and ethnically distinct from the imperial (ruling) ethnic group and its culture’.[footnoteRef:18] Naturally related to this hierarchy is the assumption that a certain group or nucleus of the population rules over those on the periphery.[footnoteRef:19] However, this is often as much of a ‘negotiated enterprise’ - in which reciprocal relations between the elites of the different areas are the central element keeping the empire together - as a constant series of violent conflicts. The Roman Empire was particularly successful in conquering large territories and holding on to them, incorporating tribes and states into the Roman system of laws, army and citizenship. At the height of its power, during the Late Republic and the Principate (ca 100 BC – AD 200), the ‘engine of imperial expansion’ was on full throttle, as ‘systems of economic and social rewards and privileges’ had become ‘associated with expansion and with military success’.[footnoteRef:20] There was no real question now as to Rome’s ambition of empire and the leadership of only one, or a few men, was undeniable. Warfare no longer had to be agreed to by the senate and people but was decided on by the general or emperor. At the beginning of the Republic, however, incorporation of the land of defeated enemies was rare, although the balance of power between Rome and the vanquished foe was certainly one of patron and client, in a system of uneasy alliances. The main question is whether Rome’s wars were fought defensively, as a reaction to a foreign aggressor, or with the eye on personal or public advantage.   [18:  Trumble and Pearsall (eds.) (2001) The Oxford English Reference Dictionary. (Second Edition) (Oxford University Press), p. 461.]  [19:  Drayton (2005) ‘Why do empires rise?’, in: H. Swain (ed.), Big Questions in History (Jonathan Cape, Random House London) p. 58.]  [20:  Sinopoli (1994) ‘The Archaeology of Empires’, Annual Review of Anthropology vol. 23, p. 160-3. ] 



1.1 The nature of imperialism

The former was argued about a century ago by Maurice Holleaux, among others, who said that there was no conscious policy of expansion, just a series of defensive wars and ad hoc decisions that lay at the basis of the Roman empire.[footnoteRef:21] In this view, the Romans dealt with threats as they arose, and then retreated to their domain in Italy as much as possible. Permanent occupation of land was mostly a way to avoid further aggression. Especially in Rome’s relations with the Greek east can this attitude of abstention be seen. Pyrrhus of Epirus’s invasions of 280-276 B.C. did not lead to Roman retaliation overseas.  In order to keep Philip V of Macedon at bay the Romans made a temporary alliance with the Aetolians, the treaty of which stated that all the prospective territorial gain was to be added to Aetolia. Victories over Carthage and the Seleucid Empire were not followed by colonization or occupation of conquered territory. Sicily and Sardinia were occupied for the sake of preventing a future Carthaginian attack as well as for their grain supply. Ernst Badian pointed out that the Roman constitution was unsuitable for annexing land.[footnoteRef:22] After all, someone would have had to supervise these territories, which would have given him the potential for independent power. This was already a problem with military and administrative positions, which were rotated rigorously to avoid an individual or family becoming too powerful. There was a strong hesitation to annex territory and commit to foreign commitments.[footnoteRef:23] Around 200 B.C. this changed, and Rome more actively interfered in matters of the Hellenistic world.  Most of these wars should still be seen as defensive or preventive though, according to the defenders of this school of thought. Their idea of Rome as an unwilling conqueror is outdated now, although some elements of the defensive imperialism theory survive. [21:  Holleaux (1935) Rome, la Grèce et les monarchies hellénistiques au IIIe siècle avant J.-C. (273-205). (Paris);  Holleaux (1923) ‘Rome and the Mediterranean, 218-133 B.C.’, in: J.B. Bury (ed.), The Cambridge Ancient History. (Cambridge); Holleaux, Études d’épigraphie et d’histoire grecques. Tome V. Rome et la Conquête de l’Orient : Philippe V et Antochus le Grand  (Paris, 1957).]  [22:  Badian (1968) Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic. (Cornell University Press; New York) p. 7.]  [23:  Stier (1957) Roms Aufstieg zur Weltmacht und die Griechische Welt (Cologne-Opladen); Petzold (1971) ‘Rom und Illyrien’, Historia XX, p. 199-223.  ] 

	 Many have pointed out that there were considerable advantages to be gained from warfare and conquest. These could be of a social, cultural or economic nature, and benefit soldiers, citizens and senate alike. More importantly, these were reasons prompting Rome to actively pursue the establishment of an empire, rather than grudgingly taking up arms when vexed once more by the shield-shaking and spear-splintering actions of her neighbours. Few would argue that there was a masterplan behind the expansion of Rome’s territory but there were certainly incentives to go to war and subdue other states. One of the most extreme views comes from William Harris, who attributes a pathological need for violence to the Roman people. According to him, they were unique in their willingness to bear huge losses in their wars and expansion. Nearly every citizen would serve at least some years as a soldier and for most magistracies military experience was requisite as well. Hardly a year passed without war. Harris might be stretching the matter but his two basic arguments are well founded. Firstly, the Roman aristocracy valued military virtues such as prowess highly, as in fact did most societies. To gain status among both patricians and plebeians, laus (honour) and gloria (glory) were of great importance, and the easiest way to reach them was military success.[footnoteRef:24] Regular warfare was necessary to give the ambitious a chance to show their virtue and prove their capability. Furthermore, as high commands were often of limited duration, there was a strong incentive for commanders to use the period to establish a name for themselves. It could also be profitable for them, as the general would receive part of the booty (see below).  [24:  Harris (1979) War and Imperialism in Republican Rome. (Oxford University Press) p. 12-17, 40-1; Badian (1968) p. 12-3.] 

	This brings us to the second motive often suspected to be at the root of conquest. Few would seriously argue that the Romans fought wars to enlarge their selling markets abroad with an eye on increasing their export or for the sake of a positive trade balance. However, economic advantage does not have to be interpreted in such a way and can also refer to loot and indemnities, or regular tribute. Slaves could be sold or put to use in Italy (or both) and conquered land could be distributed to soldiers or creditors. The state treasury may have suffered from warfare in many cases, as the constant lack of money in the Second Punic War shows.[footnoteRef:25] Permanent armed occupation of foreign or incorporated territories was also a burden on public finances and rarely used; the army was usually disbanded as soon as possible, with a standing army only arising in the Late Republic and early Principate.[footnoteRef:26] While there are references to glory gained and spoils taken, they are never put forward by the sources as motives to start a war. The Romans, or their biographers, were very careful to find a ‘legitimate’ claim to go to war. The casus belli was always an ‘underhand’ enemy action or allied call for help, never the result of Roman hostilities. An essential part of virtually every war ever fought, from the dawn of time to the here and now, has always been to convince the world that one is fighting a just war, and the Romans were no different with their bellum iustum, which required a ritualized declaration by the priests.[footnoteRef:27] From what we know about their wars, however, it is clear that they often only used the thinnest of pretexts and sometimes even laid the foundations for the next war in the peace treaty of the last.[footnoteRef:28] While the financial indemnities put upon Carthage after the Second Punic War were nowhere near as high as those on the Germans at Versailles in 1918, prohibiting the Carthaginians to even defend themselves against foreign invaders without Roman permission, combined with the cart blanche for the Numidian king Masinissa to occupy any land he considered to be historically his, was a more certain way of ensuring a new war than allowing an embittered racist lunatic with a silly moustache to be in charge of a humiliated, bankrupt Germany.  [25:  Liv. 22.61, 23.48, 24.18, 26.35, 27.10, 31.13 et.al.; Plb. 11.28.]  [26:  Badian (1968) p. 16-7, 20-1.]  [27:  Liv. 9.1.10; Cic. Div. Caec. 63; Cic. Prov. 4; Liv. 1.32; Kaser (1949) Das altrömische Ius (Göttingen) p. 22ff ]  [28:  For example the adscripti included in in the treaty after the First Macedonian War and the provisions of the Second Punic War; Liv. 30.37.] 

	It needs to be stressed that for the Romans to be called ‘imperial’, or to own an empire, they did not necessarily need to be physically present. The patronage system of Rome could be transferred to foreign politics, where certain Roman generals or families, or even the state as a whole, would be the patron of a foreign king or city.[footnoteRef:29] Anything which and anyone who was subordinate to Rome was part of the empire. Both Carthage and Macedon were not initially occupied, and yet both sent troops and supplies to help Rome in her next wars. Whether this was done by the threat of force, by the use of puppet rulers, through networks of local elites, or because the states themselves considered Rome to be their best option, it is not necessary to find a Roman army patrolling the streets and Roman banners billowing in the wind in order for us to speak of empire and imperialism. Having said that, there is still the question as to what extent Rome was really unique in her actions and ambitions. Recent studies using the theories of Realism have come to the conclusion that all ancient states were in a gruesome competition for power, based on mutual fear and misunderstandings. In this system, Rome is not to be singled out as particularly aggressive, but rather as being particularly good at surviving and outperforming her opponents.[footnoteRef:30] Hellenistic states and even smaller cities would ruthlessly capitalize on their own interest as well, and were as much to blame for Rome’s expansion, by asking her for help, or expressing regional or global ambitions of conquest, as the Romans themselves. For Rome and her generals, reputation in international politics, status through military success and wealth through booty were almost as important as they were for Hellenistic kings. Roman imperialism should therefore come as no surprise. Instead the question of how it was carried out and with what effects is to be central.  [29:  Badian (1958) Foreign Clientelae (Clarendon Press) passim; Harris (1979) p. 105-7.]  [30:  Eckstein (2008) Rome Enters the Greak East: From Anarchy to Hierarchy in the Hellenistic Mediterranean, 230-170 BC. (Oxford, Wiley-Blackwell) passim, for example: p. 7-14.] 



1.2  The debate on the ancient economy

When attempting to assess the economic element of the Roman war effort - in this paper mostly the concreter aspects such as salaries, supplies and loot - it is inevitable to pay attention to the major debate in the historiography on the ancient economy, that between ‘primitivism’ and ‘modernism’. From the nineteenth century onwards scholars have clashed over the question whether the ancient economy was similar to our modern one and can thus be analysed with the same tools and concepts.[footnoteRef:31] Those who answer in the affirmative have been dubbed ‘modernists’ while their opponents are known as  ‘primitivists’. Other terms have been used as well, such as ‘formalist’ and ‘substantivist’, or the positive and negative theory.[footnoteRef:32] Despite claims to the contrary, and allowing for some progress that has been made, the debate has been going on to this very day.[footnoteRef:33] This is partly the result of the scarcity of evidence, which makes coming to a final judgement on the matter quite hard, but also due to the nature of the debate and the underlying assumptions, not to mention the influence of contemporary events. It will be useful here to look at the differences between the two camps and to try to explain the longevity of the debate. The first part will be concerned with the theories and ideologies behind the different views, and the methods and sources used. The second part of the chapter will return to the economic part of the debate on imperialism, that concerned with the role of booty in Roman warfare expansion, arguing for a strong incentive for both military leaders and soldiers to go to war, and for the possibility of war as a self-sustaining phenomenon.   [31:  Terms first used by Hasebroek, see:  Pearson (1957) ‘The Secular Debate on Economic Primitivism’, in: K.Polanyi, C.M. Arensberg, and H.W. Pearson (eds.), Trade and Market in the Early Empires. (Illinois: The Free Press) p. 3-4.]  [32:  Pearson (1957) p. 5.]  [33:  Bowman and Wilson (2009) ‘Quantifying the Roman economy: integration, growth, decline?’ , in: A.K. Bowman and A.I. Wilson (eds.), Quantifying the Roman economy: methods and problems (Oxford) p. 7-15.] 

We must start with a short, more or less chronological, overview of (some of) the main participants of the debate and their points of view. In 1893, Karl Bücher stated that one could not speak of a national economy in the ancient world. Economic life was focused on the city, trade and industry were of negligible size. He borrowed an earlier scholar’s idea of an oikos (household) economy, but rather than the initial meaning of a central unit for taxation, this became synonymous with an economy in kind. As a result, Eduard Meyer could easily point to the existence of trade, money and industry to refute Bücher’s views. The discussion moved away from the oikos question with the contributions of Max Weber and later Michael Rostovtzeff and Karl Polanyi. They were more concerned with the actual nature of economic activity, economic thought and economic institutions than with proving the existence of them.[footnoteRef:34] Michael Rostovtzeff famously said that the ancient economy was different from the modern one only in quantity, not in quality.[footnoteRef:35] According to him, the Hellenistic empires and the Principate finally freed themselves of the old ‘feudal’ system which had been a brake to proper economic development. To prove the growth of the economy he pointed to elements that were characteristic for prosperity in other times such as urbanisation, increase in capital and the commencement of a middle class.[footnoteRef:36] Karl Polanyi reacted to precisely that kind of analysis with his criticism of formalist ideas of an economy. He had an anthropological background and suggested a substantivist view in which the economy is imbedded in society and where human actions are not predestined for maximum profit.[footnoteRef:37] In this he was partly in line with the sociological approach of Max Weber, who also saw economic behaviour as guided by social and political systems, such as the laws on land ownership, the prevalent ideas on trade, and the effects of warfare.[footnoteRef:38]   [34:  Pearson (1957)  p. 5-8.]  [35:  Pearson (1957)  p. 10.]  [36:  Rostovtzeff (1957 (1926)) The Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire. (2nd edition, Oxford: Clarendon Press) p. xiv-xv (;the characteristics of growth: passim).]  [37:  Godelier (1986) The Mental and the Material: Thought, Economy and Society. Translated by M. Thom (Bristol)  p. 179-207.]  [38:  Weber (1976 (1897)) The Agrarian Sociology of Ancient Civilizations. Translated by R.I. Frank.  (London: NLB) passim (for example p. 296, 310, 319, 333).] 

Some two decades later came the very influential work by Moses Finley, no doubt partly as a reaction to the data quantification hype of the previous years. He complained about studies that presented the ancient economy as largely similar to the modern one. Finley argued that in fact the Greeks and Romans did not possess the concept of an economy such as we have. They had little knowledge of economic laws and did not base their policies on them. Instead, gaining honour and status by consuming luxuries and spending wealth on public amenities was the main goal.[footnoteRef:39] Furthermore, the economy as ‘a conglomeration of interdependent markets’[footnoteRef:40] did simply not exist. There was trade, but there were no direct relations between prices and production in different areas. Long-distance trade was mostly of a redistributive kind. The consumer city, the model in which the city consumes the surplus of the hinterland instead of using it for an increase in production, was the archetypal economic situation.[footnoteRef:41] Those who followed in Finley’s wake often found his views and models too limiting, and have searched for ways of allowing for a more dynamic economy with moderate growth and considerable trade. Others continue to apply largely modern economic methods to the ancient world.[footnoteRef:42]  [39:  Finley (1999 (1985) The Ancient Economy. 3rd edition (London) p. 21-3.]  [40:  Finley (1999 (1985)  p. 22.]  [41:  Finley (1999 (1985)  p. 191-3.]  [42:  Hopkins (1983) ‘Introduction’, in: P. Garnsey, K. Hopkins and C.R. Whittaker (eds.), Trade in the Ancient Economy. (London: Chatto and Windus) p. ix-xxv.; Duncan-Jones (1990) Structure and Scale in the Roman Economy. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press); Garnsey and Saller (1987) The Roman Empire: economy, society and culture. (London: Duckworth); Harris (1993) ‘Between archaic and modern. Some current problems in the history of the Roman economy’, in: W.V. Harris (ed.), The  Inscribed Economy. Production and Distribution in the Roman Empire in Light of the Instrumentum Domesticum. JRA Suppl. Ser. 6 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press) p. 11-29.] 

At this point it might be useful to summarize the standpoints of the two camps somewhat more concisely. The main difference between them is that modernists assume that the economy in antiquity was similar to most current western economies and can thus be studied using the same methods and concepts, whereas primitivists stress that the ancient economy was fundamentally different from ours and can only be understood in its relation to the social, cultural and political systems of ancient societies.  Modernists tend to be formalists in the sense that they think of the economy as a series of rational actions taken by human beings in order to take maximal advantage of the limited resources available. In practice this often comes down to the assumption that societies advance according to economic laws. Substantivists on the other hand, take a broader view and try to examine how humans interact with their social and natural environment in order to fulfil their needs. The main point of disagreement between the two camps is on whether the economy is imbedded in society, with all the social, legal and cultural opportunities or limitations, or whether it can be detached from society and as a result be studied in itself, as an independent unit. (Of course this is a slight simplification, as almost no one can be said to fully support one view or the other. )
It is now time to look at some of the underlying ideas that fuelled both sides of the debate. Two modern economic theories are at the basis of the discussions on the ancient world: (economic) liberalism and Marxism.  Most scholars in the field have been influenced by either or both of these views.  Both theories essentially subscribe to the idea that the economy develops in several phases towards some ideal final system. For liberalism this is of course a free-market economy in which the laws of supply and demand and the limited role of the state create an environment that is ideal for businessmen but also for common people, as the competition between different players assures low prices and a constant need for innovation. For some a civilized society must inevitably develop such an economic system. The theory of Marxism holds that the mode of production and the possession of capital are essential in deciding what form society takes, with initially the rise of the middle classes and eventually the revolution of the proletariat. In essence, they can therefore both be considered part of a modernist view, as they do not allow for different types of economic development, guided by other forms of social relations or ideologies. Other influences on scholars have been the Cold War, the battle between a capitalist and communist side which left its mark on many historians of the second half of the twentieth century. Finally, the return of market-driven policies of neo-liberalism and the increasing attention to the ‘underdeveloped’ Third World countries can be seen to lie at the basis of at least a number of recent studies. 
The disagreements over the nature of the ancient economy are also (fundamentally) the result of differences in the preferred sources and methods. Even before Finley, Pearson already remarked that the clash was not on the operational, but on the institutional level; in the interpretation of the evidence.[footnoteRef:43] Frederiksen, in his review of Finley’s book, called this a conflict between the theoretical approach and a more practical one. The latter is perhaps somewhat overly optimistic on the usefulness of especially archaeological evidence, but very important to counter that of Finley, which is obsessed with conceptions, definitions and models.[footnoteRef:44] According to Finley, the use of models is essential to uncover ‘supposedly significant relationships in generalized form’[footnoteRef:45]. Individual cases and facts should be measured against that model and see if they diverge or not. This is the only way to make sense of the limited material scholars have to work with.[footnoteRef:46] However, Finley has been accused of ignoring or discarding much evidence of legal and archaeological kind, and only to look at the key passages (of literary sources) which support his preconceived ideas.[footnoteRef:47] This is also the rather gloomy observation of Morley. As theories are formulated at macro level, with a broad scope and yet little evidence, they are very hard to either prove or disprove. New evidence favouring one side of the debate is cast aside by their opponents as an exception to the rule or as inconclusive. For example, evidence of long-distance transportation of commodities (pottery) is a sign of trade but does not say much about the nature of that trade (free-market or redistribution). It thus seems ‘a matter of choosing between different sets of basic premises on the basis of personal inclinations’.[footnoteRef:48] Personally, I am more inclined to follow a substantivist point of view in the sense that the ancient economy showed a limited degree of interdependence and was shaped mostly by social norms and traditions rather than economic laws and conscious economic policies. On the other hand, certain elements of the ancient economy were more developed than primitivist models allow for. Quantifications can be helpful as long as they are used to increase our insight into the (societies of the) ancient world rather than try to analyse the economy as a separate entity.[footnoteRef:49]   [43:  Pearson (1957) p. 3-4.]  [44:  Frederiksen (1975) ‘Theory, Evidence and the Ancient Economy.’ (Review of M. I. Finley (1973) The Ancient Economy.) JRS 65, p. 170-1.]  [45:  Finley (1999 (1985) p. 182.]  [46:  Finley (1999 (1985) p. 178, 182.]  [47:  Frederiksen (1975) p. 170-1.]  [48:  Morley (1996) Metropolis and Hinterland: The city of Rome and the Italian economy 200 B.C. – A.D. 200. (Cambridge University Press) p. 9. ]  [49:  For example, some of the studies calculating Rome’s gross domestic product with impressive looking formulae but rather a lot of unknown factors in the equations: Silver (2007) ‘Roman economic growth and living standards: perceptions versus evidence’, Ancient Society 37, passim, for example 202-205.  More balanced is Temin (2001) ‘A market economy in the early Roman empire’, JRS 91. p. 169-181. ] 



1.3  Authority over booty

The economic motive for expansionistic warfare is controversial, as states did not always benefit from warfare and this form of ‘modern’, rational reasoning may have been subservient to matters of glory and honour, political influence, and social norms. The search for new outlets for Roman goods and wars for the benefit of trade are certainly too modern an interpretation. However, economic motives or simple greed, however irrational, can certainly be said to play a role in the decisions of generals and soldiers alike. Whereas wars could be detrimental for the finances of states and governments, they could be very profitable for individuals. It was not just the Late Republican generals and Hellenistic monarchs who could enrich themselves by successful campaigns, but earlier commanders as well. This had to do with the fact that generals could keep a large part of the war booty for themselves, which included anything from slaves to gold and silver. The famous article by Israel Shatzman which argues for the authority of the general over booty has been questioned by several scholars but not fundamentally refuted.[footnoteRef:50] The high level of independence of Roman commanders and the importance of plunder, booty, and (involuntary) contributions is an important point to consider more in-depth, as it was probably used by Scipio Africanus as well to finance his campaigns.  [50:  Shatzman (1972) ‘The Roman General's Authority Over Booty’, Historia 21, p. 177-205; Coudry (2009)  ‘Partage et gestion du butin dans la Rome républicaine: procédures et enjeux’, in: M. Coudry and Michel Humm (eds.)  Praeda. Butin de guerre et société dans la Rome républicaine / Kriegsbeute und Gesellschaft im republikanischen Rom. (Collegium Beatus Rhenanus Bd 1. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag) p. 21-80; Rich (2011) ‘Marianne Coudry, Michel Humm (ed.), Praeda. Butin de guerre et société dans la Rome républicaine / Kriegsbeute und Gesellschaft im republikanischen Rom. Collegium Beatus Rhenanus Bd 1.  Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2009‘,  Bryn Mawr Classical Review 22-08-2011.] 

	The words ‘booty’, ‘loot’ and ‘spoils of war’ are usually translations of the Latin words praeda and manubiae. Those two terms are sometimes used as synonyms but can also have distinct meanings, at least according to the discussions on these words in Late Antique sources.[footnoteRef:51] Traditionally, the term manubiae was often taken by scholars to refer to ‘the proceeds of the sale of booty which was reserved by the general for public use’, or a variation upon this theme.[footnoteRef:52] Shatzman follows the meaning given by Ps. Asconius and supported by Placidus, holding that ‘manubiae denotes that part of the booty which belongs to the general’.[footnoteRef:53] This general’s right to a share of the spoils  was generally accepted among the Romans, although their leaders were sometimes praised for not exploiting this right. Similarly, they were probably expected to finance public projects such as games and buildings, but nowhere is this attested as mandatory.[footnoteRef:54] The exact difference between praeda and manubiae (and other equivalents) is not as important as the clear indications that Roman generals were relatively free to do what they wanted with booty. Cato mentions how he left all spoils to the troops, taking none of it for himself, not even that which was ‘reserved’ for him:  ‘numquam ego praedam neque quod de hostibus captum esset neque manubias inter pauculos amicos meos divisi, ut illis eriperem qui cepissent’[footnoteRef:55]. Translated as ‘I have never divided booty among some of my friends, neither what was captured from the enemy nor my own share so as to snatch it away from those who had captured it’[footnoteRef:56], this implies other generals did take some of the booty and, moreover, that they were perhaps acting unfairly according to Cato, but they were not acting against the law or against custom.  [51:  Notably Favorinus and Gellius. See Gell. 13.25,26 and 13.25,6. Also Shatzman (1972) p. 177-188.  Spolia can also be used in the general sense of plundered goods and objects won. ]  [52:  Mommsen (1879) Römische Forschungen(2) (Weidmann, Berlin) p. 443, fn. 62 ; Bona (1960) p. 106-113. ]  [53:  Shatzman (1972) p. 180.]  [54:  Shatzman (1972) p. 182-6; Liv. 36.36,2; Val. Max. 4.3,13.  ]  [55:  Malcovati (1967) Oratorum Romanorum Fragmenta (3) (Torino) fr.203 p. 82 (directly taken from Fronto p. 92).]  [56:  Shatzman (1972) p. 184. ] 

	A number of incidents seem to point at the manubiae as being part of the pecunia residuae, the money from or for the treasury which was to be used in the public interest only. Several generals were prosecuted on (what seems to be) a charge of peculatus (embezzlement of public money), but Shatzman shows that in none of the twelve main cases from the Republican period can we be sure that the general was actually charged with and convicted of peculatus in relation to the booty. Often contemporaries disagreed on how the booty had been divided, when, in their opinion, too much had gone to the soldiers, the general, or the treasury.[footnoteRef:57] In other instances the general was prosecuted on different charges, such as maltreating allies or taking spoils which were only later designated pecunia residua. Most of the time, political motives played a strong role on the side of the prosecutor.[footnoteRef:58] This was also the case in the trials of the Scipiones at the start of the second century B.C. The controversy was probably caused by interpreting part of the war indemnity differently. Whereas the senate thought it should be deposited into the treasury, the Scipio brothers considered it to be booty, and therefore non-accountable.[footnoteRef:59] We will return to the trial in chapter five.  [57:  Dion. Hal. 6.30,2; Liv. 2.41,1-2; Shatzman (1972) p. 188-198 for all cases, 188-91 for the division of booty. ]  [58:  Shatzman (1972) p. 191-2, 194-198. ]  [59:  Shatzman (1972) p. 192-4. ] 

		All in all, generals had authority over the spoils of war and could use it to strengthen public finances or enrich themselves. However, at least some of the booty normally went to the soldiers. It was a reward for their services and a way for a general to gain popularity. In some cases, the booty might have been used to pay overdue salaries or to give an extra reward. Some generals used the prospect of booty to encourage their soldiers to fight with extra vigour.[footnoteRef:60] As the booty increased, so did personal capital and rewards. The spoils of Macedonia were enough to end the tributum (tax) at Rome.[footnoteRef:61] In Spain during the Second Punic War, Scipio Africanus rewarded his fleet master and friend Laelius with a gold crown and forty oxen, the equivalent of about 5000 denarii.[footnoteRef:62] Cicero writes on Caesar’s financial situation in Gaul (56 B.C.): ‘For I thought that he, even without this additional supply of money, was able to maintain his army with the booty that he had already acquired, and to terminate the war.’[footnoteRef:63] This is not the only instance where it was suggested that booty might be enough to finance the war.[footnoteRef:64] It therefore seems possible for Scipio Africanus to have financed his campaign for a large part from booty and private means.  [60:  Liv. 7.16, 8.36. ]  [61:  V. Max. 4.3.8; Plut. Aem. 38.  ]  [62:  Liv. 26.48; Of course the average CEO of today would laugh at such a reward: Laelius received only 40 times the salary of the average employee, the pauper. ]  [63:  Cic. Prov. 28. ]  [64:  Liv. 10.46: L. Papirius Cursor gave all the proceeds of the booty to the treasury, to which some responded that it could have been put to better use as stipendium to the soldiers. This was their salary (or perhaps more of a reimbursement for lost income at this point) paid by the state, but financed from the tributum (a war tax) rather than from the treasury itself, apparently;  I Macc 14:32. ] 







Chapter 2: The Second Punic War


Ordior arma, quibus caelo se gloria tollit
Aeneadum, patiturque ferox Oenotria iura
Carthago. da, Musa, decus memorare laborum
antiquae Hesperiae, quantosque ad bella crearit
et quot Roma uiros, sacri cum perfida pacti
gens Cadmea super regno certamina mouit,
quaesitumque diu, qua tandem poneret arce
terrarum Fortuna caput.

Here I begin the war by which the fame of the Aeneadae was raised to heaven and proud Carthage submitted to the rule of Italy. Grant me, O Muse, to record the splendid achievement of Italy in ancient days, and to tell of all those heroes whom Rome brought forth for the strife, when the people of Cadmus broke their solemn bond and began the contest for sovereignty; and for long it remained uncertain, on which of the two citadels Fortune would establish the capital of the world.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  Sil. Pun. book 1, ll. 1-3. Translation by Duff.] 

- Silius Italicus, Punica

Often a sequel is just a bad copy of its prequel, with uninspired plots and endless repetition of what worked well at the beginning. This cannot be said for The Punic War: Part II, which put the original completely in the shade. A larger budget, more rounded characters and a better script created a hell of a war, one so massive it almost bankrupted its producers and investors, despite their hopes for profits. Subsequently, the war enjoyed huge popularity throughout the ages, with many generals and statesmen revisiting the ancient scenes for inspiration and insights. The comparison is not as ridiculous and tongue-in-cheek as it may seem at first glance. Just as in a film, some of the actors in the Second Punic War served in the army because they were expected or even forced to (contractually), others because they needed or wanted the money, or a combination of both. In addition, people of prominence, i.e. the leaders and commanders, were motivated by the desire for fame and glory. Finally, all were fuelled or limited by the amount of resources, both in the broadest sense of the word, and in the narrow sense of money. By following the money, I hope to find out which scenes might have played out differently, and how the project changed the lives of those directly involved and their society. It would go too far to call this an accountant’s account of the war, but the focus does lie on economic matters and their relation to power and prestige. First, the origins of the war will be discussed, followed by an analysis of the starting positions of both nations. Subsequently the course of the war will be dealt with largely chronologically, with special attention to the financial and economic position of the Romans, split down to region.


2.1 Origins and outbreak

Silius Italicus, in the citation above, captures the Roman view (in hindsight) on the Second Punic War quite well. Later generations saw it as their finest hour, as their deepest crisis and their greatest triumph. Hostilities were started by a treacherous enemy who was as bent on power and revenge as the goddess allegedly stirring him up and the outcome was Roman domination over the whole Mediterranean world and beyond. The same ideas had been voiced by Polybius and Livy and would be echoed later by Appian.[footnoteRef:66] The accounts of the war usually start with the capture of Saguntum in Spain by Hannibal, who thereby allegedly broke the treaty not to cross the Ebro.[footnoteRef:67] However, Polybius rightly points out that the taking of Saguntum might constitute the beginning of the war, it was not the cause of the war. The causes lay much deeper, and must be sought in the rivalry between the two great nations, the decisions of individual leaders and the shifting of power in the Mediterranean.[footnoteRef:68] This rivalry had begun some decades earlier, when a quarrel concerning the Sicilian town of Messana escalated into full war between the two former allies. This First Punic War, mainly fought out at sea and on Sicily, raged for more than two decades (264-241 B.C.) and ended in a Roman victory. Carthage had to give up her claims to Sicily and had to pay an indemnity of 3,200 talents, a thousand of which had to be handed over immediately. This caused great problems amongst the people of Cadmus, who could not pay their mercenary army anymore. A revolt broke out and could only with great pains be quelled. Rome helped Carthage in this fight but also annexed Sardinia some years later as compensation for Roman costs, something the Carthaginians were powerless to stop, though it probably led to increased distrust and hatred. After the revolt, the Punic general Hamilcar moved to Spain, where he turned the trading outposts and strongholds into a land-based empire.[footnoteRef:69] [66:  Liv. 21.1; Plb. 1.1-3; Appian Hisp. 6-10. ]  [67:  Allegedly, because Saguntum lay south of the Ebro and it was Roman protection that was ‘violated’, not the treaty. ]  [68:  Plb. 3.6.]  [69:  For a more detailed description see: Hoyos (2003) Hannibal’s Dynasty: Power and Politics in the Western Mediterranean, 247-183 BC (London: Routledge) p. 7-20 and 34-46. ] 

The Spanish acquisitions changed the balance of power and broadened the geographical range of the next conflict. The income from the mines in Spain and from the taxes levied on Spanish allies and subjects, not to mention the increased manpower, brought Carthage on par with Rome again. While the number of Punic citizens was still much lower than the Roman and Italian ones, the resources to attract larger armies of mercenaries, and the range from which to draw them, increased. The exact size of the population of either nation remains uncertain. The literary, epigraphic and archaeological data provide some information, but estimates are still often based on comparisons with other regions and eras.[footnoteRef:70] Polybius says an enquiry around 225 B.C. found that 770,000 men were able to bear arms among the Romans and their allies. Livy’s census figures give three widely ranging numbers for the last half of the third century, the highest counting 270,000 (in 234 B.C.), and the lowest (in 209 B.C.) 137,000. The two are not necessarily contradictory and it seems reasonable to assume that Rome, together with her colonies and countryside, housed around 250,000 male citizens, while the Italian allies could field another 500,000. Extrapolating this to the rest of the population leads to the conclusion that around three million people lived in Italy just before the Second Punic War.[footnoteRef:71] At least the same number of people were part of the Carthaginian empire in Africa, but only about 600,000 of them were citizens, and just a third of those citizens were of fighting age.[footnoteRef:72] Therefore, the possessions in Spain were vital in providing the Carthaginians with extra striking power. [70:  For example in: Scheidel (2004) ‘Human mobility in Roman Italy I: the free population,’ JRS 94, p. 1, 7; Noy (2000) Foreigners at Rome. Citizens and Strangers (London) Chapter 2. ]  [71:  Scheidel (2004) p. 1-5, 10-14; Plb. 2.23-4; Liv. Periochae 20; Liv. 27.36, 29.37.]  [72:  Hoyos (2003) p. 27-9. ] 

Partly, this striking power lay in the mines of Iberia. Barcelo estimates that 10 million denarii worth of silver was obtained from the mines every year. Added to the profits from trade and the agricultural income from the fertile African soil, which together paid back the indemnity of the Second Punic War within twenty years, the Carthaginian treasury must have overflowed in these years.[footnoteRef:73] They seemed to have had considerably less financial trouble than the Romans during the war. Even when the tables had turned in the latter half of the conflict, the Carthaginians were still raising fresh armies and sending out recruiters and diplomats with large sums of money.[footnoteRef:74] Hoyos estimates the Carthaginian income to have been more than 3,000 talents or 18 million denarii per year. The Romans, on the other hand, seem to have received only 5.5 million denarii on a regular basis (i.e. from taxes). Frank concluded that they must have financed the war largely out of loans, donations, extra taxes, and, importantly, war booty and indemnities.[footnoteRef:75] Their total taxable property may have been in the range of 900 million denarii. This was calculated by Frank on the basis of the Manlian booty, which, in 187 B.C., was used to pay back an outstanding loan: twenty-five times the tributum simplex, a 1/1000 charge on property above a thousand asses.[footnoteRef:76] Rome had also built up a reserve from a tax on the manumission of slaves in case of emergencies. Despite that, they frequently had to fall back on improvisation and ad hoc measures to see their army through the war. How this played out in Italy and Spain will be discussed below. [73:  Barcelo (2010) ‘Punic Politics, Economy, and Alliances, 218–201’, in: D. Hoyos (ed.) (2011)  A Companion to the Punic Wars  (Malden, MA : Wiley-Blackwell) p. 363-4. ]  [74:  Examples from primary sources: Liv. 23.32; 27.20. ]  [75:  Hoyos (2003) p. 27-9; Frank (1933) p. 79-81. ]  [76:  Frank (ed.) (1933)  Economic Survey of Ancient Rome. (John Hopkins Press, Baltimore) p. 70-7; Livy 39.7] 

When Hannibal’s brother-in-law died, Hannibal was proclaimed general by the army. He practically grew up on campaign in Spain and because of his family connections and  tactical abilities enjoyed great authority with the troops. Conversely, Hannibal commanded a seasoned army with a highly skilled officer corps. Through his marriage to a Spanish noblewoman, he enjoyed good diplomatic contacts with many Spanish tribes.[footnoteRef:77] He immediately set out to quell the small revolts which usually accompanied a change in leadership. After consolidating his position he cast his eyes upon those parts of Spain not yet under Carthaginian control. In a treaty made with the Romans some years before (226 B.C.), the river Ebro had been established as the border between the Roman and Carthaginian sphere of influence, which neither was to cross. However, Rome had allies or protectorates in the lands below the river. Thus when Hannibal attacked the town of Saguntum, the Romans protested. Hannibal took no heed and, after a long siege, captured the town, which was important both as strategical stronghold and as target for plunder. The Romans did not help their friends militarily, but did declare war on Carthage. Perhaps Hannibal already intended to invade Italy via the Alps, perhaps it was a reaction to the Roman declaration of war. Strategically it was clever, not only because it was a completely unexpected move, but also because it forced the enemy onto the defensive. Moreover, it would be Roman fields and villages which were going to be pillaged, putting extra pressure on Rome to take rash actions. But first Hannibal alternately fought and negotiated his way through southern Gaul and across the Alps, which cost him almost half of his army, including most of the elephants. Once in northern Italy, he managed to gather most of the Gallic tribes at his side, who, as ancestral enemies of the Romans, were eager for revenge and plunder. The Romans themselves changed their plan as  a result of the invasion. They had expected to fight Hannibal in Spain or Gaul. Therefore, the army that was meant to invade Africa was called back to defend the north of Italy. The other consular army went to Spain to cut off Hannibal’s supply lines and prevent another invasion. These legions were commanded by the father and uncle of Scipio Africanus.[footnoteRef:78] [77:  Barcelo (2010) p. 360-2. ]  [78:  Briscoe (1989) p. 44-7.] 



2.2 The war in Italy

Hannibal started the war with an impressive string of victories. First he defeated at least four Roman legions and equal allied support, led by the consuls Publius Cornelius Scipio and Tiberius Sempronius Longus, at the river Trebia in the north of Italy. Supplementing his army with Gallic warriors from the Po area, he marched south the following spring, through the marshes, into Etruria. There he conducted raids on a large scale, provoking the consul Gaius Flaminius until the latter could no longer stand by and watch allied lands being pillaged. Flaminius refused to wait for reinforcements and chased Hannibal, and in his haste was lured into a trap at the banks of Lake Trasimene. This second defeat led the Romans to appoint Fabius Maximus Cunctator as dictator. Hannibal spent the rest of the year (217 B.C.) inciting Rome’s allies against her by only releasing allied prisoners and selectively plundering enemy domains. For example, Fabius’s own property was carefully left untouched to make suspicions fall on him being in league with the enemy.[footnoteRef:79] The Punic general first crossed into Umbria and then via Samnium made a daring thrust into the Campanian heartlands, fertile and of great propagandistic value. When Hannibal managed to escape from a Roman entrapment operation with his army and his spoils intact, this especially added lustre to his undertaking. The Carthaginians wintered in Apulia while the Romans were divided over the question whether to attack the invading army or avoid battle and start a war of attrition. In the end the former opinion prevailed and in 216 B.C. another attempt was made to beat Hannibal in the field. With his classic pincer movement, an option made possible by his superior cavalry, the Punic general inflicted upon the Romans their biggest defeat to date, especially numerically speaking. Estimations range from 20,000 to 60,000 Roman casualties. Although this battle convinced many towns and peoples to abandon Rome and join Carthage, it was also a turning point in favour of Rome.  As the Romans avoided battle on Hannibal’s terms, he was forced to conduct unsuccessful sieges and could only win small victories. Rome used her superior manpower to punish defectors, to which Hannibal was powerless, as he did not have the resources or soldiers to fight a war at several frontiers at the same time. In subsequent years, cities such as Capua, Tarentum and Syracuse, who had all gone over to Carthage, were captured by the Romans. After two attempts by his brothers Hasdrubal and Mago to invade with new armies and join forces, Hannibal was forced to retreat to the utmost south of Italy, until he was called back by the senate in 203 B.C. to defend Africa.[footnoteRef:80] During these fifteen years both sides made use of various ways to provide their troops with pay and food and these will be examined as far as the sources allow. [79:  Liv. 22.23. ]  [80:  Briscoe (1989) ‘The Second Punic War’, in: A.E. Astin et.al. (ed.) The Cambridge Ancient History Volume 8: Rome and the Mediterranean to 133 B.C. (Cambridge University Press, 2nd edition) p. 47-56; Barcelo (2010) p. 369. ] 

One could argue that Hannibal’s entire campaign was one huge booty raid. In fact, Livy has the general say as much when he addresses his forces in Spain. As there is little more to gain in Spain, the army needs to move on to other places. Italy will yield ‘immense glory and spoils’.[footnoteRef:81] As the total destruction of Rome was not an objective, something clearly shown in the pact between Carthage and Macedon, profits may have been as important as the quest for hegemonic rivalry. At times, the large scale of the raids makes plunder seem a goal in itself rather than a tactical decision. Examples abound.[footnoteRef:82] Interestingly, while Carthage was notably rich, there are several mentions in the sources of shortages on the Punic side. These could be false, meant to put certain Roman generals in a better light, but could also be genuine, as the result of Hannibal’s isolated position. They deserve some attention at least. When plundering Umbria, Hannibal’s soldiers are called ‘voracious and impoverished troops’. Shortly before Cannae, the Punic army complained about the lack of pay and high price of food. At several occasions soldiers deserted to the enemy for the same reasons.[footnoteRef:83] However, although the hint of unrest is always there, Hannibal seems to have experienced no major uprisings. For most of the years his army seems to have been content with what they received from plunder. Hannibal probably carried a considerable war-chest with him as well. This becomes apparent from his attempt to lure the Romans into a trap, when he left his camp with the spoils still in it, ‘state- and privately owned’.[footnoteRef:84] After Cannae, Mago went to Carthage to ask for money, grain, and reinforcements. Most of the so-called “profits” were necessary to sustain the war. Additional prospects could also be offered to the army. In what seems a very Roman practice, Hannibal promised his soldiers land in Spain, Italy or Africa, whichever they desired, as well as citizenship for non-Carthaginians and freedom for slaves.[footnoteRef:85] This might well be a falsehood, an echo of what Livy imagined a Roman general would promise his troops, or a way of increasing the stakes by foretelling how all of Italy would be Carthaginian if Hannibal won. Then again, land was the most basic form of wealth and livelihood in antiquity and citizenship was used by the Greeks as a reward too. It appears Hannibal was quite capable of sustaining his army but relied on the difficulty of deserting and the prospect of profit in the future as well. [81:  Liv. 21.21. Similarly, Austin (1986) p. 454 suggests Alexander’s campaign was a massive booty raid. ]  [82:  Liv. 22.3, 22.16, 23.15, 25.10 and many others; App. Hann. 1.1; Plb. 3.29. ]  [83:  Liv. 22.9, 22.43, 22.61, 23.46. ]  [84:  Liv. 22.41. Translation by Yardley. ]  [85:  Liv. 23.12, 21.45] 

On the Roman side the crises were more prominent. For the entire duration of the war (safe the first few years perhaps) the Romans regularly encountered shortages of money and resources, though it seems these deficits rarely hindered operations. What is striking is how capricious their financial situation was, when one moment a general could be sent out with millions of denarii and the next moment tracts of public land had to be sold in order to pay off loans or supply the army. The state treasury received its income from a combination of taxes, donations and spoils of war, including land. After Cannae, Rome spent a fortune to levy and arm new legions, the soldiers of which were unable to work and pay taxes, thereby diminishing income. A triumvirate of treasury officials was put into place, which oversaw finances and perhaps negotiated with creditors.[footnoteRef:86]  Negligence of other frontiers resulted in letters from Sicily and Sardinia asking for support. Army wages were behind and grain rations too low. The senate replied that the responsible officials would have to fend for themselves and find a solution in their respective provinces. In the case of Sicily a donation from king Hiero of Syracuse saved the day.[footnoteRef:87] Messages from Spain contained similar requests. The Scipio brothers offered to obtain the money locally, by treaty or plunder, as long as Rome would supply them with grain and clothes. In order to comply, the senate agreed to exempt a number of wealthy citizens from conscription in exchange for their financial support in supplying Spain. Moreover, the state served as insurance company to any possible losses and would pay back these ‘publicani’ as soon as there was money available again. It should be pointed out that the publicani were, at this point, not yet the powerful order they would be in late-Republican times. Livy’s narrative is contradictory, and it seems he projected the situation of his own time back on the third century. The punishment inflicted upon one of the ‘benefactors’, when he was found guilty of fraud, shows that state and population did not have to conform to every demand of these businessmen. Whether profit was a motive next to patriotism is hard to guess, but it certainly was profitable in the long run, as many creditors received land after the war.[footnoteRef:88] [86:  Liv. 23.21; Andreau (1999) Banking and Business in the Roman World. Translated from the French by Janet Lloyd. (New York: Cambridge University Press) p. 114-5. ]  [87:  Liv. 23.21.]  [88:  Badian (1972) Publicans and Sinners. (Basil Blackwell; Oxford) p. 16-20; Liv. 31.13.  ] 

In the years after Cannae, Rome gained some military successes, which helped refill the treasury. Furthermore, taxes increased and an emergency fund was finally appealed to. However, this was often not enough. In 211 B.C., Capua fell to the Roman besiegers and yielded an immense booty of an estimated three million denarii. Yet a few months later, the citizens were burdened with another round of taxes to pay for the manning and equipment of a new fleet, on account of an empty treasury. This led to widespread outrage, and a very incredible scene where the senators started piling up their valuables, such as jewellery, in the forum, after which the dutiful citizens followed their example in a heart-warming outburst of patriotism.[footnoteRef:89] Two years later, the long-time accumulation of the five-percent tax on emitted slaves was used for an emergency situation. Several army leaders received a portion of the approximate sum of four million denarii, while the rest went to contracts to provide the army in Spain with new clothes.[footnoteRef:90] When Scipio Africanus returned to Rome in 206 B.C., he brought with him many spoils of war, which he deposited into the state treasury. Barely a year later, the state was forced to sell an area of Capuan farmland to counter the financial deficit.[footnoteRef:91] If Frank’s analysis of the Manlian booty is correct, the state still owed its creditors (tributum paying citizens, in this case) 22 million denarii, or twenty-five times the tributum simplex. Perhaps not all of this was used for repayment, but it is also possible that the original sum was even higher. At least 40 million denarii must have been levied via the tributum tax. Judging from the post-war years, even this was not sufficient to cover the complete costs of the war.[footnoteRef:92] Nevertheless the Romans managed to avoid serious problems during the war, such as large-scale shortages or major revolts amongst citizens or soldiers. Despite their victory, the seeds were sown for change in the long run. Many of the solutions chosen had large consequences for the post-war years. These will be discussed at greater length in the final chapter. [89:  Liv. 26.35-6. ]  [90:  Liv. 27.10.]  [91:  Liv. 28.38, 28,46. ]  [92:  Frank (1933) p. 70-76. ] 



2.3 The war in Spain

While the consul Publius Cornelius Scipio (the elder) returned to Italy to defend it against Hannibal, his brother Gnaeus and most of the army continued their journey to Spain. They conquered the north-eastern parts held by Hasdrubal and plundered his army base, in which many of the possessions Hannibal’s soldiers could not take with them to Italy were stored. Gnaeus subsequently defeated the Spanish tribe of the Ausetani and demanded twenty talents in return for calling off the siege of their capital and signing a peace agreement. When winter set in, the Romans had already secured the area up to the Ebro. In the next few years, the Scipio brothers would together raid and conquer the lands south of the river. However, in the year 211, they were defeated themselves by a combined operation by three Carthaginian armies, led by the Barca brothers Hasdrubal and Mago, and Hasdrubal of Gisco. The Carthaginians failed to follow up their victories with a complete reconquest of Spain, getting no further than the river Ebro again, perhaps because of quarrels amongst themselves.  In the absence of a suitable alternative, the son and nephew of the recently deceased generals, Publius Cornelius Scipio, later Africanus, was sent to Spain. He conducted a swift attack on New Carthage by land and sea in order to deprive the Carthaginians of their resources, and cut them off from an important supply line. In the campaigns that followed Scipio beat all of the opposing generals, although he was unable to prevent Hasdrubal’s escape to Italy for a second invasion. During these years Scipio established diplomatic ties with some of the Numidian princes. When the Carthaginians had been driven out of Spain completely, safe for a few towns and small uprisings, Scipio returned to Italy with the spoils of war in his pockets and the invasion of Africa on his mind.[footnoteRef:93] [93:  Briscoe (1989) p. 56-61. ] 

The Spanish campaigns on both sides seem to have been financed locally to a considerable degree. Rather than shipping in stacks of money from Rome and Carthage, money was obtained by raids or taxes and tributes, or even minted on the spot, such as in the Greek towns under Roman control and near the mines at Baebelo.[footnoteRef:94] It was already mentioned earlier that the Scipio brothers promised to obtain the money locally as long as food and clothes were sent from Italy. Apparently the latter two were more difficult or less urgent to acquire, while more important for survival. The Punic general Hasdrubal knew he needed money for his campaign into Italy, not only to pay the troops, but for diplomacy on his way as well. When he finally saw a chance to join his brother, he squeezed as much money as possible out of the Spanish tribes: ‘Before striking camp, Hasdrubal levied funds from all the tribes in his jurisdiction.’[footnoteRef:95] It was much easier to bribe native Gallic tribes to allow his army free passage through their lands than to fight his way through. As a consequence, it was also much cheaper to buy soldiers (off) locally than to take a huge army on campaign to compensate for damage on the way. Both options carried risks, of course. The Romans discovered this when they hired 20,000 Celtiberian mercenaries, only to find that the Carthaginians were able to make a better offer, leaving the Roman army completely outnumbered. [94:  Del Hoyo (2011) ‘Roman Economy, Finance and Politics in the Second Punic War’, in: D. Hoyos (ed.) (2011)  A Companion to the Punic Wars  (Malden, MA : Wiley-Blackwell) p. 389-90; Hoyos (2003) p. 85; Briscoe (1989) p. 74-5. ]  [95:  Liv. 23.28. ] 

It is uncertain to what extent the Roman commanders succeeded in paying their troops regularly. The mutiny at Sucro in 206 B.C. suggests that pay was behind and soldiers felt neglected or disregarded. Some of the soldiers were in Spain since the beginning of the war and had served the mandatory number of years. Clearly, they lacked resources and were sometimes paid too late or not at all. Often a significant part of the booty after battles and sieges fell to the state and commanding officer. For example, when New Carthage fell, Scipio had to or decided to ‘pay over to the Quaestors such public money of the Carthaginians as had been captured. It amounted to more than six hundred talents, so that when this was added to the four hundred which he had brought with him from Rome, he found himself in possession of more than one thousand talents.’[footnoteRef:96] Moreover, many of the spoils of New Carthage were used for charming the Spanish nobles that had been locked up there. One can rest assured that these were not the leftovers of the loot after the troops  had been rummaging through them; three rusty old rings and a bloodstained cloak are unlikely to have made a lasting impression of the wealth, generosity and friendship of Rome. On another occasion, Scipio released the Spanish prisoners to create goodwill amongst the Spanish tribes. This greatly reduced overall income. No wonder that many in the army complained about their situation. When the mutiny came to Scipio’s attention, he ‘took public steps to exact with all speed the contributions which had been already imposed upon the cities for the support of the whole army’.[footnoteRef:97]  Although the mutinous troops were punished by Scipio and strongly criticized by both Polybius and Livy, their main complaints were not refuted and immediate action was taken to ensure payment. Directly after the mutiny, the tribe of the Ilergetes was subjected to Rome and forced to give an indemnity ‘so the troops could be paid’. A year later several Spanish peoples had to pay double taxes, provide the army with cloaks and furnish corn for six months as a war indemnity.[footnoteRef:98] [96:  Plb. 10.19. Translation by Shuckburgh.]  [97:  Plb. 11.25. Translation by Shuckburgh. ]  [98:  Liv. 28.34, 29.3. Translation by Yardley; Chrissanthos (1997) ‘Scipio and the Mutiny at Sucro, 206 B.C.’, Historia: Zeitschrift für Alte Geschichte, Bd. 46, H. 2 (2nd Qtr) p. 172-184.] 

What was the role of trade and private contractors in supplying the Roman armies? Free market trade is often considered to be of large importance.  Because of the assumed small state-apparatus, and neglecting local institutions, scholars have thought the provisioning of the armies to be impossible without the large-scale contractors (publicani) famous from Cicero’s time. However, Erdkamp disagrees with the many who have seen these businessmen as central to supplying the armies. The Roman army officials were usually capable of providing most of the food through non-market channels.  This did not require a huge apparatus. The examples from the sources where legati are sent out to acquire corn would be hard to explain if private businessmen took care of all provisions during all wars. As Badian recognized, the power Livy attributes to the publicani  is an anachronism and the supplying of armies in Spain was probably quite normal – though nothing suggests that this was carried out by private entrepreneurs. Privately organised trade (on a small scale) was probably a useful addition to the ‘diet’ of the soldiers and the armies will have attracted a following of merchants, prostitutes and others. There are some cases where merchants provided food in emergencies but they were usually there for private trade with soldiers and not a structural element in providing for the armies.[footnoteRef:99]  [99:  Erdkamp (1998) Hunger and the Sword: warfare and food supply in Roman Republican wars (264-30 B.C.).  (Amsterdam; Gieben) p. 112-121; Badian (1972) p. 16-20.] 

All in all, the Carthaginians were unable to protect their new possessions against Rome, despite superiority in financial matters and in (Spanish) manpower. Although both nations obtained many resources locally, the Romans were especially prone to using this ‘solution’ when provisions were in short supply. At the same time, profits were made both by individual soldiers and by the Roman state. Scipio himself took a large amount of money with him from Spain, which was deposited in the treasury. In all likelihood he himself received part of the spoils and he gave much of it to friends and members of his military staff. In Spain, he had gained experience in fighting wars with inadequate support from home, due to political, financial or logistical reasons. The ability to fuel a war from what was locally available, taking into account strategical considerations and state finances without antagonizing the troops, would come in handy in his next campaign.
		Generally speaking, we have seen how Carthage was initially better able to direct her (financial) resources to the war effort. With a possible income of 18 million denarii per year (estimated by Hoyos), she dwarfed the Roman revenues of approximately 5.5 million in regular taxes (Frank). However, the Romans were able to draw on a large amount of taxable property among their citizenry. Even so, the state took its recourse to selling tracts of land and addressing emergency funds to fill the depleted treasury on several occasions. Frank was right to state that Rome must have financed the war largely out of loans donations, extra taxes, and, importantly, war booty and indemnities. These will be looked at in more detail in the next chapter. 
















































Chapter 3: Invasion of Africa; Manpower and Costs 


What we have seen so far in the numismatic evidence and the literary sources shows that Roman finances were very capricious during the Second Punic War. It is uncertain whether the state really lacked the money and resources to help Scipio with his invasion of Africa, or that the senate simply did not want to finance this particular expedition, out of military or political considerations. Clearly Scipio had to fall back on his own resourcefulness to a large degree, especially during the early phase of the expedition. It is possible that he was financed by wealthy family members or other powerful individuals who were on his side.  There is, however,  no direct evidence for this, other than a reference in Appian, saying Scipio had to raise money among his friends.[footnoteRef:100]   Another possibility is that he used the money acquired in Spain to finance his new project. The fact that Roman commanders could decide on what to do with the booty makes it very likely that Scipio returned from the Iberian peninsula richer than he went.[footnoteRef:101]  Even if this was not sufficient, there were other ways of recruiting men and providing for his troops, such as the use of volunteers, living of the land and the prospect of booty or future pay for soldiers. In this chapter I will try to establish the likely economic boundaries within which Scipio had to manoeuver. As said, it should be kept in mind that the numbers are estimations and that it is impossible to give a balance sheet as can be done for modern warfare. The figures will be used as demarcations, as numbers more probable than higher or lower estimations. They serve to illustrate a point, and are not to be taken as objective or independent, as economic arguments and statistics often unjustly are.[footnoteRef:102] To get an idea of the expenses of the African expedition, the size and number of the legions have to be established, as well as possible other costs. For the income part, I will argue that little support was given by the senate and that Scipio thus made use of a combination of private capital, allied donations and local ‘contributions’, often in the form of plunder, to attract soldiers and finance his invasion.  [100:  App. Pun. 7.]  [101:  Shatzman (1972) p. 177. ]  [102:  Harl (1996) Coinage in the Roman Economy, 300 B.C. to A.D. 700.  (John Hopkins University Press)  p. 11-15 argues for the use of ancient literary sources for exact numbers and for estimations to the order of magnitude when dealing with all other materials; Callatay (2011) ‘Quantifying monetary production in Greco-Roman times: a general frame’, in: F. de Callatay (ed.), Quantifying Monetary Supplies in Greco-Roman Times (Bari: Edipuglia) p. 7-11 on the dangers, possibilities and trustworthiness of numbers and statistics (concerning coins); Wilson (2014) ‘Quantifying Roman economic performance by means of proxies: pitfalls and potential’, in: F. De Callatay (ed.), Quantifying the Graeco-Roman Economy and Beyond. (Edipuglia: Bari) p. 149-55 on the dangers of using proxies to track economic growth; Silver (2007) passim, for example 202-205, uses guestimates as facts in order to measure gross domestic product of the Roman world and economic growth over time. ] 



3.1 Manpower

When Scipio returned from Spain to Rome he was received somewhat coldly by the senate, whereas (and because) his popularity had increased among the population as a whole. Because of formal rules - he had held ‘propraetorian’ rather than consular or praetorian rank - he was denied the honour of a triumph. He donated (part of) the spoils of war in the treasury and sacrificed a hundred oxen to Jupiter to thank the god for the successful ending of the mutiny at Sucro.[footnoteRef:103] He was voted consul for the next year and made clear his intention to invade Africa. However, the senate initially refused to finance this operation, on the grounds that Hannibal had to be removed from Italy first, and that there were insufficient funds anyhow.[footnoteRef:104] To what extent the senators were motivated by jealousy and party politics on the one hand or by genuine strategical disagreements and an empty treasury on the other, is unclear. The Roman treasury was notably volatile during the war but earlier situations had shown that in case of real need a solution could always be found. Therefore, there must have been considerable strategic doubts as well as fears of Scipio becoming too powerful. More troubling for the purpose of this chapter is whether the senate held on to this resistance over time. It seems somewhat strange to allow a fundamental war-effort to be completely detached from regular provisioning; after all, Scipio needed ships and supplies as well as soldiers.  It is worth citing Livy’s passage about their decision in full here:  [103:  Liv. 28.38.]  [104:  App. Pun. 2.7; Liv. 28.40-45.] 


Scipio had not been granted a request to levy troops, but he had not been particularly insistent, either. He did, however, secure authorization to take volunteers with him and – because he had stated that the fleet would not involve state expense – to receive all allied contributions for the construction of new ships.[footnoteRef:105] [105:  Liv. 28.45. Translation by Yardley.  ] 


However, this is somewhat misleading, as it is stated earlier in Livy that the consul who is assigned Sicily is allowed to cross to Africa if he feels it to be in the interest of the state. Presumably, the legions on Sicily were then still provided for by the Roman treasury and available to the consul.[footnoteRef:106] This is also what Appian suggests: even though Scipio is not to spend public money or levy an army in Italy, he can use volunteers, donations and the army on Sicily.[footnoteRef:107] We are told that with the help of allied donations from the regions north of Rome, Scipio built thirty warships and set sail for Sicily with 7000 volunteers.[footnoteRef:108] On Sicily itself, according to the Belgian scholar Marchetti, there were three legions, as this is what remains when all other troops mentioned are deducted from the total of twenty legions Livy puts forward. However, this is a very unreliable way of establishing how many legions were in the field. For the whole Second Punic War, there are only two years for which Livy’s distribution of legions perfectly matches his own given total. These years are 218 and 214 B.C., with the important observation that for the latter year Livy fails to mention the legions in Spain. For the years 206-204 the total number of troops is not registered and can only be established on the basis of guesses and comparisons with earlier and later years. Concerning the year 203 B.C., fifteen of the supposed twenty legions can be accounted for.[footnoteRef:109] The missing five correspond exactly to the two in Spain and the alleged three in Africa, though it is unclear why Livy would suddenly count them in all of a sudden.  [106:  Ibidem.]  [107:  App. Pun. 2.7.]  [108:  Liv. 28.46; App. Pun. 8.  If Frank is right about the cost of a single ship, the building alone would have amounted to 450,000 denarii. This burden was probably largely shouldered by the allies. ]  [109:  Marchetti (1978) Histoire économique et monétaire de la deuxième guerre punique. (Brussels) p. 87-8;  Liv. 21.17, 24.9, 28.10, 28.38, 29.11 and 29.38.] 

Having said that, the idea of three legions, or rather an army of 12-15,000 Romans (without allied support), whether they be divided into two or three legions, is not unlikely, as it is supported by other ancient passages. It should be emphasized at this point that Livy himself seems to have had no idea as to the exact size of Scipio’s army. He admits that his sources all give different figures (displayed in table 3.1), ranging from 10,000 infantry and 2,200 cavalry to 35,000 infantry and 3,000 cavalry, and therefore he abstains from putting forward a definite figure himself. However, there are various clues as to the approximate size. Firstly, there are the 7,000 volunteers who came with Scipio from Italy. Secondly, Livy himself says that the two Cannae legions were an important part of the force, experienced and determined as they were. These fifth and sixth legions were enlarged so that they contained 6,200 infantry and 300 cavalry. Together they would add up to 13,000 men, which matches the 1,200 togas and 12,000 tunics that were sent as supplies from Sicily almost perfectly.[footnoteRef:110] [110:  Liv. 29.36.] 




	Source:
	Infantry
	Cavalry
	Specification

	Livy 28.46

Appian Pun. 8
	6,700
	300
	Volunteers; exact proportion of inf/cav unknown


	Livy 29.24
	12,400
	600
	Enlarged Cannae legions

	Livy 29.25
	10,000
16,000
35,000
	2,200
1,600
3,000
	Numbers Livy himself found in various sources; he subscribes to none of these.

	Appian Pun. 13
	16,000
	1,600
	Army that crosses to Africa. Probably from the same source as Livy. 

	Appian Pun. 41
	23,000
	1,500
	Army at Zama

	Polybius 15.5
Livy 30.29
	6,000
	4,000
	Numidian reinforcements at Zama

	Synthesis
	24,800
	2,400
	


Table 3.1 

With at least equal allied support for the Roman ‘Cannae legions’, the total combined force must have been in the area of 26,000 men. The question automatically arises of whether there were enough troops on Sicily to fill these legions without leaving the island defenceless. Livy says two legions were stationed in Sicily in the years 208 and 207, and he mentions no change for the later years.[footnoteRef:111] The number of troops on Sicily should in Marchetti’s view not be underestimated. Both the Romans and their Italian allies had sent soldiers there as punishment for lost battles several times, most notably after Cannae (216 B.C.).[footnoteRef:112] The necessary manpower was available, although there cannot have been many left after Scipio’s departure. A final clue to the size of the force are the 400 transport ships that were used to transfer the men to Africa. Philip Smith points out that they must have carried more than 10,000 men. The earlier invasion in the First Punic War saw a fleet of 330 warships manned with 140,000 men head to Africa. However, more than two-thirds of those were rowers and marines, and the number of legionaries may not have surpassed 20,000.[footnoteRef:113] Because many ships were commandeered freighters, it is possible that these were smaller than the warships. Moreover, because the Carthaginian fleet was weak at this time, the percentage of soldiers may have been high in relation to the marines (whether permanent crews or legionaries specialized in sea battles). If we assume that every ship of Scipio’s fleet carried between two hundred and four hundred men and that the soldier-sailor/rower rate lay between 1:3 and 1:6, then an army of 12,500 to 44,000 left Sicily. This is quite a large margin but its average of 28,000 is close to earlier estimates. Smith’s own figure of 16,000 is quite low if referring to the total force, and quite high (though possible) when it only includes the Roman part.[footnoteRef:114] It is supported by Appian, who speaks of 16,000 infantry and 1,600 cavalry.[footnoteRef:115] Appian probably means Scipio’s entire army, as ancient authors usually do when they give the total amount of soldier rather than the number of legions, in which case allied support is not made explicit.[footnoteRef:116] However, it is unlikely that Scipio would have invaded with such a small force, as he was still uncertain of how much support he would get from the Numidian princes. In fact, Appian himself later gives a larger figure for the battle of Zama, with 23,000 foot soldiers and 1,500 mounted troops of Italian origin. To these should be added the Numidian reinforcements, coming to a total of 35,000 troops for the battle.[footnoteRef:117] While the size of the Punic armies is certainly exaggerated, with figures of up to 50,000 men, we should not imagine that the Roman general crossed the sea with fewer than 25,000 soldiers. Much more than 30,000 (excluding Numidians) would be difficult to account for in view of the available manpower. Therefore  25-30,000 will be used as the range for further calculations.       [111:  Liv. 29.24 on the enlarged legions; Liv. 27.36 and 38.10 on the Cannae legions in earlier years. ]  [112:  Marchetti (1978) p. 87-9, who says: ‘Le potentiel militaire dont pouvait disposer Scipion ne doit donc pas être sous-estimé.’; Liv. 23.25, 24.18, 26.1. ]  [113:  Plb. 1.25-6. Note by editor.  App. Pun. 3 has 30,000 troops. ]  [114:  Smith (1993) Scipio Africanus & Rome's invasion of Africa : a historical commentary on Titus Livius, book XXIX.  (Amsterdam: J.C. Gieben) p. 56. ]  [115:  App. Pun. 13. His numbers are somewhat odd. They could refer to two Roman legions of 4,000 men with equal allied infantry. The Roman cavalry would then consist of 200, something not unheard of, and the allied horse triple that number. For this to be Scipio’s entire army would seem unlikely.  Later (41), for the battle of Zama, Appian gives 25K as the size of Scipio’s forces. ]  [116:  App. Hisp. 17 and Hann. 8, 17; Plb. 3.72, 3.117; Liv. 21.55, 21.63.15, 22.36.  ]  [117:  App. Pun. 41; Plb. 15.5.  Polybius and Livy do not mention the size of the Roman forces at Zama. ] 



3.2 Stipend

Next, we need to establish if soldiers were paid, how much they were paid and how many soldiers had to be paid by Scipio himself, in order to get an idea of the costs involved for Scipio and Rome. This touches very closely on the nature of military service in mid-Republican Rome. Put simply, there are two options. First, it is possible that soldiers received a regular salary following standard customs or rules. This salary was paid to them by the state, and collected via the appropriate taxes (tributum) or by any other money that found its way into the treasury. Moreover, the soldiers’ food, clothes and other provisions were provided for, though usually deducted from pay. However, this textbook ideal seems to have been miles away from reality at times. 
The other option, which is far less transparent, especially where evidence is lacking, contains a far wider range of ways to pay or supply the troops. Commanders might be left to themselves to keep the troops content by any ad hoc measures they saw fit to take. These include minting coins locally, imposing indemnities on local allies or enemies, raiding the surrounding region, or paying salaries out of private funds. To make it even more complicated, the stipendium (here: salary) was probably not as central as it was in imperial times. After all, soldiers were still citizen-farmers, often from the slightly wealthier parts of the population, who served (in theory) out of patriotism and not as professionals. Compensation for military service had been instigated as early as the late-fifth century BC, but was never meant as something anyone would have to live or maintain a family from.[footnoteRef:118] This is perhaps best explained by Scipio Africanus in his speech at Sucro, because, even though the exact words used are of course craftily constructed by Livy, the jest of it must have resembled actual considerations among soldiers and generals. Polybius, who was not familiar with (i.e. prejudiced by) the revolts and mutinies of the first century B.C., also mentions the uprising at Sucro (206 B.C.). The soldiers rebelled because the state still owed them several months or years of salary, and was now again late with pay. Also, supplies were lacking and their time of service at this point extended the regular number of years citizens were expected to serve. Scipio admits that he was slightly behind in paying the troops but adds that they had no right to rebel, as they fought for their country and people, not as mercenaries in the army of a foreign king.[footnoteRef:119]   [118:  Goldsworthy (2000) Roman Warfare. (Orion Books Ltd, London) p. 24, 53-4, 108; Watson (1958) ‘The Pay of the Roman Army: The Republic’, Historia 7, p. 119-20:   In late-Republican times, payment was often insufficient and the military system was largely dependent on legalized brigandage.]  [119:  Liv. 28,24-9; Plb. 11.25-8; Chrissanthos (1997) p. 172-175. ] 

Another sign of the effects of long service with limited pay appears from when just after the Second Punic War Scipio Africanus’s veterans were the first soldiers ever to receive land from the state, as they had lost their own property during their years of absence.[footnoteRef:120] The hardships of this long and geographically extensive war made it more difficult to follow the previous custom of short campaigns and immediate compensations. Therefore, innovation and improvisation were necessary and the motivation from patriotic feelings had to be supplemented by the prospect of booty or the promise of pay at the end of a campaign. Scipio Africanus, from his experiences in Spain, probably expected the African invasion to stand largely on its own feet, and not be dependent on support from home too much. [120:  Liv. 31.4.  ] 

On the other hand, it is possible that all soldiers were paid a regular salary, either by the state or by Scipio himself. Let us therefore return to the first option and  look at the approximate amount of money needed to finance this African invasion. Even if this salary was not acquired on a monthly payday, it still serves as an approximation of the costs of the campaign. It was already established that the invading force numbered twenty-five to thirty thousand men which only leaves the question of the actual height of the salary. Here Polybius is central. In one passage (6.39) he describes the pay of the Roman army. However, it is not as straightforward as one might hope, as this translation shows:

The pay of the foot soldier is 5 1/3 asses a day; of the centurion 10 2/3; of the cavalry 16. The infantry receive a ration of wheat equal to about 2/3 of an Attic medimnus a month, and the cavalry 7 medimni of barley, and 2 of wheat; of the allies the infantry receive the same, the cavalry 1 1/3 medimnus of wheat, and 5 of barley. This is a free gift to the allies; but in the cases of the Romans, the Quaestor stops out of their pay the price of their corn and clothes, or any additional arms they may require at a fixed rate.[footnoteRef:121]  [121:  Plb. 6.39. Translation by Shuckburgh (1889).] 


There are three problems here, all to do with the exchange rate of Greek and Roman currency, both synchronically and diachronically. The words used by Polybius in Greek are δύ᾽ ὀβολούς, i.e.  ‘two obols’ for a foot soldier. This has to be converted to Roman money if one wants to compare it with other figures. Even if the exchange rate of Greek and Roman coins was stable over time, which it probably was not, there is no certainty as to what the exact Roman equivalent of two obols was. Not only the relative Greek-Roman coin metal values and their changes over time but also the fluctuations within Roman coinage itself plays a role in determining the salary of the soldier. Initially the bronze ‘as’ weighed one Roman pound (libra) and a silver denarius contained ten of them. However, the Punic Wars saw several deductions in the weight and sometimes value of the coins, the exact process of which is hard to trace.[footnoteRef:122] A related matter is the ‘retariffing’ of the currency, from one denarius equaling ten asses to one denarius equaling sixteen asses. Its date is disputed, with 217 B.C., 140 B.C. and 122 B.C. among the suggestions.[footnoteRef:123] It is often hard to know what ratio ancient authors used and consequently what value they attached to the coins. The above translation from 1889 assumes that 1) one denarius equals sixteen asses, 2) one denarius equals one drachma and that 3) one drachma equals six obols. From this follows that the pay of a foot soldier amounted to just over five asses a day. As G.R. Watson pointed out, this is rather an odd number as sixteen does not divide easily into three and this could lead to problems in payment. Moreover, most scholars agree that the denarius was worth ten asses at this time, and so the payment should be 3,33 asses a day. Alternatively, Watson suggested that as Polybius was writing for his Greek friends, he may have taken the Achaean drachma as standard. However, this still leads to fractioned numbers and without knowing the purity of the metal or the (token) value attached to it, it cannot count as conclusive evidence. More interesting is his suggestion that one drachma was equal to one quadrigatus, although he does not give the passage of Polybius which allegedly supports it. In this scenario, the drachma is worth 1.5 denarii and the salary of a foot soldier is thus five asses a day.[footnoteRef:124] Although it solves the fractioned-number-problem, it does leave the foot soldier with quite a handsome pay slip of 180 denarii at the end of the year.  [122:  Crawford (1985) Coinage and Money under the Roman Republic; Italy and the Mediterranean Economy. (Methuen & Co Ltd; London) p. 55-72; Andreau (1999) p. 112-3. ]  [123:  Plin. Nat. 33.13; Kay (2014) Rome’s Economic Revolution. (Oxford University Press) p. 103-4; Sydenham & Mattingly (1934) ‘The Retariffing of the Denarius at Sixteen Asses’, The Numismatic Chronicle and Journal of the Royal Numismatic Society, Fifth Series, Vol. 14, No. 54, p. 81-2; Watson (1958) p. 115. ]  [124:  Watson (1958) p. 114-7. ] 

Another suggestion as to the level of payment of legionnaires comes from Marchetti. He combines the passage of Polybius (6.39) cited above with another piece of the same author, which states that inn keepers rarely charge more than half an as, or a quarter-obol, for supplying their guests with what they need.[footnoteRef:125] This indicates that an as was worth half an obol and the salary of a soldier therefore four asses (two obols). However, Marchetti is among those scholars who situates the ‘retariffing’ in the middle of the Second Punic War, resulting in a diminished wage of ¼ denarius (a sesterce) per day. On a yearly basis, this translates to 90 denarii, not even including food, clothes and possible winter suspension of duties. In Marchetti’s view, the net income of a soldier lay around 52 denarii, quite a long way away from Watson’s figure.[footnoteRef:126] Both are at odds with the most commonly voiced theory, which is that a Roman soldier made 1/3 of a denarius (pre- retariffing), or little over three asses. Apart from the well-known passage in Polybius, it is also hinted at in Plautus, when one of the characters asks who would risk his life beneath a siege tower for a mere three coins (trium nummum).[footnoteRef:127]  Frank used it almost a century ago for his calculations and it is still widely adhered to. It leaves the soldier with a gross yearly income of 120 denarii and will serve as a safe estimation of what a soldier will have earned. It also lies close to the possible 4/10 of a denarius that arises from following Marchetti in his interpretation of Polybius’s inn prices, but not in his dating of the retariffing. It will do as a reliable estimation for further calculations.[footnoteRef:128]  [125:  Plb. 2.15; Marchetti (1978) p. 170.]  [126:  Marchetti (1978) p. 246-8, 505. ]  [127:  Pl. Mos. II.1.10.]  [128:  Frank (1933) p. 75-9. ] 

	

	Author:
	Salary per day
	Monetary assumptions
	Salary per year (x360)
	Salary (gross) per year in denarii

	Polybius
	2 obols 
	?
	720 obols
	?

	Plautus
	3 copper coins
	?
	1080 copper coins
	?

	
	
	
	
	

	Shuckburgh
	5,33 asses
	1 denarius = 16 asses
1 denarius = 1 drachma
	1920 asses
	120 

	Frank
	3,33 asses
	1 denarius = 10 asses
1 denarius = 1 drachma
	1200 asses
	120

	Marchetti
	4 asses
	1 denarius = 16 asses
1 denarius = 1 1/3 drachma
	1440 asses
	90

	Watson
	5 asses
	1 denarius = 10 asses
1 denarius = 2/3 drachma
	1800 asses
	180


Table 3.2  Salary of a Roman soldier

	The army was split between a Roman and allied part, but the relative pay of the different ranks was probably the same. Common soldier, centurion and cavalryman were paid on a 1:2:3 ratio. As the volunteers were mixed with the Cannae survivors, they probably all received equal pay. Table 3.3 and 3.4 show the approximate costs of Scipio’s army per division. It is important to note that as the food for the allied legions was provided for by the Romans, it is unlikely that they would have been given the same pay as their Roman colleagues. However, this is mostly important when looking at the allied finances rather than the costs of the entire campaign. For a period of four years (204-201 B.C.) the total bill must have been around 15.5 million denarii for just the salaries and 19 million in total.[footnoteRef:129] Caution is required. First of all because we cannot know whether all of these numbers were completely accurate and to what degree it was affected by unforeseen circumstances such as booty raids, an empty treasury, inflation and winter suspension. Secondly, the number itself is meaningless without comparative data as to the size of the costs and revenues. In other words, what part of the Roman budget was spent on this campaign? It is here that we reach unchartered waters. Roman state finances were, on the whole, reactionary rather than prescient. The necessary actions were taken to neutralize a threat without looking at the books, unless they were religious books. Wars were not hampered by a lack of metal, unless it was the metal for weaponry. Accountant was not yet king. Rome was still sufficiently small and united for her to be able to turn the whole society towards fighting a war for which resources initially lacked, on the basis of mutual trust and dependence and the centrality and stability of the Roman state, in contrast to some neighbouring monarchies.  [129:  Numbers taken from Frank (1933) p. 75-9. 
1,725,600 + 2,157,600 = 3,883,200 denarii for the entire army.  x 4 years = 15,5 million denarii 
+ 850K for the mules, 650K for materials and 2 million for the rowers = 19 million.] 

That is not to say that money was not important; the various incidents, such as the shortages overseas, the Sucro incident and the settling of veterans show that problems did arise in this sphere. However, there was no collapsing of any stock markets or mass inflation that we know from later periods of time, as least not to such a level as to receive much mention in the ancient sources.[footnoteRef:130] Most of these problems could be tackled by making deals with private citizens and allied states, and by counting on the population’s willingness to continue the struggle until the bitter(sweet) end.  The border between private and public money was not as clear-cut as in the modern world, and there would have been very few citizens who could prosper without Rome.[footnoteRef:131] Almost everyone stood to lose if Rome lost the war. For example, the citizens who stepped forward in 215 B.C. to supply the soldiers in Spain from private means had a vested interest in the war from that moment onwards, if not already before that.[footnoteRef:132] Publicani were not yet the powerful class of tax collectors of Cicero’s time but there is no denying the increasing profits of war with these overseas expeditions.[footnoteRef:133] Having said that, while there was still a relatively large amount of money in private hands (Frank estimates 900 million denarii), the official state treasury was facing shortages in most years.[footnoteRef:134] Therefore, while state support as well as allies support were possible, they would certainly be problematic. We will now turn to the possibilities of fuelling the invasion of Africa without burdening the state treasury.  [130:  There is evidence (Plb. 9.11; Liv. 28.11.9) that the raids drove many people to the cities and that the price of grain rose through food shortages. However, these did not hamper the war efforts to a large extent. ]  [131:  Naco del Hoyo (2010)  p. 376.]  [132:  Liv. 23.48-9.]  [133:  Badian (1972) p. 16-20. ]  [134:  Frank (1933) p. 73-6, extrapolated on the basis of the repayment of the tributum simplex debt from the Manlian booty in 187 B.C. ] 




	Troop type
	Number
	Salary
	Cost

	
	
	
	

	One enlarged legion:
	
	
	

	Roman infantry
	6,110
	120
	733,200

	Centurion
	90
	240
	21,600

	Cavalry
	300
	360
	108,000

	
	
	
	= 862,800

	
	
	
	

	Both enlarged legions:
	
	
	

	Roman infantry
	12,220
	120
	1,466,400

	Centurion
	180
	240
	43,200

	Cavalry
	600
	360
	216,000

	
	
	
	= 1,725,600


Table 3.3:  Roman legions


	Troop type
	Number
	Salary
	Cost

	
	
	
	

	One enlarged legion:
	
	
	

	Allied infantry
	6,110
	120
	733,200

	Centurion
	90
	240
	21,600

	Cavalry
	900
	360
	324,000

	
	
	
	= 1,078,800

	
	
	
	

	Both enlarged legions:
	
	
	

	Allied infantry
	12,220
	120
	1,466,400

	Centurion
	180
	240
	43,200

	Cavalry
	1,800
	360
	648,000

	
	
	
	= 2,157,600

	
	
	
	


Table 3.4: allied legions












































Chapter 4: Invasion of Africa; Spoils of War


An army marches on its stomach, but it also usually marches on other people’s food and with their precious metals in its pockets. Although raids are a normal part of any ancient conflict, they take centre stage in some wars, due to the nature of the campaigns and the circumstances of the armies. They were not only useful for damaging enemy morale and destroying its capacity to fight back, but could also be vital for the pillaging army, which needed food and (expected) money.[footnoteRef:135] A good example of this is the journey of Massinissa before the Romans arrived in Africa. In largely hostile lands and with both the Carthaginians and king Syphax against him, he managed to maintain his forces by a profitable guerrilla hit-and-run strategy. ‘His provisions were obtained each day from whatever place he came upon toward evening, whether village or city. He seized and carried off everything and divided the plunder with his men, for which reason many Numidians flocked to him, although he did not give regular pay, for the sake of booty, which was better.’[footnoteRef:136] Not only was he able to feed his men on scavenging the lands, it even enriched them. Although Scipio had a better system of provisioning, with resources arriving regularly from Sicily, Sardinia and Italy, this was not enough to satisfy all needs. There were two ways in which he supported his campaign, apart from the overseas deliveries. The first were the prisoners, food, coin and other forms of booty captured, the second were the ‘donations’, or rather forced payments by defeated enemies.  [135:  Bragg (2010) ‘Roman Seaborne Raids during the Mid-Republic: Sideshow or Headline Feature?’, Greece and Rome; Second Series, Vol. 57, No. 1 (April) p. 47-8. ]  [136:  App. Pun. 12] 



4.1 Booty

Even in the years before the invasion of Africa, Roman fleets had carried out raiding expeditions on African soil. These were very hard to repel because of the impracticality of defending hundreds of miles of coastline, not to mention the Roman superiority at sea.  Apart from bringing in considerable amounts of money, raids boosted morale back home and lowered that of the enemy. Scipio’s father and uncle intimidated the inhabitants of Carthaga Nova by burning all buildings right up to the walls, which, taking quite a lot of time and effort, essentially showed to the inhabitants that their Carthaginian leaders were powerless to stop it.[footnoteRef:137] Similarly, the first thing Africanus did when he landed near Utica in Africa was plunder the surrounding lands. Hardly any exact figures are given for the profits of these raids, but apparently the four hundred freighters on which the army had come could almost immediately set off back to Sicily, filled with cargo. Effectively, they formed a constant line between Sicily and Africa, bringing grain and at times clothes, money and other provisions to Africa and taking whatever was captured back to the island. As the sea was difficult to navigate and food scarce during the first and last months of the year, it was key for any commander to make sure he had enough provisions to survive the winter. ‘Grain had been stockpiled from the raids on all the surrounding countryside, and there had also been supplies imported from Sicily and Italy’, writes Livy.[footnoteRef:138] Even before that, when still in Sicily, Scipio had been stockpiling food by quartering the soldiers in towns and demanding grain from city-states all over the island, probably foreseeing the possibility of having to rely on his own resources during the invasion.   [137:  Liv. 22.20; Bragg (2010) p. 50-2. ]  [138:  Liv. 29.36.] 

Whenever precise figures are given, they usually concern the number of people slain or captured, and the final profits of the war as carried back to Rome. There are hints that the amounts of booty deposited in the treasury were carefully counted and archived, which would increase the possibility of ancient authors being right about these figures, rather than just making them up as they went along. However, the number of prisoners captured in raids or after battles was often rounded off and of dubious reliability. Appian mentions 2,400 prisoners were taken after the ‘arson-plot-victory’ over Hasdrubal and Syphax whereas Livy has 5,000. Similarly, Appian gives a figure of 8,500 for Zama while Livy claims 20,000 were led off in chains.[footnoteRef:139] Polybius is silent on both occasions. Unfortunately, there is no point in trying to calculate how much profit the Romans made from selling these men. Even the accumulated totals of 14,000 (Appian) and 33,000 (Livy) are likely to be subject to exaggeration, imagination and faulty sources. Furthermore, they fail to mention the prisoners taken at many other occasions, where they suffice with expressions such as ‘many prisoners’, just like they do when listing the proceeds of countless booty raids. A final problem here would be determining the value of a (wo)man’s life; prices varying between 100 and 500 denarii are reported. 	 [139:  Liv. 30.6, 30.35; App. Pun. 23, 48. ] 

What we can establish is that prisoners of war were an important source of income, especially for the commander and the state treasury. Usually, they were sold locally or sent to work in Italy, which during these decades experienced an increase in foreign slaves working in mines and agriculture or in the households of Roman citizens.[footnoteRef:140] To what extent this process of slave labour on a large scale was already under way at the end of the third century B.C. is unclear. The period before the Second Punic War suffers from a distinct lack of sources, often called ‘the third-century-gap’. The two main sources for this era, Polybius and Livy, have been partly or completely lost. This makes tracing changes and processes over time more difficult.  Despite this hiatus in our knowledge, the scale of the slave market certainly increased, with many men enslaved overseas, and larger areas of land in the hands of private persons. In this sense, the slave trade mostly benefited the wealthy landowners. Individual soldiers probably did not gain much from this, unless the profits were divided amongst the army. More often, the revenues would be handed over to the quaestor and thus to the state treasury. One exception to the rule is mentioned by Livy, but for the Carthaginian army: ‘the captives had become the booty of the rank and file’[footnoteRef:141]. In this case the inhabitants of a town were enslaved (and owned/sold) by the soldiers themselves, but this may have been an exception even among the Carthaginians. It is not testified amongst the Romans, who usually rallied the slaves and sold them, the proceeds often going to the treasury, and occasionally to the soldiers.  [140:  Cornell (1996) ‘Hannibal’s Legacy: the effects of the Hannibalic War on Italy’, in: T. Cornell,  B. Rankov and P. Sabin (eds.) The Second Punic War. A Reappraisal. (University of London Institute of Classical Studies) p. 98-9, 110.   ]  [141:  Liv. 21.15. Translation by Yardley.] 

A better way of establishing roughly how much money was made from the African campaign is by looking at the summarizing statements of the ancient authors on the peace negotiations and the consequences for both nations. For example, Appian describes the procedure after Scipio gained the final victory at Zama: ‘Now Scipio, having gained this splendid victory, girded himself as for a sacrifice and burned the less valuable spoils of the enemy, as is the custom of the Roman generals. He sent to Rome ten talents of gold, 2,500 talents of silver, a quantity of carved ivory, and many distinguished captives in ships, and Lælius to carry news of the victory. The remainder of the spoils he sold, and divided the proceeds among the troops.’[footnoteRef:142] The most important figure is that of 2,500 talents of silver. These were probably not just the spoils from Zama, as that would have been a mind-boggling amount of money to be won over just one army. Rather, it will have been the amount of money accumulated by the quaestor over the course of the campaign and now finally sent to Rome. Bear in mind that some of the spoils were sold there and then, and the proceeds divided among the troops. All along the campaign the general and army must have nibbled off a certain percentage which did not have to be registered and therefore did not end up in any account. This was private rather than public money and rarely found its way into the ancient sources. All we can say is that it must have formed a considerable part of the total revenue. According to Livy, Scipio ‘had 123,000 pounds of silver borne to the treasury, and from the spoils he distributed 400 asses to each of his men’[footnoteRef:143]. This is roughly comparable with Appian’s number. During the triumph in Rome the soldiers received 400 asses each, a figure that did end up in the records because the money came from the official war booty, and was sanctioned by the senate.  [142:  App. Pun. 48. Translation by White. ]  [143:  Liv. 30.45. Translation by Yardley.] 

Usually, spoils which befell to the general and the troops are only mentioned in general terms, such as when ‘two cities were captured and pillaged, and the booty from them was awarded to the men’[footnoteRef:144]. Importantly, the booty did not automatically fall to the soldiers but was presided over by the general.  Although he had complete control over the booty in theory, there would be complaints by the senate or the soldiers if he favoured one of those sides (or himself) too strongly. Scipio had learned from the affairs at Sucro that mutinies were possible even in the patriotic Roman army, when a shortage of supplies and pay was combined with an arrogant officer-class deafness to the concerns of the short-changed soldiers. At the same time, the commander could still show his superiority by withholding booty from the men in certain cases. When a besieged African city offered a truce to the Romans, Scipio accepted and called off the siege. However, his men - according to Appian because of their hardships suffered in this siege - refused to obey, scaled the walls and slaughtered the inhabitants indiscriminately. If they had any ulterior, more material motives, then they must have been disappointed, as Scipio deprived them of their booty and executed some of the officers in charge.[footnoteRef:145] On the other hand, there were plenty of occasions when the soldiers shared in the spoils of war. Polybius is important  in describing not only the way the Roman army operated in plundering and dividing loot, but also in throwing light on the matter of booty disposal, an important part of the infrastructure of warfare. ‘Scipio’s victory had inspired high hopes among his soldiers for the rest of the campaign, and accordingly they attached no great value to the present spoils and were willing to dispose of them to the dealers for a low price.’[footnoteRef:146] These dealers were merchants who travelled with the army or stayed in the vicinity in order to trade the booty in the hands of private individuals for (presumably) money, food, or other lightweight commodities. They were not part of Scipio’s crew or that of the Roman state, nor were they necessarily even Roman. Clearly soldiers expected a great deal of profit from this expedition and had no trouble, on the whole, to dispose of their ‘merchandise’. This booty might have gone some way in compensating for a (temporary) lack of pay or the low salaries in relation to the decrease in income of the household / estate in Italy. On the whole, booty contributed a lot to the purses of individual soldiers, and the finances of Rome, with twelve million denarii (Livy’s 123,000 pounds of silver) as a minimum estimate for the revenue of the entire campaign, almost as much as the estimated costs of the salaries of the legions, by far the biggest expense of the Roman army.[footnoteRef:147]  [144:  Liv. 30.7. Translation by Yardley. ]  [145:  App. Pun. 15.]  [146:  Plb. 14.7. Translation by Scott-Kilvert. ]  [147:  Liv. 30.45. ] 

Another interesting source of money was credit. To what extent credit was used in the ancient world is widely debated. Finley famously argued that its role was very small and that loans were not made productive. In other words, they were used for consumption rather than production or investments. There was no fiduciary money and there were no ‘credit-creating instruments and institutions’ in the ancient economy.[footnoteRef:148] Others have doubted this, such as Andreau, who said that banking allowed for an increase in ‘global purchasing power’.[footnoteRef:149] Another critic of Finley is Harris, who cites Hermogenianus in his article on Roman money: ‘In the definition of pecunia is included not only coinage but everything else both immovable and movable, and whether it is an object or a claim.’ He also draws a comparison with early-modern England, where almost everyone had debts and the where the total amount of money circulating exceeded by far the amount of coins. In Roman times, transactions - especially large payments within elite circles, but also among middle and even lower classes - could be handled by bits of paper or token coins, often called fideiussiones, nomina or nummi.[footnoteRef:150] The question of economic growth and the reason for loans are not as important as the indications that the possibilities were present for transactions or even pay whenever hard coin was absent. Callatay concluded from his study of the wars against Mithridates that not enough coins could have been struck for all soldiers and that at least some had to be paid by other means, such as bullion, land or possibly even letters of credit.[footnoteRef:151] It is well known that the wars of the modern and sometimes early-modern era were financed to a considerable degree by borrowing money from bankers. We should not envision a similar structure to have been in place for the Roman wars of conquest, while not forgetting the possibilities of the ancient world either. Scipio Aemilianus had an outstanding deposit of 1.2 million sestertii, something which did not seem remarkable to Polybius.[footnoteRef:152] While the soldiers may not have received their salary in anything other than coin and plunder (we would expect some trace of alternatives such as letters of credit in the sources), it remains a distinct possibility for Scipio Africanus to have financed his expedition (partly) from funds made available by friends or investors, as suggested by Appian.[footnoteRef:153] These would have been repaid by Scipio either through his personal profits from the war or the indemnity, or possibly through favours during his years in office during and after the war. [148:  Finley (1999) p. 197-8.]  [149:  According to Finley (1999) p. 198. ]  [150:  Harris (2006) ‘A revisionist view of Roman money’, JRS 96, p. 1, 9, 14-6, 18. ]  [151:  Callatay (2011) p. 18.]  [152:  Harris (2006) p. 12; Plb. 31.27. ]  [153:  App. Pun. 2 (13). Admittedly, this could also be a reference to the allies, although it does not exclude the possibility of special financial or political deals. ] 



4.2 Indemnities and peace treaties

There is one last form of income which should be discussed here and that is the indemnities and tributes paid by defeated enemies.[footnoteRef:154] The peace agreement after Zama stipulated that Carthage had to pay a war indemnity of 10,000 talents, spread out over fifty years. How does this sum of money relate to other indemnities? After the First Punic War, Carthage had to pay 3,200 talents but that war had been less damaging for Rome, not to mention that she obtained both Sicily and Sardinia as a result. Surprisingly, Philip V of Macedon only needed to cough up a thousand talents when he lost the Second Macedonian War (200 - 197 B.C.), a part of which was even waived after a few years.[footnoteRef:155] Then again, it was a short and easy war for the Romans. The Seleucid king Antiochus, on the other hand, had to pay the huge amount of 15,000 talents, and give up most of modern-day Turkey, even though the war against him (192 - 188 B.C.) had been equally short and successful.[footnoteRef:156] His indemnity seems to have been a direct compensation for Roman war costs. Polybius relates how Antiochus offered to pay half the Roman war expenses, a proposal the Romans declined: ‘It was only fair that Antiochus should pay, not the half, but the whole expense of the war, seeing that he, and not they, had originally begun it.’[footnoteRef:157] However, even when taking into account the years prior to the battle of Magnesia, when the Aetolians were defeated and Antiochus expelled from Greece, it is hard to come to 90 million denarii of war costs.  [154:  See Ungern-Sternberg (2009) ‘Kriegsentschädigungen – eine vertraglich geregelte Form der Beute?’, in: M. Coudry and M. Humm (eds.) Praeda. Butin de guerre et société dans la Rome républicaine / Kriegsbeute und Gesellschaft im republikanischen Rom. (Collegium Beatus Rhenanus Bd 1. Stuttgart:  Franz Steiner Verlag) passim. ]  [155:  Plb. 18.44. ]  [156:  Plb. 21.14.]  [157:  Plb. 21.14. Translation by Shuckburgh. ] 

In his treatment of the Treaty of Apameia, Mittag emphasizes the need to compare army expenses with indemnities to find a possible relation between the two.[footnoteRef:158] He refers to De Callatay, who, writing on the Mithridatic wars, determined the upkeep of a thousand soldiers to be sixty talents a year, which would mean an average income of 360 denarii per soldier per year. With increasing salaries and the high costs of mercenaries in the east this seems possible. However, it is unclear what Mittag means when he writes that the annual thousand talents imposed on Antiochus correspond to the upkeep of 16,000 soldiers, followed by an exclamation mark. If it is merely to express amazement at the size of the army that Rome temporarily fielded for free, then the relation between the war expenses and size of the indemnity remains unclear, whereas if a relation is implied, it is uncertain which one. As far as I am aware, the Romans did not fight the war with precisely four legions. At both Thermopylae (191) and Magnesia (190) did they muster more men. Furthermore, to let Antiochus pay for the costs of these men for twelve years seems rather random. It there was a relation between costs and indemnity one would expect either the one-off payment or the total amount to be a direct compensation. To finance an army of around 30,000 men for a period of four years (192-188) would require 2,600 talents on salaries. The total war costs should then be estimated between 4,000 and 5,000 talents, barely a third of the total war indemnity.[footnoteRef:159] It may even have been the case that costs were lower still, as the Romans only needed their full strength at the final battle. Perhaps the initial 3,000 talents covered the war costs and the rest of the sum was an attempt to weaken and humiliate Antiochus. All in all, unless the senate had had to take loans with high rates of interests, the state made a considerable profit from the Roman-Seleucid war.   [158:  Mittag (2006) Antiochus IV. Ephiphanes. Eine politische Biographie. (Akademie Verlag GmbH, Berlin) p. 32-3. ]  [159:  15,000 x 6,000 = 90 million denarii.  (30,000 (soldiers) x 130 (average salary) x 4 (years of service)) / 6,000 (talent <-> denarius) = 2,600.  In Frank’s account of the Second Punic War, salaries comprise about 2/3 of the total costs. Thus the war with Antiochus would have cost about 4,000 talents, but because of some uncertainties in army size, fleet, donations to allies, etc., 5,000 seems a safe maximum estimation. Note that Scullard has a much lower estimate of 380 per year, which translates to 1,520 talents for four years or about 2,250 including other costs. ] 

Antiochus was probably much richer than Philip and even Carthage; he handed over 3,000 talents in the year of the peace agreement, and (together with his heir) an annual thousand talents for the next twelve years. Moreover, he had to pay 70 talents a year for half a decade to Eumenes II of Pergamon, plus another 127 talents (instead of corn) to the same king, which Eumenes accepted as ‘satisfying his claims’.[footnoteRef:160] Both Pergamon and Rhodes received enormous tracts of land in Asia Minor after the war with Antiochus but the Romans contented themselves with money. On balance, it was probably cheaper for them than occupying and governing land for tax purposes. Albeit Antiochus lost much, his heartlands around Syria and the east had not been damaged in the war, although there were the inevitable revolts after his defeat. This kingdom was able to yield the yearly thousand talents with ease. For comparison, little over a century later, in 74 B.C., the Cretans were ordered to pay an indemnity of 4,000 talents, a sum apparently possible for them to acquire.[footnoteRef:161] Thus, the 10,000 talents which the Carthaginians had to pay back to Rome over a period of fifty years after the Second Punic War was considerable but not even nearly exploitative. Even though it equalled about 60 million denarii it was not nearly sufficient as compensation for the Roman costs of the entire war. As it was spread over a period of fifty years, the Carthaginians had no trouble paying it back. Moreover, it did not do much to refill the Roman treasury or pay off debts in the short run.  [160:  Plb. 21.45. Translation by Shuckburgh. ]  [161:  App. Sic. 6.1. Even though the Seleucid lands were able to pay, this does not mean it was easy. Perhaps Antiochus even died in an attempt to collect the money to pay Rome or to keep his own power, when robbing a temple. ] 

What is most peculiar about the indemnity is that none of it had to be paid immediately, at the ratification of the treaty for instance. After the First Punic War, Carthage had to pay a thousand talents that very year, and then a fourth of that sum for a decade. Philip of Macedon had to pay 200 talents at the agreement to a ceasefire, and half of the final indemnity, both on the spot. Finally, Antiochus III, as mentioned, had to pay 500 talents at the peace negotiations and another 2,500 at the ratification.[footnoteRef:162] All of these cases contain an immediate compensation and a long term schedule. Why did Rome not use a similar system after Zama? If ever there was a moment they needed money, surely this was it. And although Carthage was economically damaged by the war, the city itself was unharmed and could certainly have fetched a considerable sum. It seems most likely that the Romans either did not want to run the risk of revolt and continuing warfare, or Scipio had already struck a deal (unofficially), as hinted at in the account of Appian.[footnoteRef:163] We will look at the further peace demands in the next paragraphs. (…) All in all, the indemnity was as much a sign of Roman superiority and Carthaginian dependence as an actual financial necessity. Nevertheless, the outcome of the negotiations would have been important for the invading army itself.  [162:  Plb. 1.62-3, 18.39, 18.44; Liv. 21.17; A similar scheme was set up for Pergamon (Liv. 21.17) Furthermore, after the Roman-Seleucid War, the Aetolians were offered a  deal: they were to pay a thousand talents to Rome to sign a military alliance. The alternative was unconditional surrender (Plb. 21.3). ]  [163:  App. Pun. 54, see next paragraph.] 








	Year
	War
	Indemnity
	Source

	241
	First Punic War
	3,200 talents
	Plb. 1.62-3 

	201
	Second Punic War
	10,000 talents
	Livy 30.37 
Plb. 15.18 

	197
	Second Macedonian War
	1,000 talents
	Plb. 18.44

	188
	Roman-Seleucid War
	15,000 talents
	Livy 37.45
Plb. 21.14

	69
	Mithridatic Wars
	4,000 talents
	App. Sic. 6.1


Table 4.1 Indemnities

Especially interesting for our purposes are the other demands made in the peace negotiations and treaties. According to Appian, next to the state indemnity Scipio demanded a thousand talents for the pay of his army.[footnoteRef:164] If true, this amount would have paid for about a third of Scipio’s war costs.  It was not unusual - and almost a Scipionic family tradition - to let the enemy provide the victorious army with pay and supplies, not least because there was no opportunity for plunder any more.  Scipio’s father and uncle forced the Spanish neighbours to provide the troops with salary in times of coin shortage. Later, the tribe of the Ilergetes had to give an indemnity ‘so the troops could be paid’.  A number of tribes in Spain were obliged to furnish the army with clothes and with corn for six months. At the trial of the Scipiones, the argument revolved around the claim that part of the indemnity had been intended for army payment.[footnoteRef:165] Polybius and Livy do not mention the thousand talents of Appian but they do refer to comparable requirements. Livy describes the initial Roman demands as follows:  [164:  App. Pun. 54.]  [165:  Liv. 23.48, 28.34, 29.3; Shatzman (1972) p. 192-3; Jacquemin (2009) ‘La vente du butin dans le monde grec à l’époque hellénistique’, in: M. Coudry and M. Humm (eds.) Praeda. Butin de guerre et société dans la Rome républicaine / Kriegsbeute und Gesellschaft im republikanischen Rom. (Collegium Beatus Rhenanus Bd 1. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag) passim; Ungern-Sternberg (2009) passim.] 


The Carthaginians were to hand back prisoners of war, deserters and runaway slaves. They were to remove their armed forces from Italy and Gaul. They were to stay out of Spain. They were to leave all the islands that lay between Italy and Africa. They were to surrender all but twenty of their warships and hand over 500,000 measures of wheat and 300,000 of barley. As for the financial indemnity in Scipio's demands, there is little agreement on the amount. In one source I find 5,000 talents, in another 5,000 pounds of silver, in a third a demand for double his men's pay.[footnoteRef:166]  [166:  Liv. 30.16. Translation by Yardley. The return of prisoners of war, deserters and runaway slaves was a demand commonly made by victors. Freedom for the prisoners of war saved ransom money while the deserters and runaway slaves, must be made an example of for all those with similar ideas of deserting or escaping.] 


Once again, the enemy was to feed the Roman army during the truce. The Romans demanded almost a million measures of wheat and barley, which would have fed the army for at least three months. Moreover, Carthage was to give an indemnity of 5,000 talents, 5,000 pounds of silver or twice the men’s pay.[footnoteRef:167] Livy’s sources gave different figures; whereas the first two sums seem to have been meant for the state treasury, the third was clearly to be paid directly to the army. Together with the food it would have gone some way in relieving Scipio and the Roman state of their burden, and it constitutes a clear inclination to let the war pay for itself. Polybius and Livy largely agree on the final peace negotiations. The Carthaginians were to ‘provide the Roman army with sufficient corn for three months and pay until a reply should be received from Rome concerning the treaty’[footnoteRef:168]. Oddly enough, Livy’s main demarcation lies in his choice of beneficiaries, namely the auxiliary troops rather than the whole Roman army. He also adds another 25,000 pounds of silver as compensation for the supply ships captured during the truce. This sum was allegedly based on public accounts of what was in the vessels, and supplemented by whatever private goods owners declared were lost. This hazy procedure left much room for fraud and it is likely that the 350 talents to which the indemnity amounts, was much more than what was originally in the few captured ships.[footnoteRef:169] In any case, these demands were a further relief to Roman finances, and a sign that Scipio in his negotiations with Carthage made sure that his troops were provided for. It also seems to point towards a separation between “Roman finances” and Scipio’s own accounts. After all, he could have had three months of army payment and food added to the total amount of money to be paid to the treasury. Instead, he chose to make sure he directly received the supplies for his troops; plunder, which sufficed to maintain his army to some extent during the invasion, was no longer possible under the truce and was therefore formally arranged in the treaty. If the state did pay for the army during the four years of invasion, the indemnity, together with the spoils donated to the treasury, would have gone a long way in remunerating its costs.  [167:  Liv. 30.16.]  [168:  Plb. 15.18.  Translation by Scott-Kilvert. ]  [169:  Liv. 30.37-8.] 

In conclusion, it can be safely established that spoils of war played a major role in the upkeep of the Roman army during its invasion of Africa. While resources were sent from Italy and other Roman possessions, Scipio’s preparations and campaign point towards a large degree of self-sufficiency. The capriciousness of Roman state finances made a steady pay from Rome unlikely, although the operation in Africa was certainly not separated from other military activities or sabotaged by political enemies, however much they envied Scipio and begrudged him his success and power. Individual soldiers had a good chance of obtaining some wealth, but whether this was enough (on average) to compensate for losses at home is doubtful. Scipio will have used some of his private capital to ensure a smooth invasion and avoid mutiny or low morale amongst the troops. Because of the large authority he, as general, exercised over the booty, he will have been able to use much of it to fuel the campaign and perhaps even win back his own ‘investment’. 
For the Roman state, the invasion was part of a turning point, with military operations in the second century being mostly profitable rather than detrimental to the state and the people as a whole. Exact quantifications are dangerous, but it seems safe to put forward that revenues were higher than costs in this case. About 15 million denarii of salaries should be complemented by another 4 or 5 million in transport costs as well as naval upkeep and diplomacy. The approximate 20 million denarii in costs are balanced by about 12 million in booty that went to Rome, plus another estimated 6 million that was obtained directly by Scipio and his troops. Part of that income is in essence a lack of expenses. Three months of food and pay, allied contributions to the upkeep of their own troops and food raids - which lowered transportation costs of food - will have lowered the 20 million denarii considerably. It was not the objective here to determine the precise amount of profit (or loss) made from this war, which would be unhelpful both in the sense that it is based on doubtful figures, but also in that it would make no sense to any Roman senator at the time either. The Second Punic War was not fought with a calculator in hand, although denarii signs may have been in the eyes of some participants. Instead, this chapter has been a study to discover the process of conquest and the role of booty in it. In the next one, we will look at the consequences of the Roman system of politics, warfare and property division for the stability of the republic.  

















































Chapter 5: War, Money, Power


It is now time to look at the broader effects of the Second Punic War on the Roman Republic, specifically regarding the consequences of financial and military developments. In the foregoing we saw how both Rome and Carthage struggled to supply their armies, and what measures they took to maintain the war effort. Furthermore, the invasion of Africa, as portrayed in the sources, lends support to the idea that booty raids and indemnities were vital to keep armies supplied with food and coin. It may even be that the African campaign was profitable for some of its participants, notably the general and his supporters, be they with him or back in Rome. The level of enrichment was not to the extent it would later be, as this citation from Pliny the Elder shows: 

‘M. Crassus … used to say that no man was rich, who could not maintain a legion upon his yearly income.’[footnoteRef:170]  [170:  Plin. Nat. 33.47. Translation by Bostock and Riley. ] 


The first century B.C. opulence of Crassus and others is compared with the alleged frugality of the ancients in Pliny’s lament on the perverse influences of wealth and luxury. ‘The younger Scipio Africanus left to his heir thirty-two pounds' weight of silver; the same person who, on his triumph over the Carthaginians, displayed four thousand three hundred and seventy pounds' weight of that metal.’[footnoteRef:171] Regardless of the numbers, which are probably incorrect, and the moral crusade against opulence, which blurs Pliny’s view but is not completely unfounded, the two citations are exemplary of a change that took place during the second century B.C., a transformation fuelled by war and conquest. It would be unthinkable for a Roman citizen in the third century B.C. to maintain a legion on his own income, let alone train and equip six whole legions in exchange for being appointed their commander, as Crassus did.[footnoteRef:172] Even if there were individuals who had the means to finance an army, the recruitment and maintenance of soldiers was still much more of a collective effort. The whole business of warfare concerned all of society directly, through levies and taxes, instead of only indirectly, via a professional army that could be easily separated from the rest of society. [171:  Plin. Nat. 33.50. Translation by Bostock and Riley. ]  [172:  McLynn (2007) Heroes and Villains: Inside the minds of the greatest warriors in history. (BBC Books, Ebury Publishing, Random House Group) p. 45.  ] 

At the same time, cracks were slowly beginning to appear in the foundations of the Republic.  These had everything to do with the wars fought at the turn of the century, a period when Rome expanded into the Mediterranean, outside of Italy. It marked the definite change from a small city-state with a network of colonies and alliances in Italy, to what may be called an empire. This development was closely tied up with Rome’s most successful general of the era: Publius Cornelius Scipio Africanus. His power and popularity as a general seemed to threaten the carefully guarded Roman constitution, which was aimed at avoiding one man having supreme power. In retrospect, it is clear that Rome at this point ran no real risk of becoming a monarchy or tyranny. However, the circumstances under which this would be possible started to appear, and the problems of combining an empire with a Republican constitution, and large scale warfare with a farmer-citizen army would continue to exist. The boundaries between public and private wealth faded somewhat during the war, as rich citizens were called upon to pay for vital war efforts. Generals enjoyed a greater power base due to their increased independence and the greater longevity of campaigns. In this chapter, the position of generals will be evaluated further, focusing especially on Scipio Africanus and the trials in which he was involved after the war. Secondly, the monetary difficulties of the Roman state and the chosen solutions will be dealt with, as well as the consequences for the balance of power in Republican Rome.


5.1 Scipio after the war

Scipio’s life showed remarkable similarities with that of Hannibal. Both gained command at a young age and rose to be their countries’ greatest generals. After the war, they became entangled in eastern affairs, with the difference that Hannibal was ousted from Carthage by political rivals before his adventures in the Hellenistic world, whereas Scipio would be compromised and prosecuted by rivals as a result of his involvements in the east. Eventually, both generals passed away in exile, away from their hometowns, Rome and Carthage, perhaps even in the same year. For Scipio, many versions of his eventual fall, if indeed this is the right word, exist. They differ in the degree of bitterness which existed between the victor of Zama and his country. Allegedly, the following was written on Scipio’s gravestone:  ‘Ingrata patria, ne ossa quidem mea habes’[footnoteRef:173]. In a similar vein, Livy tells of how Africanus never wished to see the city again and that ‘when dying they say that he gave orders that he should be buried in that same place in the country [Liternum] and that his tomb should be erected there, that his funeral might not be held in an ungrateful home-land.’[footnoteRef:174] Equally dramatic, but with a much more noble and sacrificial role for the Roman general, is the account of Seneca. Visiting what was taken to be Scipio’s grave, he reminisced about the great deeds of the general, not so much his many victories, but mainly his decision to go into voluntary exile. ‘Scipio should remain in Rome, or Rome should remain free.’[footnoteRef:175] He had ‘grown beyond’ what was to their advantage, and, wishing not to ‘infringe upon their laws’, he left the Roman people, their laws, customs and ‘equality’ unharmed.[footnoteRef:176] Whether it was party politics and personal hatred or genuine concerns about Scipio’s power and unlawful conduct that forced him to leave, something must have caused his downfall. It is closely connected with the Second Punic War and with the position of spoils and indemnities in Roman warfare, and the relation between soldiers, generals and state. 	 [173:  V. Max. 5.3; Other versions also appear, with habebis instead of habes, for example. Translation: Ungrateful fatherland, you will not even have my bones. ]  [174:  Liv. 38.53. ]  [175:  Sen. Ep. 86.1. Translation by Gummere. ]  [176:  Sen. Ep. 86.1-3. Most of this sentence is paraphrased from the translation of Seneca by Richard Mott Gummere (see bibliography).  ] 

In the years after Zama, Scipio Africanus became the most influential politician in Rome, something reflected in him being chosen princeps of the senate. However, he still had plenty of opposition. Especially a group of conservative aristocrats, led by Cato the Elder and Lucius Valerius Flaccus, were unhappy with his views on foreign diplomacy and Hellenization of the Roman upper classes. A more moderate middle party, led by the Claudii gens, had also been opposed to Scipio since his African adventure, although they were more flexible and probably felt a mixture of fear, envy and respect for Scipio Africanus. Furthermore, all three groups stood united against what were perceived to be infringements into the power of the elite from lower classes or officials. In 190 B.C., Scipio joined his brother Lucius as adviser in the campaign against Antiochus, a promise which may have been crucial in awarding the office to Lucius Scipio in the first place. A decisive victory at Magnesia ended the short war in favour of Rome. However, the Scipios did not have time to pacify the region and sign the peace agreement, as Lucius’s command was not extended into the next year. On his return, Lucius was awarded a triumph and took on the name Asiaticus, imitating his brother. Yet, a few years later, the success in the east took an unpleasant turn for the Scipio family. A series of accusations forced them onto the defensive and even led to court trials, at least one of which they lost. At the same time, attacks will no doubt have been carried out more informally, as in the poetry of Naevius, to discredit Africanus further.[footnoteRef:177] Unfortunately, the exact proceedings are very hard to determine; the sources contain many conflicting versions, and there is no definite judgement on the guilt of the defending party. Although Lucius Scipio was fined and Africanus pardoned, it remains uncertain of what exactly they were considered guilty or not guilty. However, the sources provide a wealth of information on the (lack of) procedures around booty disposal, the disputes over what was private and what public, and the new geopolitical situation to which the Roman republic had to adapt.  [177:  Naev. fr. com. (unassigned fragments) A 1-3. Naevius was dead by the time the prosecutions were initiated of course. ] 



5.2 The Scipionic trials

First of all, the sources.  Polybius only dedicates one paragraph to the trials, and, unsurprisingly, chooses the side of the Scipios. Although it is somewhat dramatized, it seems largely plausible. Due to its shortness, perhaps as the result of a deliberate choice of Polybius, much remains unclear, such as the exact charges, the identity of the accusers and the outcome of the events. Other pieces of the puzzle are provided by Aulus Gellius, who sometimes follows Cornelius Nepos, and by Livy, who largely presents the version of Valerius Antias.[footnoteRef:178] However, the puzzle is still incomplete, and some of the pieces in the box should probably not be there at all. The order of events in Livy, for example, begins with the trial of Africanus, which took two days and ended with him leaving the city and refusing to come back. After his death, his brother was tried and fined for more or less the same crime. Livy himself admits that another version of the story has Africanus racing back to the city to defend his brother. If Africanus spent the last years of his life in exile, it is more likely that Lucius was tried first. Another dilemma is whether the tribune Naevius or the Petillii brothers took Africanus to court. Depending on the accuser, the date of the trial would be 187 or 184 B.C. In this case, Gellius is usually judged more trustworthy than Valerias Antias, and thus the trial of Scipio Africanus is set in 184, which means the date of his death would also have to be postponed.[footnoteRef:179] More important for the purposes of this paper are the accusations brought forward during the trials and the concerns behind those, as well as the response of the Scipio brothers.   [178:  Plb. 23.14; Gell. 4.18, 6.19; Liv. 38.50-60.  ]  [179:  Scullard (1951) Scipio Africanus: Soldier and Politician. (Thames and Hudson, Bristol) p. 298-303. ] 

It all seems to have started with questions asked in the senate by the Petilii brothers. This was not a court case of course, more of a preliminary enquiry. Polybius writes that ‘when some one in the Senate demanded an account of the money which he [Scipio] had received from Antiochus before the treaty for the pay of his army, he said that he had the ledger, but that he ought not to be called to account by any one.’[footnoteRef:180] Three questions arise from this piece of evidence. First of all, what was the procedure around money and other goods received and spent on campaigns? The first part suggests that senators or officials (in this case tribunes) could ask for explanations regarding the whereabouts of the war booty whereas Scipio’s reply indicates that commanders did not have to hand over anything, but that they did keep some sort of record. A second, and related, problem is that of how to define the apparent transaction between Antiochus and Scipio. Was this a personal deal or did it concern the 500 (or 3,000) talents included in the peace treaty?[footnoteRef:181] Polybius specifies that the money was meant for the pay of the army, and, if true, it is hard to see why that would be problematic. According to one estimation, the maintenance of the legions in the east would cost about 380 talents, which could be a hint as to the consternation; the rest of the money would then have gone to Scipio himself, which was common practice but perhaps more controversial here as the 500 talents were part of the treaty and not “ordinary” war booty.[footnoteRef:182] Alternatively, it may just have been a ploy to damage Scipio’s reputation, blaming him for something which was strictly speaking an offense, but which normally bothered no one. That brings us to the third question: why was Africanus questioned, and not his brother Lucius or the campaigning quaestor? As said, it may have been part of an attempt at character assassination by opposing senatorial groups. Another possibility is that Africanus stepped in for his brother to defend him. Finally, it could be that because of his high standing he was seen as the de facto leader of the eastern campaign and thus as the main person responsible.  [180:  Plb. 23.14. Translation by Shuckburgh. ]  [181:  See chapter 4.]  [182:  Scullard (1951) p. 293, fn 2. ] 

Whichever of those scenarios is closest to the truth, the sources have Africanus subsequently summon the account books to the senate and tearing them apart in front of all present. He asked his accusers and the senate in general ‘how they could ask for the items of the expenditure of these three thousand talents, and yet no longer ask for an account of how and by whose agency the fifteen thousand talents which they received from Antiochus came into the treasury, nor how it is that they have become masters of Asia, Libya, and Iberia?’[footnoteRef:183] Livy (Antias) has a corresponding citation but with different numbers. Gellius, on the other hand, focuses more on the second part of Polybius’s citation, that of the ‘salvation of the Roman state’, and its power after the Second Punic War.[footnoteRef:184] We have no way of knowing what really happened at these trials. Various convenient coincidences, such as the anniversary of Zama falling on exactly the same day as one of the trials, suggest a high degree of invention. In spite of that, the general story of elite infighting and souring relations between Africanus and the senate need not be doubted. Even if the shredding of the papers was not meant to hide corruption or questionable use of public resources, it showed how Scipio perceived his position in Rome, namely as saviour of Rome, and as someone to whom the city should be thankful.  Similar to his earlier threat of putting the question of an African invasion to the People, when returning from Spain in 205 B.C., Scipio again showed impatience with senators questioning his methods and position. In this respect, there was probably considerable truth in Seneca’s words describing the friction between the Republican constitution and Scipio’s position. [183:  Plb. 23.14. Translation by Shuckburgh.]  [184:  Liv. 38.55; Gell. 4.18.7-12. Translation by Rolfe. ] 

Another reference to this friction was made during the second round of inquisitions into public money. The tribune Tiberius Sempronius Gracchus criticized Scipio Africanus for his conduct during the trial of his brother - when Africanus allegedly attacked some of the tribunes responsible - and compared it with his earlier behaviour: ‘he said that the people had once been rebuked by Scipio because they wished to make him perpetual consul and dictator; that he forbade statues to himself to be erected in the Comitium, on the Rostra, in the Curia, on the Capitoline, in the cell of Jupiter; that he prevented also a decree that his image in triumphal dress should appear to be coming out of the temple of Jupiter Optimus Maximus.’[footnoteRef:185] Once again we see how the Roman elite, including the (later) writers, were obsessed with the danger of one of them becoming too powerful, and no longer respecting the laws. Especially with Rome’s increasing contacts outside Italy, this possibility would have seemed more likely. Eastern kings looked at Roman generals as leaders of their nations, as Antiochus showed when trying to strike a private deal with Scipio. On the other side of the Mediterannean, the Spanish tribes had hailed Scipio as king multiple times. Even the people of Rome were not weary enough of one-man-rule as to reject it in all cases, and what better choice than the hero of Zama?  [185:  Liv. 38.56. Translation by Sage. ] 

Interestingly, Africanus was apparently not the main target here, but merely present to support his brother Lucius. However, it is also possible that the two trials were connected or even the same, as the accusations are very similar. The tribes voted in favour of a motion calling for an inquiry into ‘the money taken, carried off, and collected from king Antiochus’[footnoteRef:186] As the ‘peculation’ was thought to be widespread, Lucius’s entire staff was charged. Some of them were acquitted but ‘Scipio and Aulus Hostilius, his lieutenant-general, and Caius Furius, were convicted on the following charges, that, “as bribes, for granting more favourable terms of peace to Antiochus, Scipio had received, over and above what he brought into the treasury, six thousand pounds' weight of gold, and four hundred and eighty of silver”’.[footnoteRef:187] Leaving aside the accuracy of the precious metals, which add up to either one or six million denarii, depending on whether the gold and silver have been mixed up or not, the importance lies in the possibility of self-enrichment at the expense of the state, rather than “regular” self-enrichment, which was only to be expected. If true, the Scipio brothers had not only broken the law, but undermined the basis of the Republican system, which was to unite the interests of the citizens, mainly the more powerful families, into the abstract entity of the Roman state. By surpassing the state in negotiating with Antiochus on personal authority and for personal profit, rather than as representative of the Roman state, they had weakened its position. As the paymaster of the army, the state (treasury) relied on indemnities and booty coming in, just as the senate depended on being considered the spokesperson of the nation in foreign policy. This was established by having their officials representing them and sending anything of importance on to Rome, to be discussed and approved or denied.[footnoteRef:188] It is no coincidence that soldiers were rewarded with extra rounds of pay during the triumph in Rome, rather than on campaigns. Even though it was the general who was honoured, the rewards for the soldiers was usually paid from the war booty in conjunction with the wishes of the senate. This way the money came from Rome rather than from an individual general.[footnoteRef:189]  [186:  Liv. 38.54. Translation by McDevitte.]  [187:  Liv. 38.55. Translation by McDevitte. ]  [188:  For example, the embassies to Philip V (Plb. 28.9.10) and Antiochus III the Great. Also in the First Punic War, when the people initially refuse the peace proposal: Plb. 1.62-63. ]  [189:  Examples: Liv. 37.59, 39.7.] 

As said before, it is uncertain whether there was a separate trial for Scipio Africanus or whether the two brothers were tried at the same time. Polybius only mentions that there were accusations against Africanus, and does not specify them any further than that they were ‘many’ and ‘bitter’. Gellius is more helpful, saying that a tribune accused him of receiving ‘money from king Antiochus to make peace with him in the name of the Roman people on favourable and easy terms’, virtually the same allegations that were levelled at Lucius in Livy’s account.[footnoteRef:190] Scipio Africanus had indeed had private contact with king Antiochus, directly or indirectly, which loaded suspicion on him in view of the allegations. No one could prove he was guilty but neither could anyone disprove he had made secret arrangements with Antiochus. What did not help was the fact that Scipio’s son was released by Antiochus without the king asking for a ransom.[footnoteRef:191] Furthermore, there were those among the senators who thought Scipio’s foreign policy was too soft generally, and that Carthage had escaped with too light a punishment. To discredit Africanus further, other past incidents were called into memory. Gellius speaks of ‘sundry other charges’, the details of which are  perhaps included in Livy. Apparently, the accusers brought up the incidences at Locri, and Scipio’s style of living in Syracuse. The first referred to the crimes committed by the man put in charge by Scipio after conquering Locri in the Second Punic War. This Pleminius committed various atrocities against his Roman rivals and the inhabitants of the town alike. Even though Scipio was not directly involved, it still reflected badly on him. While in Sicily he may have enjoyed some of the luxuries of Greek city life, although they by no means hindered his preparations for invasion. Despite that, it was still considered a bad influence by those who despised the Hellenization of Rome.[footnoteRef:192] Finally, in what is perhaps the most telling remark on the trial of Scipio Africanus, Livy, or his sources, recognized the danger also perceived by contemporaries concerning powerful generals and their position as semi-kings: ‘no one citizen ought to stand so high above the rest, as not to be made answerable to the laws for his conduct: for nothing contributed so much towards the equalization of liberty, as that the most powerful might be brought to trial.’[footnoteRef:193] Just as in the Hellenistic east, it was important for most actors to retain some sort of balance of power and avoid one king or family becoming too powerful. Even if the Scipio brothers were innocent, strictly speaking, of bribery, corruption and peculation, the other aristocratic families still rightly feared individuals becoming too powerful and using their popularity to ignore the law and build up a power base around their person. However, it would still be some time before these leaders could really circumnavigate the power of the senate and the customs of the republic.  [190:  Gell. 4.18.1-6. Translation by Rolfe. ]  [191:  Auct. De Vir. III. (50.3-4) = Ps. Aurelius Victor, De Viris Illustribus III.50.3-4. ]  [192:  Liv. 38.51.]  [193:  Liv. 38.50. Translation by McDevitte. ] 



5.3  A post-war transition

‘privataque pecunia res publica administrata est’[footnoteRef:194] – Livy, AUC, 23.49 [194:  Liv. 23.49.  Translated as ‘state business was conducted with private funding’ by Yardley, and as ‘the affairs of the state were conducted by private funds’ by Evans. ] 


In the fourth year of the Second Punic War, in 215 B.C., the Roman Republic was administered with private money. Normally the state would pay the army and those contracted for public services from the treasury, which was filled with the proceeds of taxes and war booty. However, in this instance the treasury was empty, and a group of wealthy citizens agreed to supply the army in Spain at their own costs. Badian estimates the amount of money spent per person to be at least 40,000 denarii, and probably more than a hundred thousand. As the property qualifications for equestrians were about the same height, this was a huge contribution for one individual.[footnoteRef:195] It has already been mentioned several times that the publicani, as Livy calls them, were not that powerful at this time. However, they were definitely on the rise, and exemplary for a change that was taking place. Del Hoyo sees this period as one of transition in which Rome went from the old system of citizen contributions, suitable for ‘local’ and ‘small-scale’ warfare, to one where large investments were needed but where the profits would be much higher as well.[footnoteRef:196] The war not only increased the power of generals, it weakened the state by arrangements that passed it by as the supreme authority, such as generals paying their troops directly from war booty and businessmen providing the troops directly with supplies. It created a debt to groups within Rome which had to be settled after the war, and resulted in large tracts of public land falling into private hands. This process would continue over the next decades. Here we will shortly treat the position of soldiers and generals, and the (financial) relation between state and citizen.  [195:  Badian (1972) p. 22-3. ]  [196:  Del Hoyo (2011) p. 381. ] 

 In his work on the history of Rome, Cato the Elder left out the names of the generals as much as possible. It was a history of the Roman people, of the collective of citizen-soldiers, and not of the “big men” so adored by historians of ancient and modern times alike. Cato also proudly mentions not to have claimed any of the spoils of war for himself, but to have let the soldiers take their fair share.[footnoteRef:197] Perhaps he foresaw the ‘proletarianization’ of the Roman peasantry, and with that the transformation of the army from a group of politically involved and reasonably wealthy citizens to one of poor professional soldiers who depended on warfare for their income and on their generals for salaries and pensions. Already in 168 B.C., when Roman soldiers were unhappy with the booty gained in the Macedonian campaign, or possibly with the division of that booty, their general Aemilius Paulus succumbed to their demands and let them plunder Epirus on a huge scale to satisfy their wishes.[footnoteRef:198] On the other hand, Cato may just have been suspicious of anything that deviated from what he saw as old Roman values. In any case, there was certainly a greater possibility of generals and soldiers forming a closer bond. Not only were they away for longer periods of times, sometimes overseas, rather than on campaign in the area around Rome and always back in time for tea and medals, but the Lex Genucia had been suspended. This meant that generals could now serve for consecutive terms, which allowed leaders such as Fabius Maximus, Marcus Marcellus and Publius Scipio to command the same army for multiple years.[footnoteRef:199] After the war, the oligarchy took measures to prevent individuals from becoming too powerful and to give opportunities to most of the elite to fulfil a public office. The Lex Villia Annalis of 184 B.C. made it obligatory to follow the offices of quaestor, praetor, and consul in that order, while another law made it illegal to hold the same office twice in one decade. In many ways the mid-Republic succeeded in preventing individuals from becoming too powerful, with the Scipio family as one of the important exceptions.[footnoteRef:200]  [197:  Cato Orig.; Malcovati (1967) Oratorum Romanorum Fragmenta (3) (Torino) fr.203 p. 82 (Fronto p.92). ]  [198:  Liv. 45.33-4.  ]  [199:  Briscoe (1989) p. 68-9. ]  [200:  Mackay (2004) Ancient Rome; A Military and Political History. (Cambridge University Press) p. 93-4. ] 

Again we find Scipio Africanus at the heart of the problem. For five years he headed the Roman forces in Spain. At one point Livy mentions how Scipio intended to take some of the legions home, where they could vote for him as the new consul: ‘it was his wish to take them home to their country to receive a well-earned triumph; and that he hoped that they would support him when he put up for the consulship, as if the honour sought were to be shared in common by them all.’[footnoteRef:201] In fact, the number of legions was reduced by two when Scipio left, and it is not unthinkable that many of his veterans joined as volunteers for the African invasion. The amount of volunteers was eerily close to two legions slightly depleted by warfare. Moreover, the soldiers in Spain are said to have had a strong connection with the Scipio family in general and with Africanus in particular: ‘they were all accustomed to the name and auspices of the Scipios’[footnoteRef:202]. According to several sources, Africanus enjoyed an almost divine status amongst the troops, which was fuelled by his religious activities, such as his praying alone in the temple with the door closed and his alleged visions.[footnoteRef:203] Although the bond between a general and his men (officers and soldiers) is known to have been important in ancient Rome anyhow - with certain citizen rights even in abeyance when on campaigns - a five-year campaign was more likely to establish a loyal bond than a single campaigning season was. When Scipio and his army returned from Africa, the troops were granted land, but the distribution was carefully kept in state hands, and the allotted land was at a considerable distance from Rome, perhaps to avoid a Scipionic power base close to the (voting) capital.[footnoteRef:204] This way Scipio was not himself credited with the provision of the soldiers’ pension. It was probably for the same reason that Fabius Maximus’s action of buying the freedom of the Roman captives earlier in the war was criticized by the senate. Fabius, who was at that time dictator, had agreed with Hannibal to follow the same procedure as in the First Punic War; for every captive which could not be exchanged for an enemy captive, two and a half pounds of silver would be paid. However, the senate was angry it had not been consulted first, and therefore waited long with handing over the money, causing Fabius in the end to sell some of his own property and ransom the soldiers at his own expense. Here a powerful politician and general took over the role of the state (in this case the senate), as the captives were not freed by Rome - by the collective body of citizens - but by an individual.  [201:  Liv. 28.32. Translation by Edmonds. ]  [202:  Liv. 28.32. Translation by Edmonds. ]  [203:  Plb 10.2-3, 9; Liv. 28.38; App. Hisp. 23, 26. ]  [204:  Scullard (1951) p. 295-6; Liv. 31.4; Scullard (1951) p. 83. ] 

This brings us to the final point, one which has already been touched upon several times, that of public and private wealth, and of the corresponding power. From this attempt at “following the money”, it appears that it was not just the incoming wealth from “foreign” wars that made an impact on Roman society, but also the monetary transactions within Rome. On the frequent occasions of an empty treasury, the Roman state resorted to often short-term measures which would bring temporary relief. A commission of three magistrates was set up as public bankers in 216 B.C., though what exactly they were to do remains unclear. Perhaps they served as accountants and intermediaries between citizens and “exchequer”.[footnoteRef:205] What is clear is that the state levied several rounds of extra taxes on the population. Of course these people also formed the state and so it was essentially a debt of the state to its own citizens. We have already mentioned the publicani who supplied the legions in Spain in times of crisis but there were several other occasions where the population at large or the more wealthy citizens were burdened with demands. The fleet, for example, was manned by slaves taken from the wealthiest inhabitants. Several public services, such as religious ceremonies, were also provided for by individuals or groups without receiving a public fee.[footnoteRef:206] However, at the end of the war, many of these debts were repaid in various ways. The Manlian booty was used to pay back the extra tributum tax, and the loan made in 210 B.C. was to be paid back in three instalments. Yet, as there was no money for the third instalment, it was decided to grant land to these monetary saviours instead: ‘the creditors said that [as] there was much land for sale, to purchase which cash was needed, the opportunity should be given them to receive public land lying within the fiftieth milestone.’[footnoteRef:207] Those preferring money could sell their land at a later time. This offer was accepted ‘gladly’ by the creditors.  Although in theory the land still belonged to the state, in practice it went over into private hands. In combination with the drainage of Italian manpower through the many wars, the impoverishment of farmer families because of the long military service, and the inflow of slaves amongst the booty, it accelerated the process of proletarianization.[footnoteRef:208]  [205:  Andreau (1999) p. 115.]  [206:  Briscoe (1989) p. 74-5; Liv. 26.36, 24.18.  ]  [207:  Liv. 31.13. Translation by Sage. ]  [208:  Finley (1985) p. 84. ] 

The state’s shortage of money could also be solved in another way, namely by devaluation of the currency. This way, more bronze was available for the arms industry and more coins could be produced with a smaller amount of precious metals. As the war progressed, the bronze as decreased in weight. It had already been brought down, perhaps in the First Punic War, from the original twelve ounces - or one Roman pound - to a light-libral standard of ten ounces. The crises of the initial war years caused it to be sequentially revaluated, until, in 211 B.C., it weighed only two ounces. In that year, the entire monetary system was reformed, and the silver denarius now became the central coin. Rome needed greater liquidity to pay all of her troops, but this was a difficult process, and as several instances from the ancient world show, the Romans did not know how to control inflation or effectively stabilize currencies.[footnoteRef:209] Credit financing was an easier solution to the shortage of money, be it a short-term one. Giving magistrates orders to overcome shortages in pay and supplies by improvising locally was another one. Both essentially weakened the state and required more independent generals and the involvement of private citizens. This was not a problem yet in the third century or even much of the second but would culminate into Crassus paying for the entire army that was to confront Spartacus, and demanding for himself the leadership over it, and by Julius Caesar, who could pay his soldiers from the booty acquired in the Gallic campaigns.[footnoteRef:210]  [209:  Mackay (2004) p. 281-2.]  [210:  Cic. Prov. 28. ] 

At the end of the Second Punic War the Republican form of government was still firmly in place, in some ways even more than before. However, the rivalry between aristocratic families was of a different nature now that the stakes had been raised to a Mediterranean level. Moreover, as is so often the case in scenarios of “globalization”, only some of the groups in Roman society profited from the expansion. The alliance between the old aristocratic families, the wealthy landowners, and the (relatively) small-landholders who formed most of the army, would break down as a result. In this process, the Roman financial “policy” and the troublesome position of booty and indemnities were a vital element.  
















Conclusion


Just like the Punic Wars established Rome as a major power, the rise of Scipio Africanus reflected the changes Roman society underwent. Gone were the days of the small city-state that quarrelled over cattle with its neighbours and tried to avoid annihilation by the hands of Etruscans, Gauls and Greeks. In its place rose the capital of the Mediterranean world, where the rich grew richer, the powerful stronger, and the masses more massive. Yet this was a slow process, and it took time for the system to adjust to the changing circumstances. In the collective effort to crush Carthage, some benefited more than others. Generals grew increasingly powerful, just like the wealthy classes who received money and land in exchange for their loans. Moreover, the influx of slaves was especially profitable to those who owned mines and large tracts of land. Money was an increasingly important element in warfare and politics. Of course those with political influence and great wealth were often the same people, almost all of whom came from the upper classes. However, the gap between them and the soldiers increased over time and the army changed from a group of citizen-soldiers – middle class farmers – led by a patrician order with similar values and background to a professional army with ties to the general and the treasury rather than their hometowns and estates. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this paper I have tried to shed light on the financial, military and political intertwining during the Second Punic War. Three elements are important to stress. Firstly, the volatile nature of Roman state finances and the apparent lack of concern for this. Clearly the troops had to be paid and supplied but no account book was available which listed all expenses and revenues and could thus warn for any future deficits. Instead, any lack of funds was met ad hoc, by extra taxes, loans, appeals to the public or to rich individuals, or by having generals obtain what they needed locally. That ties in neatly with the second point, which is the importance of booty and indemnities for the maintenance of troops and relieving – or even strengthening – state finances. Both the Romans and the Carthaginians made frequent use of plunder not only to weaken their enemy but also to feed and clothe their own troops. Some commanders were especially skilled at making the enemy (or ally) pay - literally. This could take various forms, from quartering to foraging and from ransoming to having the defeated opponent pay the salaries of victorious troops. Scipio’s African campaign shows how booty could even balance out most of the costs, with approximately 18 million denarii taken back to Rome or divided amongst the soldiers. The war machine almost fuelled itself. Some indemnities were especially high and humiliating but a direct link with the costs of the war seems non-existent, at least in the case of the Second Punic War. In all likelihood, no one knew what the costs of the entire war had been even then, and it was probably not considered that important. Only personal debts, which could be equally materialistic, were closely watched over. Tellingly, the senator arguing for repayment of loans to Roman citizens near the end of the war, was the very person who was in charge of taking that loan at the time.[footnoteRef:211] The creditors were supposedly paid for their acts of patriotism rather than as ordinary loan sharks. Since possession of land and money were almost synonymous with political influence, this was important for the internal division of power in Roman society.   [211:  Liv. 26.36, 29.16.  ] 

Thirdly and finally, the newly attained power and sphere of influence endangered the whole Republican system. Scipio Africanus forecasts the potentates of the first century B.C., however dedicated to the Republic he himself may have been. His conflicts with the senate are illuminating. At first they endangered his invasion plans by their envy and strategic conservatism, which was overcome by Scipio’s successful  threat to appeal to the public. Although there were considerable advantages to Rome’s governing system, there is no denying its disadvantages at times of crisis: dissent hampered quick actions or led to weak compromises. The desire for glory and outdoing one’s fellow aristocrats was not helpful either. After the war Scipio was the most important senator, but at the end of his life he was brought down by a charge of peculation of public funds; an accusation that illuminates both the troubles of public and private money and that of generals doing as they please, with their soldiers as important benefactors. These problems were reasonably kept under control in the second century but the underlying process of decay continued and emerged in what would turn out to be the final decades of the Republic. 
In this paper I have examined the relation between money and power in Rome, as well as the ways war were fuelled. This contained some educated guesses and calculations as to the expenses and revenues of the Roman army. However, these were meant to gain more insight into Roman society and warfare rather than as goals in themselves. A completely accurate balance remains impossible for the ancient world. Economic basics, such as army wages and food supplies, could not be ignored and should not be ignored when studying the past. However, the economy was imbedded in society, from social life to cultural customs and values to political power. In our age, where everything is subject to economic thinking and whole countries are held hostage by market forces, it is important to remember that humans shaped and shape these systems and not the other way around. Numbers and figures are meaningless without context, and no (material) economic analysis can be made without taking into account social and cultural surroundings. 
To give an example, it was revealed a few years ago that deficient mastery of the German language and insufficient knowledge of the German culture  costs the Dutch economy several billion euros a year. A staggering 7,8 billion, to be exact. However, the research at the basis of the above conclusion is quite rickety. A poll among businessman showed that ninety percent of them thought the Netherlands could increase its revenues if those working in business across the border had better knowledge of the German language. From these opinions, it was concluded that the Dutch export to Germany might grow with ten percent in the hypothetical scenario of higher fluency, which means a 7,8 billion increase.[footnoteRef:212] Although this seems an impressive number, it lacks context. None of the other elements in the story are quantified, which makes the information essentially useless. These are, among others: what is the increase in fluency needed to secure this extra revenue? Should secondary schools double their hours teaching German? Should all citizens be sent a copy of Nietsche’s Jenseits von Gut und Böse? Another point is the question of the zero-sum game: are the extra efforts to master German going to lead to negligence of other languages, of IT-skills, of mathematics and biology? The important point here is that there are qualitative and normative elements in all of these questions, elements which are almost impossible to quantify. And yet, this is often asked for these days, an attempt to bring back complex issues to simple numbers, to avoid taking into account more complex issues of moral values and social, cultural and political backgrounds.  [212:  A. van Veelen (2012) ‘Gebrekkig Duits kost ons 7 miljard euro per jaar’ NRC 17-05-2012. Retrieved from: http://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2012/04/17/gebrekkig-duits-kost-ons-7-miljard-euro-per-jaar-12287752-a313676] 

	The Second Punic War was an important brick on the Roman road to empire, as it required greater investments but also yielded greater rewards, as well as opening up new lands around the Mediterranean to Roman influence. Booty, honour and glory, empowered generals, especially in combination with long overseas campaigns, whereas the loans, land grabbing and slave influx favoured the land owners and “bankers”. Scipio Africanus was but a small gear in this motor of change, while simultaneously “the greatest”. 
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