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Abstract

This thesis aims to determine how and why Rome undertook a series of interventions
in lllyria during the period of 23D 167 BC. The thesis is based on a detailed examination and
consideration of the ancient written sources and the subsequent historyogmaible subject.

The Roman interventions in lllyria during this period have traditionally been treated as a
component of wider studies of Roman expansion, althéughme 6 s i nvol vement
recently been examined by Dzino in his 2010 wiéykicu m inRoman Politics 229B@D68

This work examined the development and integration of Illyricum in Roman political
discourse, in which the Roman interventions were a smaller component in the broader study.
A study of the Roman interventions in lllyria dugi the period of 230 167 BC has never
previously been treated on this scale, nor effectively with a synthesis of the various approaches
and pieces of evidence that are now available. Over the past decade, marine archaeology has
been conducted in the Adtic and the initial reports have recently been published which
provide greater contextual insigbh the geopolitical situation in lllyriaAdditional new
approaches to the subject from the faculty of international relations have emerged, although

these have proven as problematic as they have been insightful.

This thesis shall examine the new evidence and assess the latest approaches to provide
the necessary context for considering the Roman interventions in lllyria. This context shall be
initially considerd to enabk the thesis to progress to consider and anabgs®s Roman
intervention in turn.By effectively grounding the thesis in the geopolitical context, the
disparate nature of the communities that made up lllyria can be better undersisdtesis
will use the material evidence available in conjunction with the written accounts of ancient
historians to considethe implications of the Roman interventions and the underlying
motivations for Rome in securing the Adriatic and developing thealvement in lllyria and

the Greek East beyond.
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Chapter 171 Introduction

The rise of Rome durinthe mddle Republic, through a series of interventidmess
been a particular area of interest to mwdand ancient scholars alikéne ancient historian
Polybius, contemporary to some of the events in question, stressed in the preface to his
Histories that Rane's emergence as hegemon over the Mediterranean was an event without
precedent and one of subgtahmagnitude and importanéeThe Romaninterventions in
l'l'lyria are an i mportant compmherhceni expPbéa

work. Polybius outlined this importance upon introducing the lllyrians intblibiries

o
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This thesis aims to determine how and why these interventions took gpacdically
focusing on the First, Second and Third Illyrian Wditsis covers the period of 23067 BC,
beginning with the initial Roman intervention east of the Adriatic and culminatingtiagth
di ssolution of the 1Illyrian kingdomAwith R
intervention, as it will be consided in this thesis, can be simply defireithe interference of
one entity in the affairs of another. The Romans intervened in this way by both military and
diplomatic means. One the one hand, the Romans invaded territory with their armed forces and
engagd in warfare, whilst on the other, the Romans negotiated with other entities and forged
friendships and alliances. The three Roman interventions sparked otherwise limited Roman
interest and involvement in lllyria duringishperiod.The thesis shall employ a chronological
structure to consider each of the three IllyN&ars in turn, and utilise the evidence provided
by ancient historical texts in conjunction with material evidence to aid in placing the written
historical texts in caiext. This structure will enable the thesis to focus on the specific events,
enabling a closer critique of the historical accounts for each intervention and facilitating the
development of the wider implications, developments and underlying themes teemerg

Defining lllyria is a difficult task; a consistent and agreed upon definition of the area
being absent from antiquitf. h r oughout antiquity the terms 0|

been used as broad generalisations and sometimes in referenme tdaarly defined ideas.

Polybius,Histories1. 1.

°Polybius,Histories2 . 2. 6 The history of this expedition must no¢
carefully studied by those who wish to clearly understand the history that | have deternmagdt®and to

trace the progressandcondoit i on of t h éelfRanstaéed). Empi r e 6
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Theprovinciaof lllyricum was a Roman creation and distinguished for the first time the Roman
parameters of what definitively could be classified as lllyria. pitovincia of lllyricum was

not however established until th& Century BC, after the period being considered in this
thesis. The origins of the term derive from the Greek téllgngs andlllyrioi, which refer to
Greece's NorttwWestern nofGreek neighbours and to a group of peoples inhabiting the region
who they beliged shared common ancestry, culture and langtidgikes goes further by
asserting that the latter term may have originally referred specifically to one southern lllyrian
Bronze Age tribe whom Greeks had first encountered and subsequently applied the term
generically to people with similar language and custbRifmy the Elder writing in the First
Century AD referred to a narrowly defined group of 'lllyrians as properly called' and it is
possibly to this tribal group to whom he is refermr@onsequently 6l 1l lyriad and
who inhabited the region, are ill defined in written sources, especially during the period being
considered in this thesis. Dzino has however noted that the region is divided into three eco
geographical zones on accounttefphysical geography, those being the Dalmatian coast with

its islands and immediate hinterland, the mountain belt of the Dinaric Alps and the Pannonian
plains. The narrow Adriatic coastal belt together with the Italian coast represents a distinctive
geayraphical uni€ This forms a useful basis for defining the parameters of lllyria to be
considered in this thesis. lllyria shall be considered in this thesis as an area occupying the
eastern Adriatic coast and immediate hinterland. The reasons for thagiaesout of the source
material and the historical contacts between Rome and lllyria. Rome during the period being
considered in this thesis, undertook military and diplomatic interventions with entities on the
eastern Adriatic coast, the islands offttb@ast, and the immediate hinterland; progression into
the lllyrian interior did not occur until later periods of Roman history. Dzino assigns to the
early period of his study the title, the 0Ad
coastand immediate hinterland to the period down to 167 BC in Roman interaction with the
region’ Therefore, lllyria in the thesis shall be considered the area of the eastern Adriatic coast

and the immediate hinterland.

Studies of the Roman interventions irylia have featured as smaller components of

larger works or have focused on specific phenomena such as lllyrian piracy or the development

3Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 3.
“Wilkes, The lllyrians p. 92.
5Pliny, Natural History3. 144.

6Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 31.
’Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicspp. 35.
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of an eastern Adriatiprovincia® This has held especially true for the historiography on
subjects relating to Roman expansion and imperialism. Roman interventions in lllyria in these
sources often serve as a component of Roman expansion into the wider Greek world or are
placed in the carxt of midRepublican Roman expansidithe essential focus on the Roman
interventions in lllyria in this thesis will offer a different sort of approaim.analysis of the

ancient historical texts ,isnaturally, not thefunction of archaeological resedrcinference

drawn is subsequently based on archaeological research methodology rather than the
methodology of ancient historical research. Royal, in his publication of the archaeological
findings from the lllyrian Coastal Exploration Program, providesoktasy reference to

Polybius and Appian each and no reference to Livy, Cassius Dio or Diodorus $tcTihis.

has raised the need for a greater synthesis in research between the written ancient historical
sources and the archaeological data. Royal indeed es i n his report tha
frequently cited as a factor in the regionbs
with archaeological evidence, including shipwreck sites and the frequency of amphora types
present .2a®ncerthih corgeixttiabissides that are being examined during this thesis,

the archaeological data can prove informative in grounding the ancient historical texts.

Recent developments in Adriatic archaeology have enabled better inferences to be
drawn, basd on some of these contextual issues. This is particularly apparent regarding
Adriatic trade. Marine archaeology has been an important development in studies of the lllyrian
coast in the past decade; the archaeological report for the initial findirtges Idftian Coastal
Exploration Program (20682009) has recently been publisféd@he area that the programme
investigated was previously not well examined, Royal indeed noting in the abstract that the
areas for which data had been gathered from the Adbaand Montenegrin coasts were

6previ ous | p3PResedréhofthis wature & devertheless still in its infancy and other

8Examples include: J. J. WilkeBhe lllyrians(Oxford, 1992); F. W. Walbank, 'Polybius and

Rome's Eastern Policylpurnal of Roman Studiél. 53 (1963), pp. 413; N. RosensteirRome

and the Mediterranean 29046 BC: The Imperial Republ{&€dinburgh, 2@2); H. J. Dell, 'The

Origin andNature of lllyrian Piracy'Historia: Zeitschrift fir AlteGeschichteVol. 16 No. 3

(1967) pp. 344358; D. Dzino|lllyricum in Roman Politics 229B@D68 (Cambridge 2010)

Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3ZBC; A. M. Eckstein Mediterranean Anarchy,
Interstate War and the Rise of Rothendon, 2006).; J. Rich, 'Fear, Greed and Glory: The Causes of
Roman WaiMaking in the Middle Republic' in J. Rich and G. Shipley (ed¥3r and Society in the
Roman WorldLondon, 1993), pp. 388.

3. G. Royal, 6111 yrian i2008)sTheRomas and Late Rantan Fonds aRdrThegr a m  (
Co nt édoxrbhabof Archaeologyol. 116 No. 3 (2012), pp. 4650.

Hbid. pp. 4461.

12bid.

Bbid. p. 405.
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areas of the coast are currently being investigitétthough the material published so far is

limited, it nevertheless presis data from which some inferences can be draws.¥ds been

furthered by th@reater collation of amphorae d#tat has been publishethe work ofMi g e ,

in particular, in cataloguing data f@nathiaware in the Adriatic has enabled more patterns

and correlations to be observed from the published ditdss.g e has noted t ha
knowledge ofGnathiaware has reached a stage where we can speak of the entire production
process, which covers all aspecfrom moulding and decorative techniques, to firing and
distribution, from identification of the different workshops to an understanding of the function

of the vessels in di fThesedavdlopmentsimmatedal evidence al ¢
in the last decade have enhanced the interpretations that can be drawn, beyond simple
speculation. Further limitations must be noted, however, for material evidence of this type.
Dzino has notedthdtar c haeol ogy does not provonigen a con
artefacts which are preserved, while a range of perishable artefacts, such as, for example,
textile, | eat her ®Inthecaseof antbhorae, this lenitayion & partiouiarly e . 6
significant when there is a lack of correlation beswéhe perishable contents and the surviving

vessels. Although some speculation can be made on the likely contents of an amphora based

on the typical function of the vessel, a gap in the evidence is nevertheless Jieiscthiesis

shall not utilise thignaterial evidence to explain the existence of phenomena such as piracy;

the ancient historical textual sources are the sole means to do this. The material evidence shall
instead be utilised to provide a greater context for the written sources.

Although thee important developments have added to the source material available,
the key source material for the examination of the Roman interventions in iéyn@nsthe
ancient historical texts. As mentioned earlier, the main source for the Roman interventions
P o | y Blistaries@olybius, as a near contemporary of the events in question and an author
politically connected to important events and figures throughouHistories provides a
valuable insight into the period being considered in the thésislybius however drew on
important earlier Roman and Greek annalists for some of his source material; these sources

tend to present Greece, and especially Rome, in an overly positive and apologetic light. These

An example of this can be found in therfsds Project being led by the University of Zadar, which is

excavating areas of the Croatian coast (areas not significantly examined during the lllyrian Coastal Exploration
Project. The Adrias Project currently has ongoing fieldwork and archaeologicasrapprogress and due for
publication. For more details, sh#p://www.adriasproject.org/en/proje¢t/ast Accessed 26/8/2018).

M.  MGnatkia and Related Hellenistic Ware on the Edtiatic Coast{Oxford, 2015), p. iii.

18D, Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politics 229B®D68 (Cambridge 2010), p. 8.

For a detailed outline on Polgbluyand Romah ImpdridligBristos ee D. W.
2011), pp. 13.
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sources, Wal bank asisfeirahbsl,e 66 aarned nhoa vl eo nbgeeern i &dve
homogeneous fabric in which the separate threads are now indistinguiétaitsémportant

to critique the version of events that Polybius provides in his accounts and to consider the
origins of the annaltg traditions. The accounts of Polybius, moreover, were influential for

later authors. Within the ensuing century after his death, Polybius was highly regarded in
Rome; Cicero asserted that Polybius was O0a
Pol ybius as 6an author who is reliable for a
t hat occur fdater authorsGauah escLéng often relied on Polybius for certain
sections of their historical accounts. This has raised issues mwheee discrepancies exist

between Polybius and the accounts of later historians.

In constructing higlistories Polybius had a wide array of personal experiences to draw
upon due to him being contemporary to many events of the period and connected to some of
the important figures featured in the accounts. Polybius and his family were prominent
members of the Achae League, with Polybius servings * U {cavarg commander) of
the Achaean League in 170/69 BC. The role of Polybius in the Achaean League features in his
accounts, including his participation in an Achaean war council, a shortened version of a long
speech delivered by himself and a meeting conducted with a Roman €bRsiybius here
provides a fascinating insight into these ev
version of these events may however overstate matters or be colouredbthtiveo present
himself in the most admirable light. Polybius indeed asserts that his speech won over the
assembly in attendance and was important in changing Achaean attitudes towards Eumenes I
of Pergamum!Ch ampi on however ayinthesé passagbsastsuggestiee 6 a m
of the tensions that must have arisen concer
towards Rome in 170 6 8 2BROIgbius may subsequently have been reflecting the diverse
moods of the Achaeans towards the Rosnduring the period of tension in the prelude to the
Third Macedonian War. Whether or not the speech and reaction to it are a true reflection of
Polybiusd thoughts or those of the wider Ac
feelings alluded to b€hampion in any event, led, in any event to Polybius and other Achaeans

being taken hostage by Rome. The subject matter in these passages was subsequently

18F, W. WalbankA Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumgxford, 1970), p. 26.

%Cicero,De Officiis3. 113.; Livy,ab urbe condit883. 10.

2%Polybius,Histories28. 6, 28. 7. and 28. 13 respectively.

2Polybius,Histories28. 7.

2C, B. Champi bW, b RBlrames Rsl ybi an Speeches and the Po
Classical PhilologyVol. 95 No. 4 (2000)p. 439.
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politically sensitive and although Polybius could draw on his own personal experience, there
would hare been a strong need for the author to present events in a manner that would not

attract controversy.

Speeches in Polybiusé work moreover, pr es
text. Recorded speeches in ancient historical texts are notorioosifigr fraught with issues
of reliability and accurac$® Polybius, nevertheless, saw value to their inclusion in his work.
For Polybius, these speeches were a tangible means of explaining the reasons for events
happening or ideas changing and developirg. A Wa | bank notes, O0policy
di scussion: consequentl!l vy, 2Lorleychas alsosnotedthatt he r
Polybius, like Thucydides before him, saw value in recording speeches, Polybius indeed
stressing in Book I, themportance of the pursuit of the truth through these speeches in the
methodology of history® Whether or not the actual words in these recorded speeches are
accurate, or even a rough reflection of what had been said, is impossible to determine.
Addressingthese issues in Polybius is most fruitfully done on a-bgsease basis as the
speeches serve to draw attention in his work to important moments and developments thereafter
in the course of hiklistories Polybius utilised speeches for his accounts ah&wo affairs in
the eastern Adriatic, the most prominent exsz:
from an interview conducted between a Roman ambassador and Queen Teuta in the prelude to
the First lllyrian War® The speech marks an important momeni n  PHistoel senvisgd
as an important pretext for the first Roman crossing of the Adriatic. Walbank however
describes the speech of the Roman ambassador as glistlgventunto further the Roman
justification for their intervention as aswt of the perceived outrage over lllyrian actiéhs.
De Souza, mor eover, asserts that Pol ybiusbo
rhetorical than the alternative account of /
scene depicted iRolybius for his wider work® The interview itself highlights the problems
of the use of speeches in Polybiusdé work, e
source that records this interview taking place at all. Thus, although the spedeles ity bi us 6

2%For more details on the histoity of recorded speeches, see A. Mé&tdman HistoriographyStuttgart, 2001),

especially pp. 2.

2%, W. WalbankPolybius(London, 1972), p. 44.

»G. Longley, o6l mperialism, Thucydides, Polybius and H
Imperialism,Cultural Politics and PolybiugOxford, 2012), pp. 7-B.; Polybius Histories2. 56.

2%Polybius,Histories2. 8. This interview will be closely examined later in the thesis.

2AWalbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumep. 15860.

28p_De SouzaPiracy in the Graecdroman WorldCambridge, 1999), p. 79. Appialtlyrian Wars 3. 2. 7. De

Souza on account of the deficiencies in Polybiusd acc
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Historiesmay be an accurate reflection of what was said, the veracity of the speeches cannot
be determined for c e r t aHlistories tiah €ervesag empartane s i n
milestones for the development of key themes in the work are hkety than others to be
reconstructed in a way that promotes the symbolic importance of the speeches that Polybius

has chosen to include.

Much of Pol ybiuso6 | ater l'ife i n Rome wa
Scipiones, a preminent family of Rpublican Rome, and he served as a mentor to Scipio
Aemilianus, accompanying him on the Carthaginian campaign ifl48BC. This further
presents complications over the effects of the relationships built by Polybius in Rome, on the
accountsin hislistoriess Luce asserts that OPolybius had
with the nature of Roman politics and warfare fisand and at the highes
6considerable freedom and action aternesddbvemen
This would have given Polybius ample experience in judging the mechanics of the Roman
system at firshand and an unusual freedom for a internee to pursue his historical writing.
Polybius, it must be stressed, was renowned for his work anddtigipus talent that he had
shown in his accounts and Achaean politics; it is likely that he would have kept an open and
inquisitive mind to the situations around him. Polybius, during his time in Rome, forged several
high-profile friendships in Rome amgst other Romans and resident Gre¥kalthough
Momigliano has highlighted the importance of the Scipionic circle, he has also stressed that
the political life Polybius found at Rome was not too dissimilar to that which he had
experienced in Greedé.This wo u | d suggest t hat although
connection was developed with Scipio Aemilianus and those close to him, he also developed a
wider variety of connections. The important connection with Scipio is alluded to in the
Historiesas Polybius dscribes his close association with Scipio Aemilianus as being like that
of father and sof? The importance of this association on the accounts for the period being
considered in this thesis is however harder to determine. As McGing has noted, it is unclea
exactly when the particular sections of tHestories were written, although he notes that

Carthage was continually described in existence in the work until Book 15 and therefore it is

29T, J. Luce,The Greek Historian@_ondon, 1997)p. 124.

30A. M. Eckstein,Moral Vision in the Histories of Polybiysondon, 1995), p. 9. These included the future
Seleucid king Demetrius | Soter.

3IA. Momigliano,Alien Wisdom: The Limits of Hellenizatig@ambridge, 1971), p. 24.
32Polybius,Histories31. 25. 1.
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likely that accounts up until Book 15 were likely written before B@*>*Car t hage s eve
subjugation however was much after this, in 146 BC and so it is extremely difficult to determine

the exact timing of the writing of the various accounts inHlstories For his accounts of the

first half of the 29 Century BC howver, Polybius does discuss wider familial relations to
Scipio, and occasionally criticises their ac
fatherin-law, Tiberius Sempronius Gracchus on multiple occasions for his incompetence and
deceit**Alt hough Polybiusdé friendship with Scipio
criticising those close to him. The personal relationship between Scipio and Polybius would

also develop after the period being considered in this thesis, and as suaniftoaisce of

the connection on Polybiusd veracity is | ess

Polybiusd treat ment o fHistaies msaalso &f tpartculart r a d i t
importance, relying on it for some sections of his accounts, but effectively crifiumnother
parts. The evidence that Polybius had to draw on fadisi®rieswas varied, deriving from a
number of sources, including historical works now lost, official archives and eyewitness
testimony>° Polybius was especially cautious for an histoof his time in using these sources,
conscientiously critiquing the material where he deemed it necessary in his work. Early in the
Histories Polybius is critical of Fabius Pictor and Philinus for their-Bamman and pro
Carthaginian biases respectieand critical of Phylarchus in opposition to Aratus, for his
indiscriminate history and random statements on Greek affaitensidering these passages
with his aforementioned criticism of Timaeus, it is clear that Polybius did not take his sources
at face value, but rather critically engaged with the sources that he utilised for various sections.
Eckstein indeed stresses itahnadt héeP owaysbh i asvga rwea so
bi ases as he was 3tAhheughbawaresot the bmsecorfamed linitheses 0 .
accounts, Polybius was also aware of the deficiencies that he had for evidence of events prior
to 220 BC. P o | y b iHisteriés subnsequentlystartey at thi$ date; iPelybius
noting that from this date onwards, the evidewcalld allow him to make sound judgments
and clear statement&His reliance on the annalistic traditions for earlier sections in his work

can most significantly be seen in the context of this thesis, in his treatment of the First lllyrian

33B. C.McGing,Po | y bi us @Oxferd, 80L0), p.i148.sThe preceding books cover Roman interventions in

lllyria down to 203 BC.

34Polybius,Histories31. 6., 32. 4.

For more details on the r anAgstoricdl CommdntarpanPaybiussour ce s,
Volume | pp. 2635.

3¢Fabius Pictor and Philinus; Polybiudistories1. 145. Phylarchus contra Aratus, Polybitistories2. 56.
S"Eckstein,Moral Vision in the Histories of Polybiup. 64.

38Polybius,Histories4. 2.
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War. Walbankngs t hat sever al sections of Polybius
tradition, whicHBmayiwglli nbeni RabiPwd bi usd c
partisanship towards Rome, it is not surprising that the accounts in Polybius praseninRo

a particularly positive light, defiantly standing up for the victims of lllyrian piracy. This has

made the Polybian version of this conflict particularly problematic for historians to interpret.
Although reliant on annalistic traditions forthe periopr ecedi ng 220 BC, Pol
of his source material in later passages is invaluable to later historians and has added to the
reliability of his work on these sections.

Throughout his accounts of the lllyrian Wars, Polybius is not positivésipdrtrayal
of the lllyrians, particularly pouring scorn on the actions of their leaders. Agron is presented as
an indulger and a drunkard, his wife Teuta misogynistically as rash and impetuous, Demetrius
of Pharos as careless, rash and churlish, anchiBeras brutal, intemperate and crifefhese
leaders do not exhibit traditional GragRoman qualities of leadership and appear as irrational
figures in the accounts. By contrasting the virtues of the Romans in comparison, Polybius is
able to effectivelyuxtapose the different sorts of leaders in his work. Champion has noted that
in these sections, ORoman enemi es Jeguahtiessbi t i m
we have found to be const i t*Theseacteid®uitealsa s o f
be placed in the context of wider Roman imperialism; acting in defiance of the stronger power
of Rome i s presented as i mprudent action i
60t hr ou g Histaries Polybiaes takes the view that weaker aesatshould cooperate
prudently with Rome and avoid mf2Asinmertiongd conf |
earlier, the issue of cooperation with Rome was an important consideration for Polybius when
a member of the Achaean League. The lack of heedpday t he 1 I |l yri ans 1in
to Roman status and power I's probably set é
Champion has also remarked that with Agron, Teuta and Demetrius of Pharos, Polybius may
employ the individual in order to undegse the characteristics of the ethnici | t ur 4 gr ou
This is more difficuldt to ascertain due to
prominent figures involved. The passing comment of Polybius at the end of the First lllyrian

War, callingthel | | yri ans O0the enemy of al/l manki ndo

3Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volume! 153.

4°Agron PolybusHistories2. 4; Teuta Polybiudiistories2. 8.; Demetrius Polybiudistories3.16-9; Genthius
Histories29.13.

4C.B.ChampionCul t ur al Pol it i c fondam 2604)/pylb2. usd Hi stori es
42BaranowskiPolybius and Roman Imperialism. 124.

“Champion, Cul tur aHistofegp.104.i cs i n Pol ybiusbd
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Romans alike) is perhaps indicative of Polybius extending the associated behaviour to apply to

the lllyrians more generalf . Pol ybi usd® subsequent peanjsdsr at i ve
evident from the use of language and strong tone; these passages will consequently be closely
critiqued throughout the thesis.

Pol ybiusd work had i mpor tHastoiesartd shepeéthe t h a't
way the author considered Roman imperial expansion. Polybims the outset of his work,
stressed the importance of the period being covered irHisi®ries for producing an
6interconnectednessd bet weosmAfritafdhisaunderigingr s o f
theme can be seen &ffect his interpretation of events as Polybius sought to add particular
emphasis to specific events as turning points and milestones in his work. Eckstein notes that in
the context of the important evemtf t he OPact between the king
Histories t he author 60l i ked to emphasise the po
historical patterns, &5 é\n earfiep example is dometimes citédi n g e r
in the First llyrian War, although Walbank has stressed that the events of the First Illyrian War
served as an anticipation of the o6éintercon
phenomenon; afi s ~ oratherghan & g ¢ ~ &’ dlevextheless, the importance of theent
appears to have been magnified by Polybius as it relates to his wider underlying theme. In
relation to this, Polybius set his work out into separate theatres around individual years in an
Olympiad. This has facilitated the dating of key events amid ititerpretation. De Sanctis has,
for example, noted that the norm was for foreign embassies to be heard in Rome at the
beginning of the new consular yédiThis has made the dating of diplomatic events such as
these, and military events easier to deteendue to the set times of the year that these took
pl ace. Walbank asserts that o6it generally su
suited the description of military campaigni
ofthe newc ons ul s ®Thisochasonfadeiit easi@ér.to date the significant events in
considering military and diHsstoresndlthough thent er v ¢

structure of his work has facilitated a study of Roman interventions, the selechlightigg

4Polybius,Histories2. 12.

4Polybius,Histories1. 4.

A, M. Eckstein, 6The Pact Between the Kings, Polybiu
Second Ma c e @lassidal@hiloloywal. 400 No. 3 (2005), p. 241.

E . W, waympleke kI, t § r ol ki d th (1P16)dirsDbKiagars (6d.Btudies in the Greek
Historians(Cambridge, 2010), p. 198.

48G. De SanctisStoria dei Romani Volume IV{(Turin, 1923), p. 387.

““Wa | b aSyrkplokeé |t s r ol i 9 thopPib@ sydi us o
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of events by Polybiusay be less reflective of their overall significance, and more their ability

to best fit the underlying themes of his work

The later accounts provided by Appian as part of his monograph dlytizea Wars,
provide additional coverage of events. Polyhb
as important source materialthoughdisagreement has emergathongst modern scholars
over the manner in which Appi an estedintielaeed Pol
19" Centurythat Appian used an intermediary source for the accounts of Pqlpoitestially
through a Roman annaligtriting after Livy.>° Conversely, Schultemwriting in the early 2t
Century suggested that Appian used Polybiusalge ¢l osely wusing Polyb
important battles and diplomatic eventsldentifying any potential intermediary source
remains speculative. This has been compounded by the fact that the potential full range of
sources available to Appian cannot be determined. The Roman interventions in lllyria were
events more distant to Appiaiman many of his other accounts, including those on the Roman
CivilWaranditremaind i kel y that Polybiusdé work was an
for Appian.Ri ch has more recently noted that Schy
compi keendefutecdby recent reseaithhe careful comparison between passages used
by Brodersen for the Syrian War, hhaghlighted the importance of comparing particular
sections of Appian and Polybius for ®nents.
are structured in a monograph rather than
important to closely analyse the passages-lsyjdgide to comprehend and consider any
divergences between the accouiitsis is particularly important when codsring the period
being considered in this thesis. Nissen in the-i&ll Century highlighted the limitations and
probl ems with Appiands @&at6¢ BQ guesionihgothe critidale per
handling of his source materf&l.The passages on tHRoman interventions provided by
Polybius and Appian will thus be carefully critiqued throughout the thesis in addressing the

interventions in turn.

SE.Schwartz, REWpppZl®R2 us 0,

5IA. Schulten Eine topographischéistorische Untersuchung. Abhandlungen der kéniglichen Gesellschaft der
Wissenschaften zu Goéttingen, philologististorische KlasséBerlin, 1905), pp. 7-106.

52).Rich6 AppP@lnybi us and the Romansd war with Antiochus t
met hodsd i n Ap.piVdenlécsh Roemda.n) ,Hi st o(BwanseakE201b), ppe@ySeed Ci vi |
also K. BroderserAp pi ands Ani t edd,B32)krexund Koynmengrnebst ginefh Anhang:

Plethons Syriak&E x zer pt 6, M¢nchener A¢leb),pp.é@7. zur alten Geschic
53H. NissenKritische Untersuchungen uber die Quellen der vierten und fiunften Dekade des I(Béukn,

1863), p. 117.
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As with Polybius, Appian utilised the Roman interventions in lllyria for particular
purposes in hisworkGol d mann has provided a more posit
underlining the distinction between rational and irrational motivations in the account and
Appianodés ability to draw on PiAgpianisergeddsaand a
procurator and a barrister, claiming in the preface oRloisian Historyto have reached the
summit of positions in his native Egypt and to have plead cases in Rome before the emperors
themselve$® Appian could draw on his knowledge amdperience in these roles in his
historical writing and would have had significant practice in rhet&ppianin the preface¢o
his work, also extolled the size and endurance of the Roman Empire, highlighting the
importance to that success of Roman brgypatience and hard wotkThese virtues, together
with an emphasis on past Roman glory, woul d
predominantly of Roman aristocrats. The Roman interventions in lllyria served as an important
stage to highlighthese virtues and comparative vices to his audience. By contrast, the preface
of Polybius, outlined at the beginning of this thesis, sought to explain the rise of Rome and the
eventual dominancef the Romangn Greek affairs to Greeks and Romans alikee Roman

interventions in lllyria served asakeypet ece i n this progression i

Addi tional source mat er isafthe ifmeaventianasmpat f r om
of his monumental Roman histoty.i vy 6 s ac c o u n tesventions by theeRorhang st t
are lost, although brief excerpts exist from Beriochae, whilst his accounts of the Third
lllyrian and Macedonian Wars have survivedi vy 6 s use of Pol ythei us as
subject of debate amongst modsamolars since the influence of Polybius on certain sections
of Livyds wor k wa’sTrankt énranalysing thedrelationshipl besveea the
two works in the 1970s, identified three ways in which material from Polybius was adapted in
Li vy &sTheseewere abbreviations made by Livy from Polybius, the expansion and
rearrangement of the Polybian version by Livy and lastly, deliberate factual changes by Livy
from Polybius®® In cases where a discrepancy existed between Polybius and an alternative
annalistic tradition for Livy, Trankle has argued that Livy cast his own judgement on which

was more suitabld. n di scussing Livyds methods of c¢omp

54B. Goldmann Einheitlichkeit und Eigenstéandigkeit der Historia Romana des Appian (Olms, 1988); P.

Heil porn, O6Review of B. Gol dmann, Einheitlichkeit uno
(Ol ms, 1L688) DquinTdte 80I(18H ) p. 7D e

55Appian,Roman HistoryPraef. 1.111 (selftranslated).

S¢lbid.

5Nissen Kritische Untersuchungen uber die Quellen der vierten und fiunften Dekade des Livius.

584, Trankle,Livius and Polybio§BasetStuttgart, 1977).
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Livy oOadapted Polybius for hi sarranging nmaterialer ar y
and occasionally oO0i PA¢tthionghblLavygldts hakcoeamd
Roman interventions have been | ost, the dyna
War and what is contained in tReriochae and tlose accounts of the other ancient historians

will be important to consider in the thesis for each intervention in turn.

The composition of Livydés monument al his
accounts of the Roman interventions need texaamined. As part of the Augustan revival in
late *Cent ury BC, Ltoydsecumeght seughts up until
foundation ando reaffirm Roman pride and prestige in doing so. In the preface to his work,
Livy outlines his inteh i o mentonalisé the accomplishments of the foremost people of the
worldd®® The political motivation behind the commissioning and composition of the text were
reflected in a desire to present the Romans in a positive light through the various historica
episodesThis renewedsense opatriotism and sel€onfidence would have struck accord with
Livydos Roman audi e nThe poltdidal sénsitiwity éf thg ensironanant i g e
which Livy was writing has placed particular emphasis on his seleofionaterial. The
selection of material for his account was imbued with reasoning beyond historical judgement.
Trankle has described thestactual changes made by Wivas typical 6 pr o seofd ur e
s u bt r & dhese procédurs served as a means of recomlidifferences between the
annalistic traditions available to Livy and the accounts of Polybius, by omitting one version
and adopting anothethis further stressthe need tccarefully critiquethese accounts
conjunction with the other ancient historical sourceaddress and explaidiscrepancie

between the sources.

Although the ancient historical texts are the primary evidence to be considered in the
thesis, the lack of an lllyrian voice has made therpretation of the Graed®oman sources
problematic.In studying a topic regarding the political subjugation of a voiceless people this
issue becomes particularly prominent. Gruen has outlined such an issue, stitéssing
denigration, even demonizatiof the 'Other' in order to declare superiority or to construct a

contrasting national identit$®. Wilkes at the start of his study, noted thraany Greek and

). Briscoe, O6SomeéoMiydinucdseri mt dn diiyrdg d no fBPolylBisbrsion and T
his World: Essays in Memory of F. W. Walb&6@kford, 2013), p. 118.

80 ivy, ab urbe conditPraef 1.3.

6, Bri scoe, Re livius and Pofybio§BasetST ud n k la élie ClassichlRév)ewal. 28

No. 2 (1978), p. 267.

62E. S. GruenRethinking the Other in Antiquif@xford, 2011), p. 1.
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Romanwritersy i € with each other in expressi®g cont
Not only has this been based on an 'otherness' associated with lllyrians from the Greek and
Roman sources but it has also stemmed from the nature of Roman and Greek contact with the
region and its inhabitants. The environments in which Greeks and Romansterembihe

lllyrians were largely through international relations and warfare. Livy in a passing comment

on a voyage up the Adriatic notes that the fleet commanded by the Spartan king Cleonymus
continued straight on to the Venetian coast out of dreadh®orllyrians, Liburnians and

Histrians who were savage tribes notorious for conducting ptfa®akley has noted that

Livy's stereotype is emphasised by his use of the generidltgrimin reference to the peoples

of the eastern Adriati®®Dzinohasnatd t hat o6t he sources were al
Mediterranean elite, for a specific audience in order to fulfil their expectations and fit certain

l i terary gen rdlgrians dppearhineGreek apdéRoman ldstodasurprisingly

in relation to Macedonian, Greek and Roman entities and most frequently as mercenaries and
pirates. Greek and Roman sources would have based such generalisations in the context of their
contact with tribes of the eastern Adriatic. Nevertbglét he | ack of i ndigeno
be in some degree compens a’ Adhaealogyt can peovideh a e o |
indications of social, cultural and economic interactions without the taint of the potential bias
present in the written sourseln this way, the archaeological evidence will be used to better

posit the written sources in context throughout the thesis.

The efficacy of lllyrian studies has nevertheless been limited due to the politicisation
of lines of enquiry and the appropriatiof the material in particular periods in which historical
research has been undertaken. Wilkes notes that although a greater freedom has emerged in
Al bania for scholars to operate in, &éthe | on
from theancient lllyrians is now accompanied by arguments that Kosovo and Metohija form
parts of an ancient lllyrian homeland that should naturally be joined with the rest of modern
Al b a% Unalé the strict communist dictatorship in Albania, lllyrian archapolwas
tainted with political appropriation; OHoxhe

of the Al baniansd® as a means to |ink o6their

®Wwilkes, The lllyrians p. 3.
%Livy, Ab urbe condital0. 2.
5. P. OakleyA Commentary on Livy Volume 1V: BooKOGxford, 2005), p. 58.

56Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 7.
§’Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 8.
88Wilkes, The lllyrians, pp. 24.
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appropriation of I 11 y% Daimg periods bfaAtbaniaro jsyory a n d  t
moreover, Pel asgian romanticism has been a |
dividing line between myth afild mddersAlbariay was
prominent lllyrian figures from the histoat period covered by this thesis are remembered

through imagery based largely on modern interpretation and construction; a series of examples
have been included in the AppendixThe modern busts of lllyrian leaders have been
constructed with little to nhistorical evidence for their appeararié@hese busts are located

in a prominent museum on the site of Genthi
shown in Fig. 8. and Fig. 9. of the Appendix are current Albanian coins in circulation bearing
images of Genthius and Teuta. These images present these figures in a manner that, one would
assume, the modern Albanian government would like them to be seen rather than drawing on

a basis from archaeology or history. The history of the ancient lllyriansdeasan effective

way for modern Albanians to reconnect with past identity and heritage in the region post 20
Century, a period which saw great upheaval for the Albanian people. This increasing interest

in the history of lllyria in the new millennium &dad the positive effect, as mentioned earlier,

of inspiring interest into the archaeological and historical past of the region. There is a
continuing need however for historical research of the region to be undertaken through
traditional methods of histiwal enquiry to ensure the historical record is as veracious as

possible.

lllyrian studies have undergone important recent developments that have seen a number
of significant publications that have added to the historiography. The most established
examinaions of lllyrian antiquities for western scholars have been the archaeological research
undertaken by Evans and WilkE€sEvans was the first archaeologist to excavate the area in
the 1880s, and his comprehensive findings have provided an importantbasiifuture work
in the associated fields. Wil kesd works on
comprehensive modern works for examining the history, culture and archaeology of the region.

In recent times, the work of Dzino has been particulamyortant in examining the

M. L. Galaty and C. Watkinson, 6The Practice of Arch
Watkinsa (eds.)Archaeology under DictatorshiiNew York, 2004), p. 9.

., Misha, o6l nvention of a Nat i orSwveisanthB.J Migchen(edshd Amne
Albanian Identities: Myth and Historyndiana, 2002), p. 42.

"See Appendix (Fig8, Fig. 9, Fig. 10., Fig. 11., Fig. 12.).

"?No imagery from antiquity has survived bearing their likenesses apart from Genthius, for whom ancient

coinage minted during his reign is available that bears his likeness.

73A. J.Evans,Ancient lllyria: An Archaelmgical Exploration(London, 1885)n B. Destani (ed.), A. J. Evans,

Ancient lllyria: An Archaeological Exploratiofondon, 2006);). J. Wilkes;The lllyrians(Oxford, 1992).; J. J.

Wilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalm@&fiambridge, 1969).
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development of Roman interactions with lllyffaDz i noés wor k 6focuses of
more conventional narrative of the events that we today recognise as Roman political
engagement ’{Rathelthan focusingomRie. 6 s i nterventions in
work has concentrated on group identities amongst the lllyrians and the interactions between
Romans and Il lyrians; 6 t’*hThe nodein distdrisgeaphy fora n d  t
lllyrian studies however has proneintly consisted of scholars from the eastern Adriatic. The
work of scholars such as Olujil, Stiplevil @
subject by carrying out research with very specific focuses; the larger corpus of such work has
enabled th emergence of broader and more detailed anal{8esno has however alluded to

the paucity of Anglophone historiography on lllyria, but has noted that recent publications by

Gacel Kos have augmented the modern scholaréhiespite a lack of published secondary

sources in the English language, the wider corpus of material available to scholars in a variety

of languages have enabled greater analyses to made of the subject matter.

The wider contexts of Roman imperialism and expansion have long been the subject of
considerable debate in the historiography. Theodor Mommsen writing in 1864, included
coverage of lllyria in his wideflistory of Romeand his work set a trend through tiisequent
scholarship of the late nineteerghd early twentieth centuriéThe argument initially put
forward by Mommsen, asserted that Roman interests east of the Adriatic were minimal down
to the end ofthe Second Century BC. This has been subsequ&adtyed with the term
'‘Defensive Imperialism'a termwhich is somewhatof an oxymoron.The basis of this view
holds that Roman wars during the period were fought out of a reaction to the threats posed by
foreign aggressors faced by the Romans. This arguwas later furthered by Holleaux who
outlined a perspective in 1935 whiinglhatbui I t
Roman wars were predominantly fought on the grounds ctisédince and fear of the threats
posed by other staté$The 19" andearly 20" centuries were periods where imperialism and

empires were dominant in European politics; the praise of Rameé the drawing of

D. Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politics 229B®D68 (Cambridge 2010)D. Dzino, 'Late Republican lllyrian

Policyof Rome 166 0 BC: The Bi focal A pSudiesaddiidlitdarature@nd R@ram ou x ( e
History (Brussels, 2005pp. 4873.

*Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 17.

"®bid.

™M.Ga g e lApf#aa and lllyricum( Lj ubl jana, 2005). and M. Gagel Kos,
Historical Aspects'Epirie, lllyrie, Macédoinevol. 10 (2007), pp. 12838;B. Ol uj i |, 'PRswpi j est J
Srednja Europd2007), pp. 88 4 . ; A . Tigtllyripns: ¢distory and CulturéNew Jersey, 1977).

"8Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 6.

°T. Mommsen;The History of Rom@.ondon, 1864).
80M. Holleaux,Rome, La Grece et les Monarchies Hellénistiques au llle Siecle avan{373205)
(Paris, 1935), pp. 1346.
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contemporary imperial comparisons to Rgmere important ideas in the discourse. Brunt has
noted that historians ithe heyday of British imperialism were eager to make comparisons
between the British and Roman empfte$his perspective has largely been discesdtiit the
modern historiography, partly due to the tendency of this orthodox view to take sources at face

value, and partly due to perceptions of an underlying agdimgimperialism.

The orthodox viewwas later challenged by Harris in 1979 with his wivlar and
Imperialism inRepublican Romewhich drew greater attention to the 'advantages which the
Romans, tharistocrats above all, derived from war and from the expansion of power which
resulted from successful w&f'Harris rejected the traditional approach to take the ancient
sources at face value and adopted an analytical rather than narratieevink to explain the
associated historical phenomena. In doing so, his work sought to exdrainaderlying
behavioursand motivations of various groups within Roman society towards war and
i mperial i sm. Harri sdé wor k hasto stulysgnd ariteq@e a n u
Roman imperialism and, in turn, the nature and underlying purpose and motivation behind the
historical account®® The Roman interventions in lllyriigom this perspective must be placed
in the context of an aggressive and ambitiBasnan Senate and a bellicose broader Roman
society. Harris noted in his discussion of the origins of the First lllyrian War that a pattern was
set of Rome seeking justification for engaging in aggressive foreign intervetttidrs.r r i s 0
work has effectivel encouraged greater and more rigorous criticism of the source material
although his work is more overarching, providing an overview of adimensional Rome.
Eckstein has recently <criticised this appro
0 srilyeon Roman action, Roman ambition, Roman expansion, Roman aggriegsisinort,
on Roman i %ifhis thasiadeekstoraddto the existing historiography on the subject
by bringing the lllyrian perspective back into consideration, alongside that of the R&sans.
mentioned earlier, the greater range of source material now available has enabled a more

nuancedandspecific approach to be adopted in addressing the Roman interventions in lllyria.

8., A. Brunt, O6Refl ecti ons CanparaBve BtudiesimSocetydndRistoman | mper

Vol. 7 No. 3 (1965), p. 267.
8AW. V. Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3ZBC(Oxford, 1979), p. 2.

83See in particulaB. Mandel |, 6 Roman Do mMiWWd. 82n(1991Deps3iA2.,.2.Sand Real i
Derow, 6The Arrival of Rome: Frdminheé. | EAGokpamoa Weads )t
to the Hellenistic WorldOxford, 2003), pp. 57 0 . , K. R. Raaflaub, 6éBorn to be

|l mperialismé in R. W. Wahsitiomste Empire.dEsskys in GreBwidam Historys (e d s . )
360-146BC in honour of E. Badia(Norman, 1996), pp. 27314.

84Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Ronpp. 1712.

85A. M. Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek E#€hichester, 2012), p. 5.
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Eckstein himself, by contrast has recently provided 'aese&amination of the early
involvement of the Republic of Rome with the eastern Mediterranean’ by rdeongithe
fundamentals of oODef ensi%Ecklsmped rnidas! itshmeds iisn
importance of a limited early Roman interest in lllyria and the eastern Adriatic has provided a
sound anal y gnital linfitedd invoRemee i dyria. Developments during the
period however need to be considered as Eckstein has stressed in his work. Eckstein describes
this devel opment as a shift o6from anarchy t
mul tipol ar anar ayofRomel/ Edkdteinhds argalymiodeled this on his
perspective of interstate relations during the period through Réakshational relations
theory This approacthas considered a changing dynamic in the international structure as
fundamental to th changing nature of Roman interventions in the Greek East. Eckstein has
highlighted the particular Il mportance of th
devel opment , describing t he event as cons
Mediterranea®® This event, coupled with the sending of embassies from several states to
Rome incomplaints er ved in Ecksteinbés view to®prompt
Polybiusd account of the Roman deciPRastisn t o i
highlightedby Polybius, who uses it as a key-péice in his work. Polybiysn describing the
event, signposted the later defeats of both entities at the baRasNne®® Eckstein is correct
to highlight the changing nature of interstate relations between Rome and their counterparts in
the Greek Easthe events of 202 BC wereeverthelesspecifically spotlighted by Polybius
in his account as a means to illuraie the main theme Ghterconnectedneésh his narrative.

This development occurred between the Roman interventions in the Second and Third lllyrian
Wars and, as shall be discussed later in the thesis, it is important to consider this context in the
canging nature of Romeds interventions in 1|

thesis

Real i st theory itself, was moMantherSmatmi nent
and Warin which Waltz saw a system of anarchy persisting in international relations between

sovereign states; a system in which &monflic

86Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagp. 35.

87Eckstein,RomeEnters the Greek Eagp. 381.

#|bid. p. 181.

8A. M. Eckstein, 6The Pact Between the Kings: Polybiu
Second Ma c e Glassidgal@hiloloywal. 400 No. 3 (2005), pp. 240.

9Polybius,Histories15. 2Q

K. N. Waltz, 6Man, The St aviam Tha Btate anhwan A Théogeticl) i n K. N
Analysis(New York, 2001), p. 159.
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Realist international relations theory, states are the primary actorsanachic system of
international politics and act out of satfaximisation and selfreservation to gain advantage

in a highly competitive environmenthe origins of the core ideas and principlesRehlist

theory have been traced back to Thucydidesthadrigins of the Peloponnesian War. For
Thucydides, the underlying cause of the war was the growth of Athenian power and the fear

this inspired in Spat¥  Ec kst ein has asserted that Omost
Thucydides as their intellectuahac e st or 6 and that key principl
Realist theory were expounded upon by Thucyditeslocumenting the harsh nature of
interstate relations amongst Greek poleis of the thiekstein has argued that this state of

affairs was not umjue however, existing as the norm throughout much of antiquity avith
dramatic change occurr i ng ® WhistchalefiRgedniedvew r i s e
presented by Harris in his earlier work, which highlighted the exceptional century of Roman
bellicosty and aggressivenes$ which the period under consideration in this thesis is a part
Harris succinctly outlined this view by stat
exert themselves for the é&Xhishashdenfarthemeddy mai n
Hornblower who has argued that Roman militarism was far more marked than any Greek state,
even Spartd® Although Rome was a particularly bellicose state, there is a need to consider

how other states reacted to Roman aggression andthese reactions changed with the

developing power structures of the Mediterranean interstate system.

Utilising Realist international relations theory to better understand the Roman
interventions in lllyria is however problematic dudhe lllyrian geopolical situation andhe
nature ofthe interventions themselves. The core principles of Realist international relations
theory of sedmaximisation and security are applied in relation to a consistignnof
competition betweestates Eckstein has assee d t hat ORome was one s
system (é) where al/l states competed bitter]l
p o w & rTiroughout the period being considered in this thesis, Rome and the different
lllyrians they engaged witkexisted on an unequal footing regarding their power and influence
within the international system. Moreover, defining the existence and nature @fltiel y r i a n

92ThucydidesHistory of the Peloponnesian War 23.

%A, M. Eckstein,Mediterranean Anarchy, Interstate War and fise of Romé.ondon, 2006), pp. 48.

%Ibid.

%Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Ronpe 2.

%S. Hornbl ower, oWarfare in Ancient Literature: The P
(eds.),The Cambridge History of Greek and Ronvdarfare Volume I: Greece, the Hellenistic World and the

Rise of RoméCambridge, 2008), p. 30.

9Eckstein Mediterranean Anarchy, Interstate War and the Rise of Rpnig’6.
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s t athateefgaged within the interstate system raises further probfenshall be discussed
in the next <chapter of the thesi s, I'Tlyriao
Greek and Macedonian interior would be reflected geopolitically for the period being
considered in this thesiglthough security concerns had an important bgaon lllyrian
international relations, Roman security conc
in lllyria during this period were notably short, with limited Roman involvement in the region
in their aftermath. Applying the theory to understahd Roman interventions from both
Roman and lllyrian perspectives thus raises a series of problems that reduce the effieacy of
t heorydés application.

Modern international relations theory has also been applied through the alternative
theory of constictivism. Constructivism was formed out of perceived failures oR#nmeist
theory model and regards the international system as a social construction formed by discursive
practices. Constructivists consider individuals to be the key actors imt¢neational system,
with structures being constraints on individuals and view the world more idealistically, seeking
world peace through social consciousrn@Burton has recently used constructivism in his
work, Friendship and Empireas a means to inf@et the development of Roman diplomacy
in the Middle Republican pericd.In his work, Burton has identified the importance to Rome
of informal friendship,amicitia, based on a moral bond of truBtles and has stressed the
importance of shared ideas dariinguistic constructs in the formation of international
relationshipg®® Unlike Realism,Constructivismassumes the seeking of world peace through
social consciousneswhich has proven mucimore problematid¢o apply to aperiod which
engaged in warfarenosuch a consistent and prolonged bddiston indeed notes in his work
that it is not a study of Roman imperialism even though considerations of this nature are
unavoidable in paf®! Thus, whilst Burton in his application of constructivism is correct to
stress the important elements of Roman diplomatic arrangements, applying the theory to
ancient Romehas provenvery problematic and does not provide an effective means of
interpreting Roman interventisn

Furthermore, modern political terminology has ofteen applied to describe and

define the events and associated phenomena of the Roman interventions in lllyria. Before

®For more details, see M. Barnett andB.®woans (edsTheConstruct i
Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to International Relati¢@xford, 2011), p. 163.

9P, J. BurtonFriendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republid (858

BC) (Cambridge, 2011).

09 bid. pp. 1827.

01Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republid (858 BC)

pp. 267.
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raising these in the course of the study, it is important to initially define these terms as they
shall be utilised throughout the thesidthought he et y mo |l o gnperigignd t h@ant er
be traced back to the Latin teimperium there is no equivalent Latin term for imperialism.
Subsequently, modern scholars have sought to define the concept in different ways. The
economist Schumpetarvas an important contributor to theories of imperialism, seeing
imperialism as antithetical to the capitalism and societal progress of his time. Schumpeter
defined i mperialism as O6the objectless disp¢
expa n s it% Scbumpeter used the New Kingdom in Egypt as an example of ancient

i mperialism in practice, describing the exis
condition for ensuring domestic stabil§? Although Rome has been argued to exhibit
similarly bellicose tendencies, the powetationship between states in the Roman context has

|l ed to Schumpeterods definition being expand
definiti on t hrialism isanaregual povdr eelatiorshiprbetveeen two states in

which the dominant state exercises various forms of control, often forcibly, over the weaker

st a¥%dMdst recently, Harris has defined i mperi
suriogates impose its power, which it subsequently exercises and maintains, far beyond its
previous boundaries, as partofaldn@ st i ng p ol % The definitiom providleds i on 6 .
by Champion and Eckstein shall be adopted for this thesis as it proviteseaaccurate

reflection on how imperialism was employed in relation to the Roman interventions in lllyria.

The exercise of Roman power in lllyria was done on a basis of unequal power in accordance
with this definition and the lontasting policy of expansn as defined by Harris was not
consistently applied by the Romans in the region.

Throughout the thesis, the term O6hegemony
and degree of Roman supremacy over the redi@gemony in this context, should be
considered as the peaninence or dominance of a single entity (in this case, Rome) over all
otherswithin a defined area (in this case, lllyria, as defined at the outset of the tEekigin
has been the chief proponent of the term, using it to descriRo me 6 s geopol i ti ¢
variety of regions during the period of 2388 BC. In lllyria, Eckstein has asserted that Rome

1023, A. Schumpeter, 6l mperialism and So dmpariblisnCdnsses o (
Social Classes: Twhssays by Joseph Schumpégfarburn, 2007), p. 6.
103bid. p. 24.

9, B. Champion and A. M. Eckst eiRomanldgdenalism:iRdadiegs i on 6 i n
and Sourcesp. 3.
0% arris,Roman Power: A Thousand Years of Empgig 367.
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operated an oOext er na lCdntargRCHdhisysdw Rbme openagngt h e |
as the hegemonic power in lllyria Wwdut directly administering the region. The threat of
Roman intervention kept the regionline and maintained Roman hegemony at a distance.
Dzino has also used Ohegemonydé to describe t
Adriatic in the 29 Century BC1°” These ideas in the modern scholarship reflect how Polybius
viewed Romeds growing status in the-2Mediter
Century BC as the hegemonic power in world afffifsAs such, the | abel ¢
applied to Romdy modern scholars is a useful one in defining Roman control in a region
without effectively utilising direct administration.

The term O6hegemonyd has however accrued
have limited the effectiveness in applying the @ptdo the ancient world. In an influential
modern work examining imperial power, Doyle has provided effective definitions for the
concepts of déempired and O6hegemonyd. Doyl e d
exercised by one state ovewo#mer subordinate state in their domestic and foreign atffis.
di stinction for hegemony was also provided
affairs only, and not their domestic affatt8.Eckstein has highlighted the importance of
Do y | istinion tb understanding the subtle differences between the two concepts and has
furthered Doylebs definition by stressing tfF
weaker stateso6 foreign rel ati oincss baitHarrisee. adv e s
has noted a modern reluctance to apply the t
to apply euphemisms instedd. Al t hough O6hegemonydé can be uti
empire, the definitions provided by Doyle reflect the img@ot distinction between the two
conceptsThis distinction shall be employed by the thesis to effectively distinguish between
the two terms and their application.

It is necessary moreover, when considering the Roman interventions to address and
define tke key operators within the process of undertaking interventions. Rome, although

possessing a mixed constitution as set down by Polybius, has typically been seen as an

108 cksteinRome Enters the GreekEast p. 42.; see also A. M. Eckstein, 0l
the Adriatic2300146 BCd& i n B Companiprots Rokhan dmpérialigireiden, 2013), pp. 7#98.

10"Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 63.

10%pdybius, Histories1. 1.

109V, M. Doyle,Empires(New York, 1986), pp. 3@.

H9bid. p. 40.

A, M. Eckstein, 6Hegemony andlAénBg&ationBbebMopdst hed
Companion to Roman Imperialisfibeiden, 2013), p. 80.

12Harris,Roman Power: A Thousand Years of Emgire36.
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oligarchy, with aristocratic forces holding the leverages of pdidihese aristocrats i, in

turn, been traditionally seen as the driving force behind Roman imperial expansion, with
6power ful i mper at i vel$*dvhilstdhe impdntance oftthe Ronzag e wa
aristocracy to Roman imperial expansion has received general consensus, the way this worked
in practice has received differing opinions:s
unwavering, patri wmgsttoe Ronman eil€yThe iged of & definblea mo
Roman foreign policy was | ater developed by
in the hands!®Mbritdye Benahedwever argued tha
imperialism is not the study oftlex pl i cit and uni vocal policy o
was rat her f o-defimedigroopb eonneated by tieéslof kinship, friendship or
advantage, not between parties ufTheRaanmar ound
Senate in thisegard, was made up of a variety of different interests where political ties between
individuals were loosely constructed and for a variety of different reasons. This has made a

di scernible and fixed 6f or ei gndifierenceas beywéend i f f i
senators were apparent, decisions carried by the senate would have set down a resolute course

of action. Byrd has stressed that between the victory over Hannibal and the reforms of the
Gracchi in 133 BC, 0 taly einctiakengadt centrod over the Romand a |
s t a' Bedelopments over time, with new generations of senators emerging through the
system, would have added to this; the chang
dependent on the makeup ofthe Senate.u s, al t hough the Senate se
the notion of a coherent programme for Roman imperial expansion was not evident amongst
Roman aristocrats. Roman aristocrats were individuals with divergent opinions and particular

motivations for impaal expansion, and the Senate underwent developments over time.

Rome has moreover been seen as a bellicose society, where the aristocracy had an
important role as military leaders. The link between the practice of warfare in the period being

considered in this thesis, and aristocratic status, was set out by Polyysu$ notes that

1Polybius,Histories6. 11. For more details ohe¢ Roman aristocracy and war, see Harris, War and
Imperialism in Republican Rome 32ZDBC, p. 939; P. A. BruntSocial Conflicts in the Roman Repul{idew
York, 1971); J. Rich, O0FearmakGrnege d na ntdn eGIlnoRidydhdeT hRee pQiabu
G. Shipley (eds.)War and Society in the Roman Wofldndon, 1995), pp. 388.

44arris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3AYBC p. 34.

15T, MommsenHistory of Romep. 74.

1187, M. Eckstein,Senate and General: Individual Decision Maliand Roman Foreign Relations 26494
BC (Berkeley, 1987), p. xi.

II'N. G. Morley,The Roman Empire: Roots of Imperiali@ifew York, 2010), p. 22.

18R, C. Byrd,The Senate of the Roman Republic: Addresses on the History of Roman Constitutionalism
(Washingbn, 1995), p. 85.
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no-one can hold political office in Rome without having completed ten years of service on
campaigné’®Harri s has asserted that O0the Roman s
most abnor mal!?although thim snayde duengpdrt, to the array of foreign

entities that Rome came into contact with, the aristocracy had a vested interest and an important
role in the functioning of warfare. Rosenstein has also pointed to the constancy of Roman
campaigns, noti advdmteag@ednisn dlee abhieng | esson
campaign to the next, and subsequent handbooks to instruct officers of theitdthes.

perpetual nature of warfare and the development of Roman aristocratic adeptness in its practice
could thus beseen to go hanih-hand. Roman aristocrats who sought military campaigns for

a variety of reasons, would in turn, develop their proclivity and proficiency in the art of
campaigning through its perpetual utilisation. This would have enabled the Romatratssto

to become well versed in the dynamics of command and battle strategy. For a Roman aristocrat,

a successful military career was an essential component for climbing the political ladder.
Rosenstein has also noted t blitcal leadership,tpatrofy ¢ o mi
what it meant to be a Roman ar'#®¢exmectatidns and t
of a Roman aristocrat were thus to be a Roman military commander on campaign; the value of

an aristocrat to Rome first and foremostriy seen in their success in this theatre. With this
expectation in place, Roman aristocrats would likely seek out war to further their political

standing.

The role of the wider Roman citizenry is also important to consider, although the
driving force b&éind Roman imperial expansion was the Roman aristocracy. Polybius sets out
the important role of the citizenry in the process of Roman intervention by noting that it is the
Roman citizenry that ultimately decides on peace or war and it is the citizenmatfigaor
reject treaties and allianc&S.Although possessing this ability, the citizenry rarely exercised
it to 1 ts full extent. Harris asserts that @&
Senated and 6éno cas e aldecisienntamake warrwasvsbiccessfullya s e
resi sted b3 Ridhhas however mrigued that rather than showing their political

%P olybius,Histories6. 19.

2Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 320BC p. 9.

12IN. RosensteinRome and the Mediterranean 2986 BC: The Imperial Republ{&dinburgh, 2012), pp. 162

3.

2N. Rosenstein, O0NMiilciatlarPy wga mmardd t hRoIRiepu&d |l i can EIl it
Companion to the Roman Arrt@hichester, 2011), p. 132.

2Polybius,Histories6. 14.

244arris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z0BG p. 41.
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weakness, this is reflectiv&lthotctldarewhethet i z enr
the sentiment of the citizenor their lack of political authority is the more important factor,

although a combination of both is equally likely. Determining the degree of popular support

for war making is hard to judge based on the limited evidence available. Plautus, a
contemporey popular playwright, can be seen to indicate a strand of popular opinion due to

his need to appeal to a popular audience. In a number of his plays, the prologue concludes with

a bidding of farewell and a blessing on Romans wishing them well in theofiedar!2®

Although the evidence is limited by not directly providing a voice for the citizenry, these
excerpts from the prologues of Plautusd pl a\
was in common parlance. Polybius suggests that for the coniRooman soldiers, the
introduction of civic and mural crowns for acts of valour were important in lifting their spirits

and providing incentive¥’ This once more suggests that the Roman soldiers felt part of the
Roman military process and saw their fortuassociated with the military fortunes of Rome

at war, although t vérg difficult to ascertain what popular attitudes were.

The importance of Roman aristocrats in foreign affairs should not however be seen
merely in their role in military endeavours; ithéiplomatic role and importance was also very
significant. The Roman Republic had no formally trained diplomats or state infrastructure
devoted to the practice, and although major decisions, such as the sending of diplomatic
ultimatums, were carried olbly institutions in Rome, diplomacy was carried out by Roman
magi strates. Eilers has noted that Rome had
permanent representatives at Rome, even though in many cases, relations with Rome were
fundamental to i r o n g oi N4 Before the BirstcandsTdird lllyrian Wars, the
Romans sent magistrates in the form of ambassadqrsy 0, o Gomdfict their diplomady?

Roman diplomacy with foreign entities was in its relative infancy and consequently thegpractic
of diplomacy by Roman magistrates would have developed on dmadbasis. These
developments would have made diplomacy more contingent on the practicalities of the
situations that the Romans encountered, rather than a practice strictly laid dowririncteshs

2, Rich, O6Fear, Greed a nndakirfglndhe MiddleR ehpeu bclaiucsée si mo fJ .R oRriacn
Shipley (eds.)War and Society in the Roman Woflendon, 1993), p. 56.

2%plautus Captivi Prologue Lines 64.; PlautusCasinaPrologue Lines 8B.; Plautus Asinaria Prologue

Lines 145.

127Polybius,Histories6. 39.

2., Eilers, o601 nt r odiplomats anchDiplomacy iMthe Romare Waileidere 2009), p. 1.

22%irst lllyrian War: PolybiusHistories2. 8., Appian)llyrian Wars 3. 2.7. Third lllyrian War: Appian]llyrian

Wars3. 2. 9.; Livy,ab urbe condital2. 37. Polybius does not mention Roman ambassadors in this instance,

although Livy uses the terfagati, the Latin equivalent of the Greék} y (. Boddetils on the equivalemof

these two terms, see EileRBiplomats and Diplomacy in the Roman Woibd 1.
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treatises. It is perhaps unsurprising in this light, that the most prominent forms of diplomatic
association utilised by the Romans were flexible and relatively infdfih@in the election of

a Roman aristocrat to the position of magistrate, thewcrof diplomatic affairs would have

been an expected duty contained with the remit of the role. Thus, the expectation of Roman
aristocrats to fulfil a diplomatic role on election to become a Roman magistrate served as an

important consideration in theiole in foreign affairs.

The economic benefits to campaigning have been considered by modern scholars in
two main ways: the economic benefits to the state through national economic interests; benefits
to the individual in the form of plunder and the ¢pof war divided up after the conclusion of
the campaign. The first of these ways has proven considerably problematic. Frank attempted
to calculate the income and public expenditure of the Roman state during the first half of the
2"d Century BC althoughht results were largely inconclusit?®.Harris has noted that the
survey was limited on account of the difficulty in effectively judging certain types of income
that O6cannot be wor K%Morolugy whashianl suos enffoutle d itm
the material motivation for Roman waraking sometimes becomes conflated with modern
ideas of O6economic i mperialismbd,; he al so st
this was a significant f act orhecFirstllyganwardui t vy o,
Modern economic systems work in different ways to the economy of ancient Rome and
applying modern economic theory to ancient Rome is highly problematic. In contrast to modern
economies, the Roman economic system during the periingl bensidered in this thesis, was
largely agrarian and rich industrialists were not as evident. The Romans in the First lllyrian
War were probably well aware of the important trade networks in the southern Adriatic;
judging, however, the potency of a desito exploit such trade is an entirely different

proposition.

The economic benefits for individuals are easier to ascertain, in the form of the spoils
of war and the uneven distribution of these in the aftermath of campaigns. Harris has stressed

the impot ance of materi al gains from warfare,

(o)}

Romans (and generally in the ancient world) an integral part of successful warfare and of the

130see P. J. Burtorkriendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republid (353

146 BC) pp. 76114.

13IT, Frank (ed.)An Economic Survey of Roelume I: Rome and Italy of the RepulfBaltimore, 1933).

Frank did assert that income exceeded essential spending over this period but only by a small percentage.

By, V. Harris, 60n War and Greed i n Romannperiaiemd Cent ur
Readings and Sourcé®xford, 2004), p. 19.

B3vorley, The Roman Empire: The Roots of Imperialipnm27.
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expansion of power. Land, plunder, slaves, revenues were natural results of, shegegsre

the assumed r es ul tPolybilis, ivdescribiog aysiege of iNewpCarthage 6 .
in 209 BC, sets out the progress of a siege with a defined order of operations; Roman plundering
began on a signal being given by the commander fontdssacring of inhabitants and animals

to ceasé®® Similar accounts that feature plundering beginning upon a signal from the
commander also appear in Li¥3P. This would suggest that plundering was an important
component of Roman warfare; sieges incorporated a period of plundering into the systematic
takingof a settlement. Ziolkowski however notes that although some basic rules appear evident
in the process, the two |imits to a soldier:
and the strategic and logistical considerations of the baggagé3fraithough an allocated

time was given by Roman commanders to plundering, Roman soldiers would have had an
opportunity to take advantage of their situation through plundering. The opportunity to acquire
material gain through plunder was thus a facet ofthar all Roman soldiers could acquire

some degree of benefit from.

It is important at the outset of the thesis to, moreover, establish what is meant by certain
ancient terms and concead to consider their importance to understanding the nature of
Romé s i nt eHRidesevhithicam bedranslated as faith or trust, was a deified virtue which
underpinned many of Ro me 6Romaheaiplomaay gas enagted h f 0 |
under divine observation and treaties were kept in the temptegflocated on the Capitoline
hill. 38 Diplomatic treaties and arrangements were stored in the temple under the observation
and protection of the divingdes Before the construction of the temple, a simpler shrine was
present on the site; the construction of tleaple highlights the importance bilesto the
Romans in the'3Century BC. Rome in thé8Century BC was engaging in early contact and
forging initial relations with foreign states; the temple may have been established out of a desire
to gain greatefavour from the divine entity or from the practical need to properly and piously

store the physical c opi e sCicerd inDR Officasédescribedp | 0 ma |

B4arris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3AYBC p. 56.

B%Polybius,Histories10. 15. Only part of the Roman force engaged irptaadering and the haul was divided
up equally amongst the troops.

139 ivy, ab urbe conditéb. 21. (Veii 396 BC), Livyab urbe condit®7.16. (Tarentum 209 BC); Livyab urbe
condita27. 16. (New Carthage 209 BC); Livgh urbe condit881. 23. (Chalcis 208C).

BA., Ziolkowski, 6Urbs direpta, or how thWarBmmans sack
Society in the Roman Wor{Hondon, 1993), pp. 890.
B9, J. Schboeafidtes ine Rom@n contract | awd i n R,GodiFatmer mann

in European Contract LaCambridge, 2000), p. 78. The construction of this temple has been dated to-the mid
3 Century BC.
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fidesasf un d a me nt u,thé foundaton of justicB®As such, the concept was integral

to Roman diplomatic practice, the success or failure of which was dependatgsoBurton

has noted that ¢ wHidesandeextdRdedtdsrighpharel,chg wad aware f
the enormous and awesome signifiGan€the act and the terrible retribution the gods could
exact if he 9The baetkeng of b digomati@ arrangement was therefore
considered not only an act against the opposing party but was also impious in defying the
divinely ordained pct. As shall be discussed later in the thesis, this would have important
connotations for the arrangements Rome struck with various lllyrian entities.

Fideswas particularly important to these arrangements, as many were informal and
based on ties of frieship. Friendshipamicitia, can best be defined as a mutually beneficial
voluntary arrangement based on bonds of trust and affinity, although the Romans utilised it in
a flexible manner in accordance with the informality of the arrangement. Badian has
highlighted the form of informal friendship as paramount to Roman strategic thinking in their
early interventions in lllyria in the8Century BCt*! These friendship ties enabled the Romans
to build relations in the region without being tied down by moren&drarrangements. In
addition to Roman arrangements wimici, Rome also formed associations w#hcii
(allies/associates); some sources also point to arrangements with affiliates desigeatéd as
et amici The existence of a distinction between sheii andamici was first asserted in the
modern scholarship by Mommsen, who viewed the diplomatic arrangemsmtioét amic;
as reflecting a more formal alliance of friendsHipThis was later challenged and largely
discredited by a number of historians, who have noted that no precise distinction between the
two terms is evident in the sourcéddBur t on has noted that there
evidence that official documenused the same combinations of terms without necessarily
implying formal technical distinction'$? An example of this can be seen in the Appendix,
showing two sections of psephismdrom Pharos#® The inscription is believed to mention,

in line 8 of fragnent A (Fig. 7a.), the existence of an alliance and friend§hip s -d30a @ 4 1

13%Cicero,De Officiis1. 23.

14%Burton, Friendship and Emire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republic (3336 BC)
p. 41.

141E, BadianForeign Clientelae 2640 BC(Madison, 1984), p. 45.

42T, MommsenRomisches Staatsrediiteipzig, 1887), pp. 596.

143Gruen,The Hellenistic World and th@oming of Romep. 25; A. W. Lintottmperium Romanum: Politics
and Administratior(London, 1993), p. 32; R. M. Kalldflarx, Hegemony to Empire: The Development of the
Roman Imperium in the East from 148 to 62 [B€rkeley, 1995), p. 185.

¥4Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republici(388 BC)

p. 80.

M3Appendix Fig. 7arb. This psephisma will be examined at greater length later in the thesis, including the
contents and dating of the inscription.
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(i o a)jbetween Pharos and Rome, although the fragmentary nature of the line has made it
difficult to ascertain the precise nature of the affiliation being referred toomBhes argued
that it is unlikely that a formal alliance existed between the states at the time, asserting that
6even in o6officialo contexts, the té¥ minol
Although the evidence presented in gisephismas unclearand shall be discussed at greater
length later in the thesis, Burton is correct to highlight the importance to Rome of utilising
diplomatic terminology that was highly fluid. With such terminology being relatively
ambiguous, Rome could draw inference frma arrangement to suit their diplomatic needs
and potentially frame the context for intervention around whether or not the obligations, or
terms of such an association, were violated.

|t is also iIimportant to distimdquipdh awlda
relationships that amounted more to a patdni e n't structure. Badi ar
Foreign Clientelageffectively defined the origins of the concept of a patiieent relationship
in foreign affairs, citing its semmythological originf om t he ti me of Romul us
be described as an inferior entrusted, by custom, or by himself to the protection of a stranger
more powerful than he, and rendering certain services and observances in return for this

pr ot et A iparoncliént structure emerged therefore out of an imbalanced friendship

formed between parties of unequal status. Badian observedntigitad evel oped i nt
polite term for an inferior (or, conversely,
Gamiitanecessarily becomes Yhedevelepment agmicitimintoo r ¢ | i

a more unequal form of association between Rome and her affiliates should be seen in the
context of the growing power, status and influence of Rome during the penmgpdonsidered
in this thesis. The growth of Rome changed the dynamic upon which friendships operated and
Rome became a more dominant entity in these associations.

It is important, however, to considamicitia within the diplomatic context in which it
was utilised.The Greek concept af s—efdendship,pr edat ed Romeds i nvol
Greek East and the similarity between the two concepts would have facilitated diplomacy.
Although Dionysius of Halicarnarsus reports an offence caused willatieatines in 282 BC,
on account of the poor quality of Greek uttered by Rome's envoy, no similar event is reported

through Roman involvement in lllyria, Greece and Macelddithe diplomatic terminology

¥8Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republici (388 BC)
p. 81.
14Badian,Foreign Clientelae 2640 BG p. 1.

48Badian,Foreign Clientelae 2640 BG pp. 123.
“PDionysius of HalicarnassuRoman Antiquitie49. 5.
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utilised by the Romans has often been seen to be basa&tfinal Greek concepts. Gruen has
argued that Roman international relations concepts sucfidas and amicitia, were
synonymous with their related Greek concepts suah@$ &neld o &°8 This however has

been challenged by Ager who notes the pnoisleof such an equation of terms, citing the
Rhodian attempt to mediate a settlement to the Third Macedonian War as an example where
Roman and Greek understanding of the concepts differed gteatlydistinction needs to be

made here regarding concepts ahceptions in the practice of diplomacy in the ancient
world. Whilst the concepts shared a mutual basis of understanding in Greek and Roman culture,
they were not entirely synonymous and conceptions regarding them consequently could cause
tension betweelthe different parties. The greater mutual understanding of these concepts
between Greeks and Romans would have nevertheless facilitated diplomacy between them.
Roman aristocrats, for whom Greek was often a second language, would have likely found
negotiathg with Greeks easier in practical terms than negotiating with lllyrians on account of
the | anguage barrier. Gruen notes that ono
negotiations with Pyrrhus. Nor in dealings with Greek cities across the Sti@ttsofo during

t he Fir st ¥ Thusy whilsh occadidas havie been recorded in the sources of
miscommunication between Romans and Greeks, a mutual understanding of the implications
of diplomacy seems to have existdthe sources available do not; bontrast, provide any
discernible lllyrian diplomatic conceptémiting our ability to understand and appreciate the
lllyrian perspective in these diplomatic episodegplomatic engagements between lllyrian
leaders and their Greek and Roman countespestild have providethese leaders with some
experience of Greek and Roman diplomatic discourse. The relations between the lllyrians,
Greeks and Romans had particular geopolitical significance throughout the period being
considered in this thesis and wdwhape the outlook of the varied disparate lllyrian leaders

and communities.

150E, S, Gruen, 'Greeld a 0 ahe Romariides, Athenaeurv/ol. 60 (1982), pp. 5®8. See also Gruefihe
Hellenistic World and the Coming of Ronpg. 5563.

1815, L. Ager, 'Roman Perspective on Greek Diplomacy' in C. Eilers (ed.), Diplomats and Diplomacy in
the Roman World (Leiden, 2009), pp.-18.

152Gruen, TheHellenistic World and the Coming of Ronpe 252.
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Chapter 21 The lllyrian geopolitical landscape

Introduction

Neither the region of lllyria, nor theeoplethat inhabited the region during the period
being considered in this thesis, were homogenous. lllyria instead was made up of a series of
disparate communities, each with their own political structure, interests, culture and outlook.
In his analysis of theative peoples of Dalmatia prior to the Roman conquest, Wilkes notes the
existence of clear differences between the various areas of the region, each with its own pattern
of development?® This distinction was most discernible between the lllyrian comrigsnith
the Southern Adriatic, situated in close proximity to important trade routes to Southern lItaly,
Greece and the Mediterranean beyond and those of the Northern Adriatic where tribal societies
persisted and trade routes were less pronountdad. chapér shall focus on the lllyrian
geopolitical issues during the period being considered in the thesis and consider how the
geopolitical landscapef lllyria shaped the conduct of the Roman interventidihe chapter
will not seek to further our understanding lllyrian ethnographic issues surroundihgw
people in the disparate lllyrian communities livadr seek to enhance our understanding of
the geography of the region througldetailed geographical outline documenting the various
lllyrian tribes. These areas have been well covered in the existing historiography and are not
directly relevant to a study of the Roman interventiéh¥hechapter will instead considdre
implicatons of thegeographyexternal contacts and politicgtuctures ofllyria on the Roman

interventions to provide a more complete appreciation of how they were conducted.

These issues have been insufficiently considered in the historiography, prinurily d

to the limitations of the evidence availabidormulating an lllyrian perspective. &t i p| evi |

1533, J. WilkesHistory of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalm&lambridge, 1969), p.190.

4For Illlyrian ethnography, see especially J. J. Wilkdw lllyrians( Ox f or d , 199 29I lalnydr iDa n sDdz i
in ancient et hmDalggues d'istoice anciersp®ob 40rNs. @ (2014), pp. 465. For the

development of lllyrian language andlture, see especially. St i hedllyrianks: History and Culture

(New Jersey, 1977) aridl . Katilil, '"Ancient Languages oTrendshe Bal ka
in Linguistics: Stateof-the-Art ReportgThe Hague, 1976),mp 15489. For a detailed geographic outline of

the various tribes in the region, see especially SectionNC &f L. Hammond, 'The Kingdoms in lllyria

circa. 400167 BC',The Annual of the BritisSchool at Athengol. 61 (1966), pp. 23%3andJ. J. Wilkes,

History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalm&fiambridge, 1969).
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has noted, not a single inscription has been left by the lllyrians in their own original laftfuage.

As a result no political document constructed by the lllyrians themselves pertaining to their
governance is in existence and modern scholars have subsequently had to piece together a
variety of limited evidencelhe material evidence available, princigdibund in burial sites,

coin hoards and underwater archaeological excavatiamsprovide a greater understanding

of lllyrian political structures and cultures and external influences on these, as well as Adriatic
trade and the dispersal of goods thraughdifferent parts of lllyriaThe cataloguing of the

production and distribution of amphorae on the Southern Italian and Eastern Adriatic coast by

Mi ge i n 2015 has proven usef ul i n enabl i ng
archaeological dat&®Moreover, thaecent publication of underwater archaeological findings,
especially by the lllyrian Coastal Exploration Programme, has provided a greater corpus of
evidence than previously available. This evidence however has certain limitations, most
notablywith the limited number of shipwrecks analysed and the location of the shipwrecks
themselves. The recent publication of previously unavailable evidence however has made it
particularly important to consider, especially in shedding greater light on Adratie and
transport.Utilising this evidence in conjunction with the textual evidence can help the study

better assess the nature and diversity of existing trade in the Adriatic and the economic
motivations behind Roman intervention; the importance oirtipact on Italian traders being
specifically highlighted in the Polybian ac:¢
the regiont>’

Geographical Issues

The geography of the region of lllyria had an important role in shaping the nature of
thecommunities, their outlooks and their economiZano notes that archaeology divided the
indigenous IrorAge archaeological cultures of lllyricum into three areas; the seaghAlpine
area with western Pannonia, the Adriatic Westatkan area, and th€entral Danubian
ar &% ld .Dzinods work, the area of the Adriatic WesteBalkans (theregion being

considered in this thesigonsisted of Histrian, lapodian, Liburnian, Cenalmatian,

1850 St i Thd lligriansi History and CulturéNew Jersey, 1977), p. 68.

158V, MGratkia and RelateHellenistic Ware on the East Adriatic Cog€txford, 2015) Gnathiaware are
amphorae, whose design originated froaras(Tarentum) in Southern Italy. Production®hathiaamphorae
expanded to Apulia, then to the rest of Southern Italy and Magna Graecia.

B7Polybius,Histories2. 8.

9zino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 36.
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CentralBosnian and Glasinac group¥ Strabo has provided a geaghic circuit of lllyrian

tribes along the coast which includes the lapodes, the Histrians, the Liburnians, the Delmetae,
the islands off the coasts of Liburnia and Dalmatia, the Ardiaei followed by the Rhizonic Gulf
and the southern Adriatt€® This geogaphic circuit follows closely an earlief€entury BC
periplusof PseudeSkylax®'Dzi no has noted that Strabods
especially in the geography of the Northern Adriatic and a lack of coverage for the Adriatic

Greekst®? Wilkes has additionally highlighted inaccuracies and misconceptions in the

geography of the region from earastheFouthn ant

Century it was still widely believed that the Northern extremity of the Adriatic was very close
to the Black Sea and the mouth of the Dan6&he separation of lllyria into three distinct
cultural subregions is more useful in considering the geographical makeup of the region as a
whole. Much divergence nevertheless can be evidenced between the different tribal groups in
the Northern and Southresections of the Adriatic WesteBalkans. Wilkes has particularly
stressed the important divergences of the Liburnians within the aforementiorgrsptirom

those lllyrian communities further Soutihtom his study of the different peoples along the
Dalmatian coast, Wilkes found that the traditional tribal syseh been superseded by a
monarchy in the South East that was able to supervise an organised form of naval warfare,
whilst no political structure with this capability developed in Libufifalhis discrepancy is
important to consider, as the limited ability of the Liburnians in the North to engage in warfare
would have posed a less pronounced concern to the Romans, than existed in the Southern
Adriatic.

The area of the lllyrian WesteBalkans,along the Adriatic coastline and immediate
hinterland was naturally separated from parts of the interior by the lllyrian topogiEmdy.
Dinaric Alps, stretchfor approximately 400 milefom the Northern Adriatico the South
Eastern Adriatic, separatindpe Adriatic coast from the interior. Braundel has noted that
although the mountain range operated as a physical obstacle to the interior, the coastal
communities remained open and receptive to influefloesacross the Mediterraned?.The

importance of lis geographic barrier is also reflected in Wilkes. Expounding on the Greek

9 bid.

180strabo,Geography7. 5.

181ps, Skylax Periplus14-34.

%D, Dzino, 6Strabo 7. AtbenacuanStddi derodioydi lettaratyra elstorley r i ¢ u mo ,
del | & A Wdl. 9&ND.i11(2008), pp. 185.

83\ilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalmatial.

%4\ilkes, History of theProvinces of the Roman Empire: Dalmaim 190.

¥ BraundelLa M®di teraran®e et | a Monde [Parid,il966)pp. 327.®e n a
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misconception of the geographic location of Merthern extremity of the Adriatic, Wilkes

notes in his later worki,he lllyrians that such a misconception is indicative of a laiclegular
contact between the Greek world and t¥®%e 6inl
Dzinohaal so highlighted the i mportance of physi
northern part (of the lllyrian region)iscovened t h t hi ck forests and ab
that oOthere was no si g nr®Byconteast Dzind asseitsghatntheu s u |
coast al regions O6remained strongly Ilinked w
archaeology revealsthegtn g i mpact of Mediterranean 06gl ob
colonisation in the cent r®The phyical gaographyoftme t h e
Dinaric Alps ensured that coastal regions, especially in the Southern Adriatic and in proximity

to the lonian Sea, had greater contact with the wider Greek world, enabling Hellenistic

influences to more easily permeate into regional cultures.

The geography of the region had a further impact on the economic opportunities
available for the populack his geographic description of the Adriatic coast, Strabo notes that
although the eastern seaboard was capable of growing certain foodstuffs and full of harbours,
the lllyrians were initially ignorant of the fertility of the region primarily out of WWhklerness
of the inhabitants and their piratical habit$Whilst passing comment on the perceived habits
of the local populace, Strabo here points to a tendency of the Illyivams on the coasto
look to the sea rather than the land for supplesshall be discussed later in the thesis, the
economic opportunities provided by the Adriatic that were presented to lllyrians dwelling along
the Adriatic coast were added to by lucrative opportunities for piracy, which presented
particularly attractiveprospect for lllyrians to gain plundéi/i | kes notes that O6a
never developed in Dal mati a ads®%Delmdlnked as it
Adriatic piracy to the economic prospects of the regbynarguing that lllyrian raiding v&a
‘caused by overpopulation and lack of suitable farmfdAtlVilkes has noted for much of the
people of Dal matia, excluding the Ardi aei I n
was an almost total preoccupation with food production, especially liveStoékt r ab o 6 s

description of the fertility of the Mirian region thus appears oversimplified, and does not take

%9\ilkes, The lllyrians pp. 1012.

18"Dzino, lllyricum in RomarPolitics, p. 32.

%9 bid. pp. 312.

%9vilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalmaiial 80.

. J. Dell, 6The Or i gi HistodanzZkitstthaftttiuAiteeGeszHichtévblll§Moi3a n Pi r ac
(1967), p. 358.

"\ilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman EmpDalmatia, p. 190.
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into account this regional discrepancy. The Adriatic nevertheless remained integral to the
lllyrian coastal communities and, as shall be discussed later in the chapter, the influx of
maritime tra@ would have made this more appealing for the acquisition of supplies and

resources.

Adriatic Greeks

Another important geopolitical consideration in lllyria is the Greek influence along the
coast, especially as a direct result of earlier colonisatidheofegion. Greek colonisation in
the Adriatic occurred during thé"#to 4" centuries BC with sites being founded at several
locations; these locations were largely confined to the central and southern Adriatic and their
adjacent island¥’? These locatios were ideal for Greeks to exploit the maritime trading
opportunities of the Adriatic, and the archaeological evidence highlights the importance of
trade in this region. Trade was conducted primarily on a regional basis, and this can be seen
from the distibution of amphorae. In his documentation ®hathia ware in the eastern
Adriatic, Mise has noted that out of the sites where Issaean proGuegdiaware have been
found, none of these sites are outside of a 60km radius of the settléhwiilkes noteshat
6for sever al centuries Greek and Il lyrian ¢
e x i s t"éThedestdibution of Gnathia ware however would suggestin the later time in
which Gnathia were prevalent{4 2" Centuries BC)greater cultural immersion had taken
place between Greeks and lllyrians in neighbouring settlements. Of particular importance as a
Greek coloniser in the region was Corinth; the location of the settlement across the isthmus
gave it good naal access to the Adriatf®®Wi | kes notes that OEpi dman:
for centuries the principal ports for traffic between Greece, the western Balkans and the middle
D a n ulf®Ehe links between Greek colonies in the Adriatic and Greek settlemsengere
held significance into the period being considered in this thesis. The psephisma in the Appendix

(Fig. 7a and 7b), shows an appeal from Pharos in the Adriatic to Paros, its metropolis, in the

72This can best be seen from the map provided in the Appendix (Fig. 1.)
131,  MGrathia and Related Hellenistic Ware on the East Adriatic C@sford, 2015), p. 41. These sites

have Greek and Il lyrian origins: Cape Plola, Trogir,
Cave. The nature of Adriatic trade will be discussed later in the thesis when considering the lllyriadsaticd A
piracy.

"4\ilkes, The lllyrians p. 112.

15The Corinthians established prominent colonies in the Southern Adriatic and lonian seas at Corcyra,
Epidmanus and Apollonia.

8\ilkes, The lllyrians p. 113.
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Aegean for aid and assistance during the period beingidered in this thesié! Cabanes
notes of the psephisma that o6it i s remarkabl
Paros, for aid and assistance, a fine illustration of the solid ties between the Greek cities and

their colonial settlemeat i n t he dri atic Sea. 6

Greek settlement in the Adriatic showed important discrepancy between the Northern
Adriatic and the Southern and Central Adridiitilkes notes that no Greek settlement is known
to have been founded North of Epidamnus. North efitver Drin neither coast nor hinterland
invited permanent settlement and, although Greeks undoubtedly lived and traded in several
places, the three formally constituted colonies were all on islands, Black Corcyra, Issa and
Pharos-”®In his study of the gion of Dalmatia, Wilkegurther observeimportant differences
bet ween the political structures of a variet
evidence for a more advanced political development, due largely to the closer contacts with
Mac edoni a and Greeced and that the only evid

region, that was ruled by the central authority of the king, could be observed in the Kfdiaei.

He furthers this by noting that among the Liburnians in the NortherniAa t i c , Otri ba
|l asted in places into the Roman period6é whil
remained in a tribal society up to¥Remad in m

interests in the various regions of theriatic were affected by the differing societies, cultures,
political structures and trading networks t
general security of Northern Italy before the Aquileian foundation (181 BC), seems to be of
keystratgi ¢ i mport anc¥®whot st hé RR odriatis @ngagement t r ar
was focused chiefly on the southa st er n A d'% in this Area, Romeaseduréd its

initially diplomatic engagements and fostered burgeoning trade networks. This asred

to consider Roman operations in the Adriatic through two operational zones; the southern zone
comprising of 6the southern Adriatic coast f
the Delmatae and Liburni on the river Titius (Krka) with theme di at e hinter | a

northern zone was oOinitially |l imited to the

"The dating, contents and importance of this pseph shall be discussed later in the thesis.

., Cabanes, 06Greek Coloni sat i onGreehCotohisatiorAnraccaunti c 6 i n
of Greek colonies and other settlements overseas: Volugheidlen, 2008), p. 183.

"\Wilkes, The lllyrians p. 113. This can be most clearly seen on the map in the Appendix (Fig. 1).

BYwilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalmaiial 88.

18Ybid. p. 190.

82Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicspp. 589.

183bid. p. 44.
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Cisal pine | apode ¥ Alth@ghitisiunclear ehetfiea ar not thecRomais
themselves divided the eastern Adriatioiabnes in this manner, the division nevertheless
reflects the development of Roman interventions during the period being considered in this
t hes i s ;gred®oanthusiasm totervere in the Southern Adriatishowing correlation

with this division.

Furthermore, it is important to address the geopolitical status and relationship between
lllyrian and Greek communities in the region. The emergence of a Blgtan culture in the
sixth and fifth centuries BC hdmeen the subject of debate amongst modeholars. Mano
Zissi and ParoVi-Pajkan have argued that a greater abundance of Greek style burial goods in
the West and Central Balkans during this period reflected the development of dllgrieeco
culture through lllyrian craftsmen imitating Greetyles® Wilkes has exercised a greater
degree of caution however, noting the O&pers
particularly regarding the contents of the tumuli burials of the Glasinac pf&fdawaddition
to the lllyrian goods in these burials, there are examples of -watal and pottery of a high
standard and jewellery in Greek styles. It remains uncertain whether these goods were designed
by lllyrian craftsmen imitating Greek styles or whaththey were imports from Greek
craftsmen overseas. Wilkes has highlighted this speculation and noted that after the middle of
the fifth century BC, Greek imports were absent from lllyrian tombs, bar a few exceptions,
with a greater predominance of goodsf Italy and the Adriatic after this poilit. Thistrend
towards Italian and Adriatic goods for this perisdreflected in the greater abundance of
Gnathiastyle vases in the region for the later period t@ 2" Centuries BC), which shall be
discussedater in the chapteAlthough the existence of a coherent Grélbaian culture is
hard to discern, the greater conglomeration of goods in Greek and later Italian styles in these

tombs suggests the greater contact and exchange between these peoples.

The importance of the growing trade networks in the region for the Adriatic Greeks is
reflected in thewritten historical accountfor the initial Roman intervention east of the

Adriatic. In the accounts of both Polybius and Appian, the initial Romanviernéon in the

184 bid. p. 62.

18D, ManoZi ssi, O0Di e Aut oc funddentealbdtkans Gnd ttes sudliichen We s t
Mitteldonaugebietes und ihre kulturelle Beziehungen z
international des sciences préhistoriques et protohistoriBeegrad 915 Septembre 1971, Beogrsdl. 3

(1971), pp. 16 4 , M.-P ePgairkoavni,I 6Des aspects nouveaux de | 6expeé

regions cent rStdriras/ol.B& (3983, ad. 1189.n s 6 ,
B9\ilkes, The lllyrians pp.104-5.
87 bid. p. 107.
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region is framed around the need to come to the aid of Greeks in the ¥&dtckstein has
stressed thdhe tradition of the Romans coming to the aid of the Issaeans is too propagandistic
although the threat posed to the Adriatic Greeks by lllyrian pirates was significant. Eckstein
notes that 1T lT'yrian piracy was |l haeisfgwai 6e
exacerbated by lllyrian geopolitical advances that gave them greater potential to conduct
further raids'®® Marasco has argued that the ability for lllyrian pirates to convince the Greek
inhabitants oEpidamnudo allow them into their séément is not suggestive of tense relations
between lllyrians and Greeks in the regi8hMarasco however stresses that after the fall of

the Epirote monarchy, the lllyrian pirates had basesgagateresources at their disposal to
conduct further raidingnd this caused a dramatic escalation of tensf3fide importance of

these events in Roman decision making will be discussed later in the thesis. The concerns of
the Adriatic Greeks, over the piratical threat to their established settlements andtireaadesne

is evident. This emphasises the important developments in the region of Greek

commercialisation and the significance that maritime trade had in the region for the Greeks.

Maritime Trade and Economy

As mentioned earlier, Greek contact, especiatlyir@hian influence, was particularly
important in the southern Adriatic in preceding periods. Beaumont has highlighted the
particular importance of Corinthian trading interests in the region, and that these were based
largely on silver and luxuri¢$?Ro y a | has noted 6a shi-basedt o mol
items in the fourth to third centuries B.C.E. is associated with significant numbers of Corinthian
amphoras, fine wares, and occasional fewell e
Trade in luxuries however was not limited to trade with mainland Greece alone. The cosmetic
jug displayed in Fig. 3. of the Appendix, was'a@entury BC import to the Eastern Adriatic
from Southern Italy. This might be suggestive of wider trading netwaltkmyugh the quality

rather than quantity of such pieces stands out. Munn asserts that the clustering of Corinthian

18P olybius,Histories2. 9 and 2. 5Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7
18%E ckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East, p. 36.

G, Marasco, O6lnteressi commerciali el 2fladt ta®wdiC.p)odl,i t i c
Classicd e OrientaliVol. 36 (1986), p. 80.

¥ bid.

R, L. Beaumont, O6Greek Influence in the Adriatic Sea
Studies, Vol. 56 No. 2 (1936), pp. 183

“Royal, é6lllyrian CoasRabD9KEXpl pradvdion Program (2007
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transport amphorae in the region is indicat
Southern Italy and Sicily but notes that there fe@w Italian or Sicilian imports in Corin#f#?

This would suggest that although trade was prevalent between Corinth and Magna Graecia,
there was a greater market for Corinthian goods in these areas rather than vice versa. The
greater prosperity of a trade luxury goods nevertheless suggests a greater affluence for
inhabitants in the Southern Adriatic, with fashionable Greek styles being traded between the
Greek settlements Magna Graeciaand on the Adriatic coast. This suggests that Greek trade

was wel established and important in the southern Adriatic before the period being considered

in this thesis.

Marine archaeological findings in the area from te&C@ntury BC are few in number,
but they enable some insight to be gained on the nature of &drade. As mentioned earlier,
the lllyrian Coast Exploration Programme, which began in 2007 has conducted surveys off the
coasts of Albania and Montenegro, gathering data for Southern Adriatic marine archaeology
and their initial results have been recemglblished:® The two shipwrecks that have been
excavated from the’BCentury BC are off the coast of Butrint in modern southern Albghia.
The limited number and geographic location of these excavations has limited the potency of
the inference that can ldeawn from such findings. Butrint, located in the Northern lonian Sea,
south of the Otranto Straits, is not strictly in the Adriatic, although due to its close proximity
to the Adriatic, transport in the area was likely to be entering or exiting thetid®&a. The
importance of Corcyra, located approximately 10km off the coast of Butrint, as a trading post
for the Corinthians, is reflected in Thucydides, who notes that Corinthian vessels would put in
at Corcyra on voyages noftt.Royal, in hisanalysie f t he data, has howev
number of wrecks in the Adriatic rose significantly after the Third Century B.C.E., to a peak
spanning the Second Century B.C.E to the First CenturyiCtie pattern mirrored in the
Medi t er r an e ¥&Althaugh tlee numiber bf8C&@ntury BC excavations is limited,

¥M. L. Z. Munn, O6Corinthian tr adeConrnthtvdl. 2@ (R083),P.uni ¢ Wes't
197.

¥These have been published by the initiator of the pr
(20072 0 0 9 ) 6 ,-46(p The pblc&idn includes a useful tabulation of the data for the shipwrecks examined

during the course of the programme. This is included in the Appendix (Fig. 13).

1%These have been dated to tffeCGentury BC and 28@60 BC. Both shipwrecks contained cargoes of

Corinthian amphorae. The Second Century BC shipwrecks that have been examined are also located off the

coast of Butrint and off the Montenegrin Coast at Budvanski Zaliv and Boka KotorskaoF®details of these

excavations, selettps://rpmnautical.org/expeditiond/ast Accessed, 30/8/2018)

¥Thucydides;The History of the Peloponnesian Wiar37. The island of Corcyra is situated direcipposite

Butrint on the Adriatic coast.

YRoyal, 6l llyrian CoasRabD9FE®pl pravdiban Program (2007

Page42of 181


https://rpmnautical.org/expeditions/

it is conducive with the Mediterranean as a whole and as such, the number of shipwrecks does

not appear unusual. Royal furthers his analysis of this trend in the data, by stating that the
resutsae Oi nconsistent with the hypothesis that
in the Adriatic are due t o hei®lhstsebseguénthp i r acy
difficult to infer on the limited results with any degree of certainty. Altjfftothe correlation

with results across the Mediterranean may indicate that trade was no more significantly
disrupted than elsewhere, the limitations of the data render the findings inconclusive, especially

to the effects of piracy. The lllyrian raidingctecs and their pirate vessels, with their cargo

holds and without rams, were not indicative of a strategy to sink ships. There are also practical
difficulties inherent in acquiring data for earlier shipwrecks which add to the limitations of the

data, noteast due to the greater age and possible deterioration of the underwater remains.

A much greater quantity of evidence can however be found from recorded data of the
distribution of amphorae across the eastern Adriatic region. A particularly useful exaimpl
vessels to examine can be founddnathiaware, for which a plentiful number of examples
have been discovered from théad 2Cent uri es BC. A recent publ
the first time, catalogued a large number of th@sathiavases awss the Adriatic and has
provided great insight into their production and distributinAlthough Gnathia ware
originated in Southern ItalyGnathia have been found at several locations in the Eastern
Adriatic and a production centre at Issa has also healysed®! This makesGnathiaware
especially useful for documenting connections, contact and commerce between Southern Italy
and the Eastern Adriatic. The publication has analysed data collected from tombs, burial sites,
sanctuaries and settlements inue@rn Italy and the East Adriatic cod%tThe amalgamation
of this data enables a greater amount of inference to be drawn from the findings. The greatest
number of examples that have been publisheGfathiawar e have been found
inferred from this, and the inclusion of Issa in the written historical sources for the period, that
inthe late #and 2cent uries BC, |Issa was a Opolitical
economi c g rthahe supporaohadrisingRome, since Issa became a Roman ally after
the 111 yri an?3nthoughithe eviRich€ plGided so far has limitations, the

199 bid.

200Mi gGnathia and Related Hellenistic Waigp. 65155.

201A tabulated version of the data collectedby g e can be seenb5) Thisproveesth@ pendi x (
number of Gnathia that have been found at a plethora of published sites in the Eastern Adriatic. For more details

on the product i on Grathia and Rela®ed HellesissicaWamgs 382 Mi ¢ e ,

202\i gGnathia and Relatedlellenistic Ware Mi ge breaks the data down into o
203§ gGnathia and Related Hellenistic Waiz 62.
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importance of Issa is reflected from the G8athia sites excavatetf* The existence of a
producton centre for Issaea@nathia moreover is suggestive that Issa was an important
commercial centre. The distribution of Issaean prod@mathiaware however is particularly
limited, with no examples having been found in the Southern Adriatic. The sibes i8haean
Gnathiashave been found are Cape Plola, Trogir, F
and Nakovana Cav&® each of these sites is on the Dalmatian coast or surrounding islands and
within 60km of Issa. Whilst Issa was an important comnaéoentre, its exports were limited

to a small catchment area. This would suggest that the bulk of trade was still relatively
localised, with the distribution of goods small and in areas both Greek and lllyrian. This also
draws additional light on the Issan appeals that appear in some of the written sot¥fces.
Appian in particular notes that Issa appealed to Rome when Agron threatened the rest of the
Adriatic with his fleet; based on previous Ardiaei targets in the Southern Adriatic, this
presumably woulthave been areas further north. If Issaean trade was regional and concentrated
on the central Adriatic, the greater Ardiaean focus on areas further north in the Adriatic would

have put greater pressure on Issaean regional trade.

The evidence neverthelesashlimitations, especially in the geographic range of the
vessels that have been fou@hathiahave been predominantly found in the Southern Adriatic,
with some examples from the central Adriatioc
totheconclusn t hat the Southern part of the Eastert
ltaly and Owestern Greeceéunli ke the centra
mai nl and Greece are scarce and ar%d@Fwter far o
archaeol ogi cal evidence for the central Adri
island of Lestov@d®® Amphorae have been found in two locations on the island, the first group
dated from the Bronze Age t ohiltop @andthe secondAge a
dated from the early to late Hellenistic period and found on the south slope of the hill.
Amphorae from the first group were of the Graétatic type, consisting of Corinthian B and
Lamboglia 2 vases; those from the secondgmupi uded bl ack gl c$ayfor ag!

vases, a fewsnathiafragments and sherds from Issaean f3§Some correlation can be seen

204see Appendix (Fig. 5.).

205 gGnathia and Related Hellenistic Waie 41.

208Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7., Dio CassiuRoman Historyl2. 49.

20’Mi gGnathia and Related Hellenistic Waig 63.

208 estovo is an island off the Dalmatian coast, approximately 60km South East of Issa.

29, pella Casa, B. Bass, T Katwunaril, B. Kirigin and
settlement, topography and maritime conneAtions on Le
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between the findings on Lestovo and those of the Southern Adriatic; Corinthian vases being
prominent in the precedingepod and Issaean pottery afhathiavases emerging in the
Hellenistic period. Although there is a lack of evidence from the Northern Adi@iathia

have proven informative about trade networks in the Central and Southern Adriatic; trade with
Southernitaly being particularly important ta consideration ofilyrian piracy in the Third
Century BCthat will be covered in the next chapt@nathiawere the first type of ware from
Southern Italy to be widely distributed from its main area of production; the late Apulian red
figure vases which influence@nathia were rarely exported outside of Apufd. Whilst
evidence for trade between Southern Itahyl the East Adriatic coast can be informative, the
exporting of this type of ware was still in relative infancy during tHe&C&ntury BC. It is in

this context of greater exporting from Southern Italy to the Eastern Adriatic coast iff the 3
Century BCthat lllyrian piracy needs to be considered. The impact of piracy on these

burgeoning trade networks would have been greater than in previous periods.

The types ofGnathiathat have been catalogueminochoaj pelikai and skyphoiare
often used in the presvation and consumption of wid&: Earlier Greek amphorae found in
the region, predominantly Corinthian B and Lamboglia 2 vessels, are also indicative of a trade
in perishable goods, particularly wine. Kay has noted that these vessels most likely carried
wine, although olive oil is another possibilf{?. Strabo notes that on both seaboards of the
Adriatic, the olive and the vine flourished, although the lllyrians had not effectively taken
advantage of it on account of ignorance and piracy; an absencevafdhe the mountainous
and northern regions of lllyria is also notéélAlthough obviously an example of a pejorative
Sstereotype against the 11 lyrian peopl e, St
resources of olives and wine to both seaboardbefcentral and southern Adriatic. Wine
consumption as a motif also features on bronze Greek coinage from a coin hoard on Pharos
dated from the lat¢®8Century and early"® Century BC214The feature of this motif on coinage
may be suggestive of the impance of the industry to the local economy or culture. Kay has

further highlighted the importance of the wine trade for the Adriatic and has suggested that a

Connecting Sea: Maritime Interaction in Adtic Prehistory (BAR International Series 203©@xford, 2009), p.
122,

210Mi gGnathia and Related Hellenistic Waig 15.

211For more details on these different typeofathiavessels, sekli  §Gnathia and Related Hellenistic Ware
pp. 314. An exampleof an imported southern Italigrelikefrom the 3¢ Century BC can be seen in the
Appendix (Fig. 2.)

2P Kay,Rome 6 s Ec on o (f@xford, R0d4), p.l1142t i o n

213strabo,Geographyr. 5.

214Coins from this coin hoard are shown in the Appendix (Fig. 4.).
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boom occurred in the export of Italian wine in the Adriatic in the Second and First centuries
BC 2% This would suggest that the better securing of Southern Adriatic trade routes by the
Roman Republic enabled an even greater export culture to flourish. The construction of the Via
Egnatia by the end of the Second Century BC, connecting Dyrrachium totByazamould

have enhanced trade routes across the Otranto Straits and the Balkan peninsula, suggesting a
Roman desire to secure and enhance trade in the region. It is certainly not clear what sort of
goods may haveventuallybeen pirateéh the Third Century BOnor can the material evidence
inform on such matters. Nevertheless, the evidence is suggestive that a promising trade in wine
and the accoutrements of its consumption was present iff tBergury BC, accounting for a

good portim of the cargo vessels that have been found. Subsequently, if the lllyrian pirates
were seizing cargo, vessels used in the preservation and consumption of wine were an

important component of the cargo that was extant during the period.

Furthermore, additizal material evidence to inform on the nature of Adriatic trade can
be found by examining the distribution of Roman coinage in the Eastern Adriatic. This is most
commonly examined by looking at Adriatic coin hoards. Derow has noted a Roman bronze
coin hoad at Mazin, likely dated from the*entury BC, although he notes that the bronze
coins were valued more for their metal content than the fact that they were Réfndence
of Adriatic bronze coinage is not solely evident for Roman coinage. Evans inoted
archaeological study of the region that the
l'ifed did not accurately reflect his findir
coinage existing at Rhizon, Scodra, Lissos and thefif#@aros, and even among the mainland
tribe of the Daorsi, is itself a proof that more commercial interests were developing among the
aborigines of *Reyadaldrhasi asseasé¢ed. t hat O man
Byllis, Scodra, and Amantiaglgan to issue bronze coins in the third century B.C.E., another
indication of e2thiswonid suggest g theeexoindmic sithiation in the
Adriatic did not change dramatically with the introduction of Roman coinage. Dzino has
asserted thanh contrast to the Northern Adriatic, evidence for coinagherSouthern Adriatic

is more useful due to the greater number of lllyrian tribes who minted their own coins in the

’kay,Romeds Econompild2. Revol uti on

2%, S. Der ow,PhaedixVat 287rNp.@.r(1223)) pp. 126. Mazin is located inland from the coast

in the Northern Adriatic, around 45 miles No#fast of Zadar.

2"Evans Ancient lllyria: An ArchaeologicaExploration p. 43.

2%Royal, o6l lyrian CoasRabD9ER®pl prattBdn Beegahasmo(20@7 Ay
example of a Greek bronze coinage hoard from the same period.
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area?'® Whilst this coinage is informative of the greater economic power ah8oulllyrian
tribes, it cannot effectively inform on Adriatic trade. Crawford has stressed the limited use of

coinage in informing on Adriatic trade based on the lack of strong evidence;

060Trade across t he -tiird centumytanddhe iot-érét eept@ywas h e  mi
not conducted with coinage as an object of trade. On the other hand, there is a fair amount of
evidence throughout this period for the movement of isolated pieces across the Adriatic, mostly
pieces of low value; they cannotberegardesl i n any sense objects of
evidence is worth recalling, in order to set it beside the evidence of Polybius for trade across
the Starits of Otranto, interference with which by lllyrian privateers was regarded by Polybius

as provokingh e Romans into figh®#¥i ng the First 111y

As such, the distribution of coinage does not present strong enough evidence to
effectively inform on Adriatic trade. The variety of coin hoards across the Adriatic iri%the 3
Century BC feature a varietyf coinage from Greek, Roman and lllyrian sources, with the
majority found in the Central and Southern Adriatic. The lack of Roman coinage duririg) the 3
Century BC across the Eastern Adriatic limits whatever inference can be drawn. Nevertheless,
the predminance of coin hoards with lllyrian and Greek coinage in the Central and Southern
Adriatic highlights the importance of commercial contacts in the region durindtbenBury
BC.

lllyria and Macedon

Relations between lllyrians and the KingdomMécedon traditionally followed an
inconsistent pattern, fluctuating between affability and hostility. This is reflected in the earliest
reference to such relations in Thucydides' account of the Battle of Lyncestis in 423 BC. The
account details the hiringf lllyrian mercenaries by the Macedonian king only for them in turn
to betray the Macedonians and switch sfdédhe hiring of lllyrian mercenaries is well
attested in antiquity, most particularly by Macedon. Eckstein describes their use as a 'strategic
tool' for Macedonian rulers to employ and asserts that the Antigonids had long been in the habit

of using lllyrians as mercenary troops before 231°B@s mentioned earlier in thehaptey

21%Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicspp. 301.

220M. H. Crawford,Coinage and Money under the Roman Republic: Italy and the Mediterranean Economy
(Berkeley, 1985), pp. 223.

22IThucydidesThe Peloponnesian Wt 1245.

222Fckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 65.
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economic opportunities for lllyrians through much of antiquity heehdimited. In addition to

the allure of piracy for economic gain on the coast, the trade of mercenary soldiery may have
been an appealing job opportunity for lllyrians also. The use of lllyrian mercenaries by
Macedon and the unstable nature of suchicgiatcontinued into the period being considered

in this thesis, with the association of Scerdilaidas with Macedon. Polybius asserts that
Scerdilaidas was moved to betray Philip V over a lack of payment and subsequently made
attacks on Macedonian territof$? lllyrian and Macedonian alliances throughout antiquity
were thus short lived and tended to be founded on financial rather than cultural, social or
political reasoning. As a result, the alliances tended to be volatile; dependent on the financial
agreemenholding water and the absence of a higher bidder. Dzino notes that 'the rivalry of
Macedonian and lllyrian kings made this alliance more frequently a theory rather than a
practice and never a matter of serious trouble for the RoRfASslbsequently, anyeér that

the Romans may have had toaditional links between the two entities was balanced by the
volatility of such links. lllyrian and Macedonian relations and potential allegiances or hostilities

were dependent on their respective interests; intetestt®ome could try and appeal to.

The existence of Il lyrian and Macedoni an
in the First and Second lllyrian Wars have caused some debate over their implications on
Romeds outl ook. T h etionse 15 ipalteutadyewedk @and arty hesudtieg r e | &
allegiances forged were not directed against Rome. lllyrian involvement in the battles of
Medion in 231 BC and Sellasia in 222 BC have drawn questions regarding the nature of
associations between the lllyriariets and the Macedonian state. Polybius notes that Agron at
Medion had been induced by a Macedonian bribe to fight the Aetolians as Demetrius Il was
preoccupied? In similar fashion to earlier allegiances, the key elements were a Macedonian
payment for a mrcenary force and a shaerm alliance. Demetrius' role at Sellasia in 222 BC
has received greater attention in the secondtasature, however. Wilkes asserts that an
alliance of the Macedonians and lllyrians was revived at Sellasia, presumablgfaisog
that an alliance had existed at MedféhCoppola has furthered this by arguing that Polybius'
use of the termi i ¢ ¢ Usedengpnstrative of a formal alliance existing between the two
states?’ Walbank agrees that Demetrius had allied himself witbédan, but he makes a clear

distinction between the formal members of the Hellenic Alliance and those personally allied to

223polybius,Histories5. 95.

224Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Pdtics 229BGADGS, p. 45.
22polybius,Histories?2. 2.

225jilkes, The lllyrians p. 162.

22icoppola,Demetrio di Farg p. 58; PolybiusHistories?2. 65.

Page48of 181



Antigonus as king, of which Demetrishould be includeéf®The wording from P
passage is indeed indicative of an alliance between the two entities, but more needs to be said
of the termi g ¢ ¢ .Oledeldm is used generally to refer to an alliance and its literal meaning

of 'fighting together' provides a piular military context for the allegiance. Sholten in this
regard has described the arrangement as a Macedonian and lllyrian 'ad hoc #ifidinee'.
alliance itself was based on the personal allegiance of the two leaders and was forged out of a
military need. As such, the alliance may well have been more of a temporary arrangement.
Macedon at no point came to the aid of Demetrius during the Second lllyrian War, merely
allowing him amnesty after his defeat. Eckstein adds to this by notinthéhdllowing year,
Demetrius and Scerdilaidas raided Pylos, a Macedonian ally through its membership of the
Achaean Leagu®® As such, early lllyrian and Macedonian alliances seem makeshift affairs,
forged primarily for the requirements and purposes of military cagnpaRoman concerns for

the potential emergence of such alliances was subsequently more prominent in the context of
war; an issue that would become increasingly important with the greater Roman involvement

in the eastern Adriatic in thé“Tentury BC.

These concerns regarding the formation of a Macedonian and lllyrian alliance were
most pronounced during the concurrent Roman campaigns against Perseus and Genthius.
Polybius describes the allegiance as a friendship and alliance between the two statessand not
that the agreement came into force on the payment of three hundred talents to Genthius and an
exchange of hostagé¥. Whilst the terminology used by Polybius is indicative of a more
formal alliance, the importance in the agreement of a Macedonian patyntieatllyrian king
is once more reflective of the importance of the sterh military context. Appian has
however stressed Roman concerns over Perseus' strong position and the further reinforcement
of his position through alliancé®’ Derow has pointedo the potential serious threat that
Genthius may have posed the Romans, albeit one which never matefi&iBgdyping up
the threat posed by the alliance of Perseus and Genthius, Appian is able to place the Romans

in greater peril and in doing so fuethstress Rome's great success in the campaign in defeating

223Nalbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volume! 275.

229). B. SholtenThe Politics oPlunder: Aitolians and their Koinon in the Early Hellenistic era: 2787 BC
(London, 2000), p. 152.

23%Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 65.

231polybius,Histories29. 3.

232Appian,Macedonian Affairéragment 11.

3% S, Derow, 'Rome, the Fall of Macedon and the Sack of Corinth' in A. E. Astin and F.W. Walbank (eds.),
The Cambridge Ancient History Volume VIII: Rome and the Mediterranean to 183d3abridge, 1989), p.

315.
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both rulers. Once more the lack of a Macedonian payment to their lllyrian ally caused
considerable tension in the allegiance between the two FifeFhis again demonstrates the
important threads/hich held such alliances together. During the prelude to the conflict, Rome
had sought on multiple occasions to consolidate theiepising relations with Genthi#s®
Genthius was playing his cards close to his chest, hoping to secure a preferafglereeran

for himself. The Romans were perhaps acutely aware of this, and the importance of their

diplomatic ties in the region, in their intervention in the Third Illyrian War.

The growing involvement of Rome in lllyrian affairs increased gl@®political
importance of the Romans to the lllyriams.this context, Illyria operated as a geopolitically
inferior or weaker entity in the process of diplomacy with Rome. Eckstein, in applying Realist
international r el at iweakes stated reaa bregn seeking the psotectiens s e d
of stronger states against dangerous local threats for centuries in the Gregkamadrfdr that
matter i n the West er n ?Metle ahagchic system anrplaca befone ¢hé | 0 .
establishment of Roman hegemony, weaker entities such as lllyria would act out- of self
maximisation, seeking the protection of stronger neighbours due to security concerns. In this
regard, lllyrianleaderswvere nore inclined to seek the protection of Rome, whose geopolitical
status was on the ris&ckstein however proceeds to question why the weaker states he
examined, namely Rhodes, Pergamon, Egypt and Athens sought accommodation with Rome
rather than the Maced@ns or Seleucid®’ The situation in lllyria however worked
differently, with lllyrian leaders caught between Rome and Macedon for their support. In this
environment, lllyrian rulers could effectively bargain for the best deal possible with either rival
s ronger entity. Wi lkes has stressed that o6f
(Pleuratus) profited from the hostility between Rome and Macedonia, but matters were to turn
out very differ &hatHoygh Geathius hnd Bieatsisemployesl siffererd .
strategies in dealing with the Romans during this period, the growing importance of their
dealings with Rome reflected the increasing geopolitical importance of Rome to lllyria. As
shall be discussed later in the thesis, the Bskabent of Roman hegemony in the region
ensured that lllyrian geopolitics were centred around Rome, whose status in the region

challenged and eventually superseded tribal geopolitical structures and Macedonian influences.

Z%p|ytarch Life of Aemilius Paullug3.

23 jvy, ab urbe condita#2. 29. and 42. 37.
238 ckstein Rome Enters the Greek Egst 219.
2 bid.

233Wilkes, The lllyrians p. 171.
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lllyrian Kings

PreRoman lllyriawas a region known for its kings and the Greek sources often refer

to the existence of a o6king of the 1l lyrians
the preRoman peri od, stressed that Oowhen a Gree
lyri ans® or as O6king of Il lyriansdéd, he was usi

that he ruled over some lllyrian tribes, and not in a specific sense to indicate that he ruled over
one particul ar 2 Atvhreus tnesn stbry, Isbrle yofr theaentdbal
kingdoms rose to preminence and acquired the label amongst our sotfit@he kings
referred to by the title are more plentiful in the ancient historical sources for the period being
considered in this thesis, rather thaageding periods. This may be due to the greater historical
coverage of the lllyrians during this period, or it could be due to the greater power exercised
by Agron from his predecessors. Polybius notes that Agron possessed a greater land and
maritime powe than any previous lllyrian kinéf! In either case, the prominence of the kings

of the period being considered in this thesis is noteworthy, especially in relation to previous

periods where few examples emerge of especially powerful and significant kings.

For later rulers during the period covered in the thesis, the terminology used to describe

their status is more compl ex. The most refe
1 lyriad or O6King of the |11 ydeinachdoafs arastie af f c
uncertain i f Genthius was a king of the Ardi

of Scerdilaidas was at the same time a period of transition of power from the Ardiaei to the

L a b e &% Green, @n the other hand, assethat Pleuratus ruled the Ardiaei and his
successor was GenthitfS. Although the line of succession is uncertain, it is possible that
Scerdil aidas, Agrondés brother, was ruler of
ruled the Ardiaei; on theedth of the former, his son Pleuratus gaining control of both tribal
groups. The status of Demetrius of Pharos after being established in his position by the Romans

in the aftermath of the First lllyrian War has also caused debate in the scholarshim Appia

B2N. G. L. Hammond, 6The -K6 n gABnaunlofthe Britidh Sdhgorat Adhensi r ca. 40
Vol. 61 (1966), p. 241.

The following source citations are for Il lyrian rule
simply 6ki ng 6i:Bar®lisi Diadorus &icukisyibranBo€History16. 4.; PolybiusHistories38.

6.; Pleuriag Diodorus of Stulus,Library of History16. 93., Glaukia$ Plutarch Life of Pyrrhus3. 230 BC

onwards: Agrori Polybius,Histories2. 2., Scerdilaidas Livy, ab urbe condit&6. 24., Pleuratus Livy, ab

urbe condita38. 7., Genthius Polybius,Histories29. 3 pasieus; Livy, ab urbe condital0. 42.; Pliny,

Natural History25. 34.

241polybius,Histories2. 2.

242Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 53.

24E, S. GruenThe Hellenistic World and th@oming of Romé@_ondon, 1984), p. 419.
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describes Demetrius as Agronods | eade?* |

Polybius, by contrast, affords Demetrius no royal title, merely distinguishing him by his

location?* It is perhaps unsurprising that Polybius afford Demetrius with nal tdie, given
the hostility Polybius shows towards him in his accdthDio asserts that Demetrius had

become the déacto regent of the Ardiaei on account of the infant Pinnes, through his marriage

to the boyds ?nth dueh discrefamcyndoregst tha sources, it is perhaps

Pl

unsurprising that modern scholars have preferred to use a more generic term to describe

A

Demetriusd status. Dzi no, Del | and Gruen

Demetrius?*®Whilst this more generic ti is largely appropriate, it nevertheless carries certain

hayv

assumptions. Dell notes that a dynast had certain expectations amongst his people to engage in

warfare (especially raiding as an 11l lyrian

membershipoh oO0dy#Astygodch, the generic term 6ruler

Demetrius of Pharos, who was appointed by the Romans to his status (his status on Pharos

under Agron, as Ol eader 6, i's mor e dioffaf i

dynasty.

cul t

An important source of evidence for lllyrian kings has been coinage, although a lack

of exampledor lllyrian kings during the periotias limited the inference that can be drawn

from the evidencelhe only examples of coimainted by an lllyrian kindor the period being

considered in this thesis are for Genthius. Wilkes has noted that among the 131 tombs of a late

third and early secahcenturies BC cemetery of Gostilj, several coins issued during the reign

of Genthius and after his deposition werefodflGe nt hi usd coi nage has f ¢

of archaeological findings from Scodra; the coins depicting him in profile wishCag G a U

(obverse) and usually a light lllyrian vessel (most probaldyyas frevefse)f>*Ga gel Ko's

has noted that the vessel on the reverse of the coin could be indicative of a strong maritime

power?%? This is certainly possible, although a maritime motif wasomrmon feature on

244pppian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7.

245polybius,Histories3. 16.

248bid. Polybius highlights the ingratitude and temerity of Demetrius, who had forgotten the former kindness
afforded to him by the Romans.

24Dio CassiusRoman Historyl2. 53 (preserved in Zonaras 8. 20.).

248Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 180.; GruenThe Hellenistic World and theéoming of Romep. 369.;

H. J. Del I, 6 De met r i u sHishofia: Zeiksehriftfis Alta Gedchichté/el. 19 Mot Ir i an  War 6
(1970), pp. 367.

24bid.

250wilkes, Thelllyrians, pp. 1689.

2lEvans,Ancient lllyria: An Archaeological Exploratigmpp. 2945.; Wilkes, The lllyrians pp. 178179.

%2\, Gagel Kos, OFrom Agron to Genthius: Large Scale F

(eds.),| Greci in Adriatio (Rome, 2002)p. 152.
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lllyrian coinage. The U g GasUa welknown Macedonian fishing hat, but it also had
connotations by this time with the IIllyrians
2"d Century BC comedyTrinummus where a swindler enters the stage complete with an
enormouss U g ;0Chdimides comments on his appearance noting that he has the look and
countenance of an lllyrian and that his head appears like a giant mushroom on account of the
enormity of the brimmedat®*Dzi no notes that the o611 1 yrianr
would have been well known to the audieftt is thus likely that the look was synonymous

with lllyrians as well as Macedonians by the time Genthius inherited the tiGomen t hi us 0
political status in lllyria however has come into question regarding the possible centralisation

of his Kkingdom. Dzino has suggested that Ger
introduce a greater central i s adl ofaMacdadaniarhi s Kk
k i n g dowith the availability of coinage availablehis is entirely possible; minting coins

on this scale would be indicative of a stronger centralised governrgrniink made however

bet ween Genthius©6 s tMgadedonionfiorekenuoug.s hi p and t hat

The notion of Genthiusdé centrali smigedi on of
debatein the literature Livy asserts that Genthius was organising marauders to conduct
Adriatic piracy and that Issaean envoys had come b#fer8enate to plead their case against
Genthius?® Gruen stresses that it cannot be determined how veracious the account is, or how
much Rome believed it, but highlights the target of piracy being itrBy contrast,Ga ¢ e |
Kos has stressed that Genthiwsa s n 0 t able to control his su
impossible to conclude whether or not the Issaean allegations weré&3¥&sdybius asserts
t hat upon Genthiusdéd ascensi on, t he Dal mati a
nondescript time. The context that this passage appears in Polybius is to events in 158 BC
referring back to the reign of Genthius and subsequéntinnot be accurately determined
when the action took place. It would nevertheless indicate a lack of central authority from
Genthius, and this may explain his desire to centralise the government of his kingdom. Dzino
notes that the Issaeans may havenbbebbying at Rome against Genthius, on account of their
hostilities with him?*® Once more this may well be true; the potency of envoys and their

25%plautus,Trinummust. 2. Lines 910.

2D, Dzéilnlol,yrdi ansd i n an c iDialbguesa histareoanaieanydl. i 4CNo.Ri(20ketp ur s e 6,
p. 57.

255Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicspp. 545.

259 jvy, ab urbecondita40. 42 and 42. 26.

257Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome419.

BGagel Kos, 6From Agron to Gentpgpilb2d.: Large Scale Pira
25Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 56.
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complaints was noted in the Second Century BC, especially in their conflicts with Macedon.

The suggestion of knk between Genthius and Perseus in this context may have given more
credence for Rome of their caush et her or not the greater C
governmentcan be determined from the written accounts or extant coiisagéficult to

ascertair. The minting of coins nevertheless reflects operations on a grand scale, and with a
lack of extant examples of coinage from eakiagsin the periodit is indicative of the greater

scale of operations being conducted by Genthius during his reign.

The rise of the Ardiaei

It is important to also consider at this stage the importance of the emergence of the
Ardiaean kingdom to the geopolitical landscape during the period being considered in this
thesis and the implications of this on the subsequentaRonterventions. The importance of
the emergence of the Ardiaei was first attested by Polybius, who noted that Agron had at his
disposal, a greater land and maritime power than any previous lllyriart§Ulgris power
became manifest by the lllyrian vicyoover the Aetolian League in 231 B€.Wilkes has

highlighted the importance of this victory over a famed league of Greek city states, asserting

that it o6écaused %4E cskesntseaitn omo wenv eGr eheacse 6not e d
goingback 150y@er s: whenever Greek states on the |11
and/ or political weaknes g3Hamnnmwoeddocensentdsbmewfas | |

these occurrences, including Bardylis in theGentury BC taking advantage of Macedmn

and Epirotic weaknesses, and Glaukias taking advantage of Molossian weaknesses in the early
39 Century BC?®** Pol ybi usd statement, especially in
aforementioned kings alluded to by Hammond, appears hyperbolic. Thiserdyehto the
Aetolian bias in Polybiusd account. Wal bank
predominantly Greek and the o6énar?Bhedrigmal i s st
Greek source material would likely ovestimate the impa of the Ardiaean emergence on

account of the shock it caused in Greece and Polybius would have likely relished the

260polybius,Histories2. 2.

261 bid.

262\ilkes, The lllyrians p. 158.

263gckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East, p. 34.

%N, G. L. Hammond, &éThe -K6 n gHBheAansualiofrthe Britidh Bahookat Athensc a. 4 0
Vol. 61 (1966), pp. 253.

26%Walbank,A Historical Commentary on PolytsuVolume ] p. 153.
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opportunity to highlight this downturn in Aetolian fortunes. Beaumont has however argued that
the statement by Polybius is unequivocal amdicates that Agron was the first ruler on the
eastern Adriatic coast to have an organised maritime p&fvaithough the growth of an
lllyrian power along the coast had some historical precursors, what was particularly important
to Ardiaean power that s#tte kingdom apart, was their coastal position on the Adriatic and
their ability to take advantage of t hat el
transformation of lllyrian piracy from disorganised sorties aimed at procuring foodstuffs to
somethingl i ke | arge scal e r ai #sTheaAnlideani pirates weree n t i
operating on a scale not previously seen. As shall be further discussed in the next chapter,
instances of piracy from the evidence prior to 231 BC were sporadic, and poorlyaidedm
at bestwhilst the Ardiaean raids were conducted on a greater scale.

Moreover, the emergence of the Ardiaean power in the eastern Adriatic should be seen
in relation to the concurrent collapse of the Epirote monarchy. The capteh®enice, a key
settlement in the newly formed Epirote League, encouraged greater Ardiaean activity in the
region?%® Having taken Phoenice, the lllyrians targeted Epidamnus, Apollonia and Corcyra in
the lonian Gulf® These targets have particular stratégiportance for the Southern Adriatic;
control over these sites gave the lllyrians a strong power base North and South of the Otranto
Straits. Moreover, these cities, as discussed earlier, were sites of prosperous trade and were
vulnerable with the declinen Epirote power; an all too appealing target for lllyrian raiding.
The collapse of the Epirote monarchy created a power vacuum in the region, which the lllyrians
sought to take advantage Bftkstein has assertedtihahi s const i t ut gcdl an oI
e x p a n’® The soflapse of the hegemonic in the region of Epirus, the Epirote monarchy
created a geopolitical imbalance; this imbalance created an opportunity for the Ardiaei to

undertake this geopolitical expansion.

Subsequent diplomatic relatiorbetween the lllyrians and the Epirotes need to be
considered however, the implications of these has raised debate amongst modern scholars.

Gruen has argued that these relations-took t

®Beaumont, O6Greek Influence in the Adriatic Sea befor
®Dell, 6The Origin and Nature of Illlyrian Piracyd, pp
268pglybius,Histories?2. 5., Appian]llyrian Wars 3. 2. 7. Appian notes that the Ardiagiptured a part of

Epirus, which one can assume refers to Phoenice.

26%Polybius,Histories2. 5-6., Appian,lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7. Appian included Pharos in the Ardiaean

acquisitions.

21%eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 35.
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raiding Ardiaeitras i t i oned from édbuccane®iThiscanbeseeas pect
in the sources which indicate a shift from raiding to more conventional forms of warfare in
naval battles and sieg&%.Gruen however furthers this by arguing that the Ardiaei inBX29

were drawn by the prospect of a renewed 1 nve
maj or p o we’fGrien pethap$ dversates the importance of Greek conquest for the
Ardiaei. The passage of Polybius is particularly untrustworthy; Walbatés that it is largely

an annalistic version of events and the interview later in the passage bears strong hallmarks of
Rome oOfighti ng t2¢Byalevatingtiee importanceuof Greek) riguest for

the Ardiaei, the annalistic tradition couldegent Greece as greatly imperilled by the lllyrians

and in need of an avenging force to protect them. The most direct and potent Ardiaean threats

to Greece were conducting a year earlier, with raids as far south as the southern Peléffonnese.
Teuta,inPoftbi usé6 account becomes more deter mined
spoils taken from the Ardiaean capture of Phoefiit&he immediate subsequent actions of
Ardiaean pirates however, in attacking Italian traders is suggestive of broader Aghbaéan

than those exclusively set on Greece.

Roman Activity in the Adriatic

In examining thenitial Roman interventions iflllyria, it is important to posit these in
the wider context of Roman activity in the Adriataring the Third Century BCIn the
aftermath of the Pyrrhic War, the Romans sought to consolidate their position over Magna
Graecia, and, in particular, Southern Italy. ltngortant to consider the implications of the
foundation of a Latin colony atrBndisium in 244 B. Eckstein has noted that the foundation
of the colony was indicative of O0senatori al
rather than concerns over the emergence of a powerful Ardiaeaf’ SEtkstein is correct to
dismiss the credibility of Roman concerns over the Ardiaean state, but more needs to be stated
regarding the aforementioned escalation of Ardiaean activity in the aftermath of the foundation

21Gruen,The Hellenistic Wdd and the Coming of Romg. 364.
2?polybius,Histories2. 9-10.; Appian lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7.
213Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome364.
2"Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumesp. 1589.
25polybius,Histories2. 5.; Plutarchl.ife of Cleomenes0. 6.
27%polybius, Histories 2. 8.

2 bid.
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of the colony rather than the preceding peribde importance of Brudisium as the major
Roman port of embarkation to the East is well attested in antiquity, but specific mention should
be made here of its immediate importance to the Roman interventions under consideration.
Cassius Dio makes specific mention of Brundisiusntlae port from which the maltreated
Italian traders sailed and Polybius notes that troops sent across in the consequent campaign
sailed from Brundisium’® Harris howeverhas stressed that the foundation of the Roman
colony was demonstrative of Romgtewing ambition over Italy's south eastern coastal waters
whilst Fronda has maintained that the measure was primarily taken to better secure Roman
control over Magna Graecf&’ The location of Brundisium's port overlooking the Otranto
Strait, gave Brundisim strategic positioning for a short Adriatic crossing and it also served to
improve trade links with the Southern Adriatic. As has been discussed, trade in the Southern
Adriatic was diverse and prosperous and the foundation of Brundisium could be wedafati

a greater Roman desire to become involved in this tfdaeimpact of attacks on Italian traders

in the Southern Adriatic would have been exacerbated by the foundation of the Latin colony
and the extension of the Appian Way. Brundisium offeredoagtnatural harbour that would

have encouraged trade across the Adriatic and through the strengthened link to Rome and
Campania provided by the Appian Way, reverberations in trade disruption could have extended

beyond the vicinity of South Eastern Italy.

Romeb6s primary concern in the HNuaheotheer n Ad
hand was in dealing with the tribes of Cisalpine Gaul and in settlingdeeGallicus?® The
written historical accounts for these events are particularly dramatibi@®l in discussing
the gathering together of Gallic forces in 231 BC describes a great anxiety in Rome and harkens
back to the events of 390 BC and the Gallic sack of R8hitlutarch presents an even more
dramatic scene in hisfe of Marcellus where Rman panic is such that two Greeks and two
Gauls are buried alive and mysterious and s
memory of these victim&2Whether or not the panic in Rome reached such a level is dubious,
especially considering that a IBainvasion did not materialised until the 220s. Nevertheless,
the idea of a large Gallic army invading Italy may well have conjured up the evocative sack of

2®Djo CassiusRoman Historyl2.49; PolybiusHistories2.11.

2"®Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z01BC p. 197; M. P. Frond&etween Rome

and Carthage: Southern Italy during the Second Punic {\Gambridge, 2010), p. 26.

2Theager Gallicus | i terally o6Field of the Gaulsd was a regiol
north of Picenum. The area was captured from the Senones Gadsgiarly 3 Century BC and settled by the

Romans in 232 BC with the passage ofltheFlaminia

281polybius,Histories2. 223.

282P|utarch Life of Marcellus3. 4.
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Rome in 390 BC. The scene presented in Plutarch is reminiscent of an episode in Livy,
recallingthe burying alive of two unchaste vestal virgins during the Second Punic War as a
means of purifying the city and restoring confidence amongst the public after the disastrous
defeat at Cannaé2 Although it is difficult to determine the veracity of such etge the

dramatic tone is utilised to hyperbolically present the panic and anxiety that such events may
have caused for the Roman populatiBankin notes that in the campaign against the Gauls,
6the fighting was savage, ea@utane cahnotdawe seemBdb ma n
certain"?84 The mustering of a large army to deal with the Gallic threat is indicative of the
primacy of this concern for the Roma®3This in turn raises questions about the sending of a
large army, in such a context, acrossthAdr i ati ¢ to deal with the
features an immediate jump between the events of 231 BC (2.22) and 225 BC (2.23). The
urgent enrolling of legions on both occasions would suggest that the initial army that was
enrolled was disbandetmetime in the interim 6 yead®.Although an uncertainty over when

the Gauls may have attacked must have persisted, the gap of six years would have presented
an opportunity for Rome to send a large army across the Adriatic. This would have been
particulaly apparent with the large number of troops already enrolled in Italy in preparation

for a potential campaign against the Gauls.

Rome 6 s s e agerlGallicgpvas d mote Ipreactivgeopoliticalstep undertaken
by the RomarRepublic butwas carried out for a variety of reasons other than purely out of a
desire to exert greater control over the Northern Adriatic. Feig Vishnia has argued that the
settlers of theger Gallicusmay have been thoseaatked by the lllyrian pirates in the build
up to the First lllyrian War. Feig Vishnia asserts that maritime transportation was the most
preferable means of transporting the persons and cargo to the area, with Arminium and
Brundisium suggested as possihbrbours for the execution of the operation; the cargo and
persons themselves being particularly tempting to lllyrian pifdfeAlthough maritime
transport would have potentially been easier, the location of Brundisium in Southern Italy
ensured that it wasounter intuitive to settling Roman citizens in the North. The tendency for

ships to traverse the eastern seaboard of the Adriatic presents further difficulties in this

28Livy, ab urbe condit22. 57. Polybius does not include this event, merely noting despair and tremendous
alarm over an impending Carthaginian attack on the city. (Polybius, Histories 3. 118.).

284D, Rankin,Celts and the Classical Wor{tlondon, 1987), p. 113.

28polybius,Histories2. 223.

28 bid.

28R, Feig VishniaState, Society and Popular Leaders in NRdpublican Rome 24167 BC(New York,

1996), p. 21.
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analysis?® Thelex Flaminiawas highly controversial at the time; the passage ofalvehbs

been seen as an early example of land reform and Polybius blamed Flaminius for instigating

the conflict with the Gaul&® Walbank has noted that the hostility in the account towards

FIl aminius is exaggerated and( Flseeneimsi utsaod ) r esfel
opponents transmitt &dThetahtionoaf getllingRheger @adlicusPi ct or
through theex Flaminiawas ameans by which Rome could extend its geopolitical control

over the Northern Adriatic. Walbank has stated tBagrtainly Flaminius is subsequently
associated with a pol i c¥Altbdughea preactivestepy Romanf No r
motivation was not directed at gaining greater naval control over the Northern Adriatic, but

was motivated by the internal potisi of land reform and to gain greater control over Northern

ltaly.

It is furthermore important to consider the contextual importance of the Roman
campaigns against the Histrians in tffea®id 29 Centuries BGas they relate to this extension
of Roman geopolitical expansioAs mentioned earlier, Dzino divides the Roman operations
into two sectors, the Northern Adriatic and the Southern Adriatic, with Histria being an area
located in the formet®? The campaigras such, has been observed in the context of the Roman
campaigns in Northern ltaly. Sampson has recently suggested that the Histrian campaign
provided an important bridge between the two theatres for the Romans with Istria serving as
an important area tcesure for wider Adriatic security concerf¥$ Evidence for the Roman
campaign against the Histrians, however, is limited and not particularly informative. Dio makes
a brief reference to a campaign of subjugation in the region whilst Eutropius has provided a
justification for the war in Histrian piracy directed against Roman grain $Miptarris has
noted the similarities between Eutropius' cause of the war and the origins of the First lllyrian

War although he notes that the aggression shown by Rome indtimaiicampaign is more

28The notion that transport vessels would sail up the western seaboard or across the Adriatic -@nbsothe

Sea is prolematic. Pirate ships moreover that were carrying out significant and profitable raids off the eastern
seaboard would be unlikely to traverse the Adriatic.

28%polybius,Histories2. 21.

20Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volume! 193. Seeals M. Gel zer, & R°mi sche
Fabius PictorHermesVol. 68 No. 2 (1933), p. 150.

2)Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumen! 193.

292Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politics p. 62. Dzino al so suggest®f that a 0j

Pharos and the Histrians led to the Second lllyrian War. Ibid. p. 52.
293G, C. SampsorRRome Spreads her Wings: Territorial Expansion between the Punic(Gfaxgdon, 2016),

E)J)4|.3176177.

io CassiusRoman Histonpreserved in Zonaras 8. 20; Eutropiébridgement of Roman Histo8y 7.

Pageb9of 181



striking 2% Given the lack of evidence of the campaign in other sources, Eutropius is perhaps
attempting to link the two events to further the issue of Adriatic piracy. Nevertheless, a desire
to better secure Adriatic shipping apgedan be evident once again suggesting the issue's
importance to the Roman Republic during the period. The effect of Histrian piracy on the trade
of grain in the Northern Adriatic is hard to effectively ascertain. Dell has asserted that the grain
ships mushave been moving North from Italy to support the Roman armies in Cisalpine Gaul
and that the ships may have moved towards the eastern Adriatic shore for greatéf®safety.
Although the direction of travel is impossible to determine, this would be in litte the
traditional routes of travel mentioned earlier. Dell goes on to argue that the Roman grain ships
would have amounted t o an -bépgrates? Ratherthan being!l uabl
indicative of the grain trade in the Northern Adriatic, gheacy was targeted more directly
towards the functioning of the Roman army. This would have inspired a -stroregl response

from the Roman Republic.

Conclusion

The lllyrian geopolitical landscape prior to the Roman interventions was complex and
consised of a series of disparate communities, cultures and political enfitissgeopolitical
incoherence derived in part from the physical geography and topography of the region, which
shaped the political, economic and cultural outlooks of the variqumfiltribes As Dzino has
not ed, Opolitically the organisation of tho:
kinship structure, rather than in the development of more sophisticated institutionpatighe
or ki r%Greatardliversity existed regarding the economic and cultural outlooks of the
disparate lllyrian tribes. This diversity had a geographic distinction between the Northern and
Southern Adriatic. Contact betwe#lyrian communities in the Southern Adriatmd Greek
traders and settlers enabled a greater permeation of Hellenistic ideas, culture and goods into
the local lllyrian communities. By contrast, the lack of Greek contact with the Northern interior

2%Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Ronpe 199.

%64, J. Dell, o6Demet r i usHisofia: Zischrftfis Alta Gedchitht®/el. 19 Mot Ir i an War
(1970), pp. 355.

297 bid. p. 36.

2%Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicpp.378. Dzino additionally notes that 6t
kingdom, which underwent a significant social transformation in the period between the fourth and second

centuries BC, influenced by the impact of the HellendanHe | | eni sti ¢c worl d. 6
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ensured that these communities remained more classbciated with the land rather than the

sea, with Celtic influences rather than Hellenistic influences predominating. Wilkes has
asserted that apart from the | arger i sl an
inducement to Greek traders and ge | 2& Although evidence for trade conducted between
Greeks and lllyrians is limited, it is perhaps unsurprising that the extant evidence for trade is

overwhelmingly documented in the Southern and Central Adriatic.

This division had importantimplicatin s f or Romeds subsequent
Initial Roman interest and concerns were predominantly centred on the Southern Adriatic,
particularly relating to thenost extensivdrade routes and shortest crossing point of the
Adriatic of the OtrantoStraits.Roman activity in the Northern Adriatic at the onset of the
period being considered in this thesis was centred on security issues relating to Northern Italy.

The subsequent impact of Adriatic piracy on the trade being conducted across thenSouther

Adriatic had an i mportant bearing on Romeds
has noted, the Romans acted éin response to
intensifying Il 1lyrian exp aofshe enargy ovikKmg Agton oc c ur

and (i mportantl!l y) *Thesgeopottital exgassien ob first theplliyriaru s . 6
kingdom, and then the Romans in the region served to provide a greater geopolitical coherence

as the existence of more defined hegeimentities in the region changed the nature of lllyrian
geopolitical relations. As Dzino asserts, o]
Roman expansion affected the creation of ind
long-term saio-political entities, most of the groups of lllyricum might be an indigenous
response to RYThaeventa erengyenceofra ®oman hegemony over lllyria
ensured that Illyrian geopolitics was centred around Rome, which replaced the traglibahal

geopolitical and overarching Macedonian geopolitical structures.

29ilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalmaija 1112.
300 ckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 37.
301D zino, lllyricum in Roman Politicpg. 38.
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Chapter 31 The First lllyrian War

Introduction

The First lllyrian War marked the firshstance of Roman intervention east of the
Adriatic. The events of the Roman intervention and the surrounding issues related to the Roman
decisionmaking process have subsequently featured prominently in the coverage of these
events in the primary and sextary literatureFor Polybius and later authors influenced by his
work, the remarkable nature of Roman imperial expansion needed explaAatioentioned
previously in the thesis, the Roman intervention in the First lllyrian War served as an important
sd-piece in theHistories of Polybius in explaining the rise of Rome and the greater
6interconnectednessd TifwaGrhaak &omds Remaenmt aff
Polybius attached great importance to the ideagfe ~ &@ismet er conn esedtlied ne s s ¢
First lllyrian War as an important precursor to this developriférthe pretexts provided in
the ancient historical accounts for Romeds i
raised considerable discussion and debate amongst modemrsdhos chapter shall analyse
and evaluate the Roman decision to intervene in the First lllyrian War and carefully critique
the pretexts provided in the ancient historical accounts. This in turn will raise issues pertaining
to the Roman justification anchpacity for war which shall be examined to provide a fuller

consideration of the decisienaking process behind the Roman interventions in lllyria.

Debate in the modern scholarship on the Roman decision to intervene has subsequently
centred on thealidity of the pretexts provided by the ancient sources and overarching notions
of Roman imperialismThe ancient pretexts for the conflict centre around the murder of a
Roman ambassador as a result of a failed Roman embassy sent to the Ardiaean Qaig¥n Teu
Modern scholars have sought to attribute additional motivation behind the Roman intervention
to further explain the Roman decision to intervene. Eckstein has considered the Roman
interventiona r esponse to the vi,whusuahotenitoanaracteréut Adr i a
in its scalé**®Harris, on the other hand, has asser

opportunity to intervene there (in lllyria) once the acquisitions of the First Punic War had been

302polybius,Histories2. 2.

%, W. Wal bank, &Sy mpHistokesd: ilnt sF.r oW. e SéeciecdPapedisy IAlidiags. 0) ,
in Greek and Roman History and Historiogragil@ambridge, 1985), pp. 318

30%pPolybius,Histories2. 8., Appian lllyrian Wars3. 2. 7., Dio CassiuRoman Historyl2. 49.

305Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek East 32.
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put i n%Thesaladditiénal motivationse hi nd Romeds decision to
on important contextual phenomena in which the intervention took place. As mentioned in the
previous chapter, Roman interest in the Southern Adriatic was sparked by the escalation of
Ardiaean aggression ajak a result of geopolitical actions taken by Rome in the Adrtagc,
Romanswverebetter positioned to launch a campaign in lllyria. These contextual issues will be
considered in this chapter to provide a broad consideration of the underlying motigtloans

Romans in their intervention. The pretext provided by the ancient sources, the murder of a
Roman ambassador, definitively prompted Romans to acand served to shape the nature

and scope of Romebdés subsequatitt initial inter

The Construct of lllyrian Piracy

Piracy, together with the associated practices of banditry, raiding and plundering have
long traditions in the surviving historical record from antiquity. This subsection shall consider
the construct ofilyrian piracy and determine the validity of the association of the lllyrians with
the practiceOnce established, the escalation of Ardiaean piracy at the outset of the period
being considered in this thesis can be placed into proper cofbexdriatc, and the ancient
lllyrians more particularly, have had a prominent association with the practice of Pitacy.
Strabo, in his geographic study of the region, saw it necessary to comment on the perceived
savage behaviour of the inhabitants of the easteriatidseaboard, and the piratical habits of
the Ardiaei in particula??® For modern scholars, the association was most directly asserted by
Hol |l eaux, who described piracy as a Oprofite
the inhabitants of the ast er n s h or e &° Thisf perdpéctve hasl sincealteénc 0 .
challenged, most notably by Wilkes and Dell, who have cited a lack of concrete evidence for
long-term associations between the lllyrians and pifdein 1967, Dell indeed asserted that

thel |l yrians had not been oOohistorically the s

30%%Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 197.

30%Polybius,Histories2. 8.; StraboGeography?. 5.; ThucydidesHistory of the Peloponnesian War 24; Livy,

ab urbe conditd 0. 2.

3%8Strabo,Geography7 . 5. For more discussion on this section of
i magi nar y Estrditd da Atheoaeumd Fascicol(2006), pp. 173.92.

309\, Holleaux,'The Romans inllyria’, Cambridge Ancient Historyol. 7 (1928), p. 824.

S, J. Dell, &6The Or i gi HistodanZbitsthafttfim Alte Geschich®d. 16\Hr3i an Pi r ac
(1967), pp. 34468. J. J. WilkesThe lllyrians(Oxford, 1992), p. 168.
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6sudden transformationdé to become a more po
region3!! The paucity of evidence for lllyrian piracy before the emergenceeofrtritime
power of the Ardiaei in 231 BC demonstrates the important role played by the Ardiaei in
shaping the association of the lllyrians with piracy. This important shift shall be examined in
the next subsection to ascertain its particular importanBearme 6 s deci si on t o |
Gathering evidence for ancient lllyrian piracy has proven difficult due to the limited
guantity of material available and the problematic nature of many of the sources . As De Souza
notes, O6all evi deofRoneanwofldigtextuah Rirgacy is mot atpleeom&pna e ¢
which can be documented from the3?Mmetaofi al r
piracy is predominantly treated in the Gragbmman sources in a pejorative manner; the label
itself is appliedt o &épi racyd and Opirat esdeclaleg byashe her s,
Opiratesd themsel ves. Polybius indeed asser:
Century BC served as O6an enemy to albothmanki n
his Greek and Roman audiences afikeLater authors in antiquity developed the lllyrian
inclination to piracy as a useful means to explain and justify the Roman interventions and
further stereotype the |1 |¥rWikennod&octshetrhbati nod
stereotype of the lllyrian pirate became widespread in the Greek and Roman world and
acquired a notoriety that 35hkishaseraiseceparticalar any
problems in assessing the presentation of lllyrian piracy ikhtea nt sour ces f or K
intervention. These sources emphasised any lllyrian piratical activity as a means to better

justify the Roman intervention in the First lllyrian War.

A variety of terms in modern and ancient contexts have been utilisezbtoilze the
activity of piracy, associated practices and those practicing them. Piracy, in this context and in
its modern usage, refers exclusively to armed robbery at sea rather than on land. The most
commonly used ancient terms to denote the practiceevwdo not explicitly distinguish
between raiding or plundering on land or at sea. The commonly utilised ancient Greek terms

for a pirate areax0 Ul U s §, the tatter being a later arrival in the ancient Greek

SDel |, idégTihne aGwrd Nature ofb58I1 1 1l yrian Piracyd, pp. 344
312p, De SouzaRiracy in the GraecdRoman Worldp. 2.

313polybius,Histories2. 12.

3l4See especially the examples presented in Staeography?.5., FlorusEpitome2. 25 and Appianlyrian

Wars3. 1. 3.
35ilkes, The lllyrians p. 225.
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lexicon31® The terma.0 Udsdused by earlier authors such as Homer, Herodotus and
Thucydided'” whilst the earliest attested usage of the teria s } i€fidrne ajmidthird century

BC Attic inscription fom Rhamnous during the Chremonidean WaiThis would suggest

that the choice of terms owes much to the convention of the time of authorship, although the
choice may also be inspired by the discrepancy in the etymology of the two terms at the
discretion ofthe author. Strabo uses derivatives of both terms as part Geloigraphicain
reference to different pirates. A derivative of the tewsi U esditilised by Strabo in his
description of the Ardiaei whilst he chooses to use a derivative @f  t0 Hescdbe the

piracy undertaken by the Ciliciad®¥ the distinction may be utilised to reflect the earlier time

in which Ardiaean piracy took plaé&’St r abods choice of term in t
also be to apply greater emphasis. Considering theodbgy of the term, deriving frore-d a d
(booty/plunder), it is possible that Strabo has sought to add greater emphasis to the plundering
aspect of their activities. The seizure of plunder by the Ardiaei is a feature in the historical

accounts, and the nature of the goods seized shall be diddatar in tis subsectio?!

Polybius also utilises the two terms, predominantly usirg s ; andits derivatives
in conjunction with a verb to greater clarify the nature of the activity. In describing the activity
of the lllyrian pirates in the originsf the First lllyrian War, Polybius uses the vétbi ad 0 U 3
to describe their carrying off, or seizure of, goods from Italian tréd€fhe verb also appears
i n Ho lliad in the context of seizing or stripping away of the spoils of3#&n the first
of these instances, the activity occurs as part of wider espionage and raiding; the book ending
with the need for Diomedes and Odysseus to ritually cleanse themselves fraintyteork
they had to carry out. Plundering was considered differently in the context of war, in the form

of the earning of spoil s, as opposed to oth

316The terme: & U is derived from the word for booty or plunderd.dtg term’ U s § i€)ribet dfkely derived

from the verb U s } Yt@maklsan attempt (on something). An alternative etymology from the verb, prasso,
meaning to pass through something, is less probable. For more details see D@igmywm the Graeco

Roman Worldp. 3.

31"Homer,OdysseW 7. 425, Herodotuslistories6. 17., Thucydidedistory of the Peloponnesian War 5.
31Rhamnous 3G 112 247. Theinscription is a deme decree and documents an exchange of prisoners organised
by Epichares. The prisoners were captured by O6pirates
subsequently brought to justice. The térnd) s } i€)ddrangonly used in later ek texts, including Polybius
(Histories4. 3.) and Plutarch_(icullus2. 13.).

318Strabo,Geography7. 5. and 14. 3.

S2%Episodes of piracy conducted by the Ardiaei are noted in the sources for the latter half'oC a8y BC

when usage of the term U 4J jevighs still in its infancyCilician piracy, on the other hand, is most commonly
featured in the ancient sources during tH€éntury BC.

321polybiusHistories2. 5-6. Dio CassiusRoman Historyl 2. 49.

322polybius,Histories2.8.

323omer,lliad 10.343, 15.428.
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verb to describe lllyrian pirate activity may, onceimg be to emphasise the nature of their
plundering and the importance of the seizure of goods from the Italian traders; activity which
was considered less honourable than more conventional forms of warfare. The need, however,
for Polybius to further desitye the activities of the lllyrian pirates through his choice of verb
suggests that the term used to describe the pirates themselves does not adequately convey their
actions. With no clear indication provided by the two terms s } didé ) ef the loation

(whether on land or at sea (unless patently obvious due to the content of the text)) and manner
of the activity being conducted, Polybius perhaps sought to add this further clarification.

Polybius6é treatment and dosvéverntoltepuinthef | | |
important context of his discussion of Aetolian piracy during the period. Polybius and his
family were prominent figures in the Achaean League with a natural potential féretalian
bias. Polybius uses the tefmU s j i déscitjing the Aetolian pirates, assigning to them the
cause of the Social War and drawing attention to their desire for pltfi@merod compares
Polybiusd treatment of the Aetolians to his
asoneof Polybi s xtbe OfFfFONhrid st Pol ybiuso6 pejorative t
frequent in hiHistories t he account of the Social Waros
considering Ardiaean piracy. The start of the Social War, occurring in the ihtertEtween
the First and Second lllyrian Wars, allows Polybius to present a continual series of piratical
deprivations in his work carried out by the Aetolians and lllyrigBeacks notes that the
Aetolians in Polybiusdo saemeunt ahdv¥®inbotho iesi b

cases, the aggressive pursuit of plunder is an important instigator in conflicts; conflicts that

woul d have a profound effect in Polybiusd wo
to further the Aetolian assbcat i on wi th piracy, but saw in
explanation of the Aetoliastasi®®?’ | t is subsequently importan

treatment of lllyrian piracy in this context; piracy of the period was treated particularly
pejorativelyin his account and an act associated with those for whom he denounces with
disdain. By presenting piracy as an important instigator in these conflicts, Polybius, in turn, is

able to provide a greater moral reasoning for those trying to deal with thegdiraénace.

324polybius,Histories4. 4-6.

325H. A. OrmerodpPiracy in the Ancient Worl¢{Liverpool, 1924), p. 141.

26K, S. Sacks, 6Pol y b Joursabof HellehiceStudies/ole9t (1975), pO2.t ol i a b,
3273, D. GraingerThe League of the Alians(Leiden, 1999), p. 25.
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The only Greek term, however, that clearly denotes activity at sealJi€l U~ 6,3 Us G Ue
literally referring to one who throws into the sea. This term however very rarely features in
texts; the term featuring occasionally in the works of Isosr@ausanias and Demosthettés.

None of these historians however utilise the term to refer to lllyrian pirates or Adriatic piracy
moreover. The only author who makes more frequent use of the term is Cassius Dio, who uses
the term i n hi LividMacwhenithe authdr ha€ areed dormake it clear that

he is referring to piracy at sea rather than plundering orfdhulhis account of the Ardiaean
pirates, Dio instead chooses to use the &iinU avifich again could be used to agfdphasis

to the plundering of the Ardiaé® It is also possible that Dio may merely be following the
traditional terminology employed by earlier sources. In the surviving historical record, the
targets of the Ardiaei are nevertheless varied, ranging fraividual traders to large
settlements along the cod3t.The use of a more generic term sucteas U sufisequently,

could be utilised to reflect the broader nature of these targets.

The terminology used by Latin authors follows a similar pattern to teekGwith two
terms being used predominantiyaedoandpirata.3*? In a similar manner to the Greek term
a0 U, grhedois derived from the term for bootpraedain Latin; the termpirata derives
from the other predominant Greek term{J s j. Itk the sfviving Latin references to the First
and Second lllyrian War, it is interesting to note that piracy is not explicitly allud&d Ao.
more generic reference of Natpral Histaryiwbich@ssests c ur s
that piracy was @ractice associated with the Bay of OricéthThe perceived piracy of
Genthius receives a brief mention in3Livyéos
Although Livy does not directly refer to lllyrian pirates in the passage, he stresses the large
number of ships used to plunder the coast. The tatra has also been used by historians,

although often referring to a mercenary, or a plunderer on land or at sea. The first use of the

328 socratesPanathenaicud2.226. PausaniaBgscription of Greec8.52. Demosthenefgainst Aristocrates
23. 166. The term is used in Isocrates and Demosthenes in conjunctieaivitheTdis allows for a clearer
distinction to be made between raiding on land and raiding at sea.

32%Dio CassiusRoman History86. 2622.

330Dio CassiusRoman Historyl2. 19.

331polybius,Histories2. 4., Dio CassiusRoman Historyl2. 49.

332pPraeda PlautusPseudolus. 2. 105. Livy, ab urbe condita 38. #rata: Florus, Epitome 1.16. Lucan,
Pharsalia3. 228.

333Florus,Epitomel. 16. Livy,ab urbe condit0. 5 and 20. 8 Reriochas.

334pliny the ElderNatural History3. 63. Oricum itself, situated in the bay i©ab200km south of Lissus and
on the eastern shore of the Otranto Strait, the shortest crossing point from modern Apulia to Albania.
335 jvy, ab urbe condita#4. 30. Livy instead states that Genthius sent eighty ships to ravage the coast
60 t e impetuteiusfamalemborum vastantiumnaritimamoram octogintaerantl e mb i 6
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term occurs in Plautus, a contemporary comic playwright to the peoieted in the thesis,
although Plautus refers to brigandage on fAdAs such, the importance of the Latin
terminology for lllyrian piracy is of lesser significance; the lack of mention in the source
material and absence of clear definitions providedesaikdifficult to ascertain the nature of

the practiceAs before with the Greek historians, Latin texts have, on occasion, also added
terms to make it clearer that the activity taking place is piracy at sea rather than hTéaed.

Latin terminology ighus used in a similar manner to the Greekbed Souza notes t
are no significant controversies or academic debates over the meaning of these (the Latin)
w o r é&%The.importance in both the Greek and Latin texts is rather in the manner of usage

and the emphasis placed on the piratical activities.

Theliburnaeanda y ¢ &rafeequently featured in the ancient sources with relation to
lllyrian piracy, although important distinctions between the two need to be consiéfFach,
writing in 1905 assumed that thieurnawas a type oé- y ¢ and gpinted to their shared earlie
usage in the Adriatig?® Morrison writing in 1996, supports this view by stressing that the
l' i burnae was oy afThichad howevenbeen ohkllenged more recently by
Dzino, who notes the important discrepancies in the sources betweewahtypes of
vessel$*? These distinctions surround the period in which these ships appear in the sources,
the areas of the Adriatic they are associated with and the nature of the ships themselves. The
liburna, as its name suggests, was synonymous with ithérians of the Northern Adriatic
and its design was later utilised by the Romans for their light vessdibtineica.®*3 Dzino
however asserts that the Liburnians were a significant maritime power betweéhtthd"6
centuries BC and were isolated andturally distinct from other lllyrian tribe¥? During the

period considered in this thesis, lllyrian piracy invariably is undertaken with the use of

33plautusPoenulus3. 3. 50.

33This is particularly done with the latin adjectir@ritimus. CaesarDe Bello Civili3. 110. Cornelius Nepos,
Life of Thermistocle®. 3.

33De SouzaPiracy in the GraecdRoman Worldp. 13.

33%polybiusHistories2. 4. Livy,ab urbe conditat4. 30.

¥W. W. Tar n, 0T heuns of élistdricaVBaudiesdoli 25 Blq. 5 (1905), pp. 13756.

341], S. MorrisonGreek and Roman oared warships 38®BC(Oxford, 1996), p. 264.

%D, Dzino, 6The influence of Dal matian Shipbuilders
Lembos an dDiadordMolr 21 (23, pp. 1936. Dzino goes further to suggest a division of piracy
theatres in the Adriatic, the Northern Adriatic whereltherna featured and the Southast where theembos
was popularly used.

343pppian lllyrian Wars3. 1. 3.

h

(0

Dzino, O6TheaiméaliiuamcShiopbdDi |l ders on the AnRlci ent Wars
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oy ¢ ¥dmeo y ¢ Eatufes in the sources from the eentury BC onwards, although any
connection win lllyrian piracy prior to the '8 Century BC is tentative at best. The only
reference which could be construed as referring to pirate ships is that from Aristotle, who
compares the shape of a bird to the prow afya ¢ .B#%Gifen the nature of the referenand

the context of the wider work, it is difficult to clearly state however thadtles fvas geing

used for piracy. References of they ¢ bxpligitly to lllyrian piracy begin in the historical
accounts of the Ardiaei in th&€entury BC. Medas hasressed this importance by describing

a close associati on, s amtthe imhabitaatpqd the eastedn, b e
Adriatic shore during the™and 29 centuries BG*” Although there was an association
between the use af y ¢ &nd thelllyrians, references te- y ¢ &ramt exclusive to their use

as pirate ships. Casson notes that the crews of such vessels are not exclusivel?fitates.
although the usage of they ¢ s notfexclusively for piracy, it nevertheless waswbssel of

choice for the lllyrian pirates during the period being considered in this thesis.

It is, moreover, important to consider the structure ofahe ¢ sstige vessel had
particular attributes that can inform on the manner in which it was utild®do notes that it
was unlikely that the- y ¢ fwas driginally fitted with a ram; a ship of similar type with a ram
fitted being more commonly labelled as g a,0 Ud & b e i the sdurced® Alihdugh
not fitting a ram to @ y ¢ feaduded its ahtly to damage enemy vessels, it increased its usage
in piracy. In describing an episode of Ardiaean piracy, Polybius states that the attack consisted
of a boarding party rather than any form of ramn#tiginking a ship and risking losing the
cargo and potdtial captives to the seabed was not an effective plundering strategy. Casson has
asserted thattrey e wag not only used as a |ight auxil
cargo both across &¥plaenadditienal ahility af thdmalbvessaliov er s 0
carry cargo would enable prospective pirates to carry away plunder. Casson highlights this

ability in his work by using an example from an Egyptian papyrus that documents the cargo

34%Polybius,Histories?2. 4., 2.9, 2. 10, 3. 16., Appialflyrian Wars3. 2. 7., Livy, ab urbe condita 44. 30. (Livy

uses the Latinised fortemb); Cassius Dio chooses neither teinstead using the more generic ternaild

(Dio Cassius, Roman History 12. 49 preserved in Zonaras 8. 19.) which usually means a small vessel of some

kind.

346Aristotle, Progression of Animalg10.

s, Medas, O6Lemboi e LlLbhuphnaaeber hal n@dred®@0d)spsld2 ( ed. pnt
348, CassongShips and Seamanship in the Ancient W(Blaltimore, 1971), p. 142.

¥Dzino, 6The influence of Dalrnsahtiipasn ashhdi pNoawialld eWwasr foanr et
Polybius,Histories16. 2., 18. 1; Livyab urbe condit882. 32. These references are describing the fleet of Phlip
V of Macedon. Phi |l i gpyoesst dadoesdmes.al so made wuse of

350pPolybius,Histories2. 10.
351CassonShips and Seamanship in the Ancient WquldL62.
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onboard & y & froang259/8 BC3%2 Although this cargo wasitended to be transported over

a longer distance and thus likely to be larger than anything carried by an Iyyias beang

used for piracy, it gives an indication of the potential of the amount and type of cargzab & d
of roughly the same period dducarry. Livy describes the use of they ¢ na dghilitary
capacity by the Macedonians, noting that each ¢ i ¢hd fleet was able to carry 2 horses

and 20 captive®3The use ob-y ¢ in these examples demonstrates the wide range of usage
of the vessl; rather than purely a pirate vessel, $hg ¢ boeld be utilised for transporting
people or cargo or used in formal forms of naval warfare. In its pirate usageytlee ewed

with a relatively modest cargo could still outmanoeuvre larger or le$s sigips, taking
advantage of a rugged coastline with many islands offering plenty of routes and means of
escaping detection. Thus, as discussed earlier, the natural difficulties presented by Adriatic
travel had an important impact on the reputation ofithgatic, although it is unlikely that this
accounted fully for the dangerous reputation of the sea. The natural difficulties provided a
greater opportunity for lllyrian pirates, who utilised vessels that were well suited to take

advantage of the piraticapportunity available.

It is considerably more difficult however to try and identify the nature of the plunder
being seized by the lllyrian pirates. The ancient sources do not make the type or amount of
plunder abundantly clear. Polybius states thetArdiaean pirates attacked a number of Italian
traders, robbing some, murdering others and carrying a great number off alive into c&ptivity.
The act of taking captives is reflected in Pausanias who asserts that at Methone, the lllyrians
tricked the loal inhabitants into trading wine with them only to carry off a number of the men
and women into captivit§e® Polybius, again, mentions similar tactics being employed by the
lllyrians after the Second lllyrian War with the capture of merchants between Landas
Malea by Skerdilaidas in 217 BE% As such, the practice of taking captives during lllyrian
raids seems a common trend and these captives would presumably be ransomed or sold into
sl avery. Il n analysing the pas sevgtenofarpiraa us ani

raid could claim back his freedom if he could prove it to the satisfaction of a Roman magistrate;

352 bid. P. Cairo Zen. 59015. Casson notes thategee baerigd 258 1&hous jars and 102 hgHrs from
Samos and Miletus to Alexandria, whilst another carried 12ehb8is jars and 140 hg#rs.

3%3Livy, ab urbe condita#4. 28. An important reason for the Macedonian choice to inauges in their fleet
was on account of their speed and manoeuvrability.

3%4polybius,Histories?2. 8.

355pausaniad)escription of Greecd. 35. Methone is on the Messenianstda the SoutiWestern
Peloponnese.

356pPolybius,Historiess. 95.
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but his chances of s uc c &slakingnntagabcountithe speed ofi ma |
the lllyrian pirate ships in making their dgi, it is relatively unlikely that many of the Italian

traders who were captured may have recovered their previous status. This in turn raises a further
guestion as to where the captives may have been taken. Braund, examining the earlier Classical
Perlidhas argued that o6émany of the I Il yrians kn
worl d, presumably came i n ve8Wheterorinatthibbheldn i n't
true into the % Century BC is unclear, or whether lllyrians would hawet aptives in the

same Greek markets that had previously traded in lllyrian slaves. Westermann however has
noted that the period surrounding the First and Second Punic Wars witnessed a great increase
in the number of capt isoee ofslavesnvgs stupplémemed, ind pr o |
some degree, even in the West by the piracy of the lllyrian kingdom until their activities were
suppressed by t h% AltRaughd is ancléeanwh&etlse cadptives dnay have

been sold, it appears that slawarkets were flourishing during th& 8entury BC and there

would have been several places where the captives could have been sold into slavery. Hunt has
recently argued that ancient slavery O0thri v
stateswith an interest in maintaining ordére speci al ly st at ¥sThewi t h r
geopolitical situation in lllyria, as discussed earlier, provided the sort of conditions necessary

for the industry of slavery to flourish.

The shift in lllyrian piracy from 231 BC

It is in these established contexts, that the development of lllyrian piracy in the Adriatic
needs to be considered to directly ascertain the importance of the shift in piracy conducted by
the Ardiaei in the Third Century BC. Whilst tleeis a good deal of evidence in the written
sources for lllyrian piracy during this period, evidence for lllyrian piracy in previous periods
is comparatively sparse and more problematic. The ancient historical record has often attributed
an indefinite peod for lllyrian piracy3®! The orthodox view has taken the written historical

sources at relative face value. This was most notably put forward by Holleaux, who argued for

357T. WiedermannGreek and Roman Slaveflyondon, 2003), p. 106.

¥%p, C. Braund, 6The Slave Supply in Cl dkeLambdadge Gr eece 6
World History of Slavery: Volume | The Ancient Mediterranean W@#&mbridge, 2011), p. 121.

359, L. WestermannThe Slave Systems of Greek &uinan AntiquityPhiladelphia, 1955), p. 60. For an

enumeration of the numbers taken see Ibid. p. 61.

360p, Hunt,Ancient Greek and Roman SlavéBhichester, 2018), p. 33.

36lEspecially PolybiusHistories2. 5. and Strabdzeography?. 5.
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the presence of longstanding lllyrian piratical activity in the Adriatic in thettetraark
oy ¢.B°Amdiscussed earlier, the lllyrian association withdhe ¢ s apgarent during the
period in question, although in the context
comes into general usage in the Polybian account of the outburst of 223 B@ence for
piracy in the written historical record loeé 231 BC subsequently cannot be viewed through
the traditionally associated vessel in which their Adriatic piracy was condusitbough
Strabo highlights the piratical habits of the lllyrians, the only tribe he names that are particularly
associated Wi the practice of piracy is the Ardia¥f.As such, the traditional association of
the lllyrians with piracy seems to particularly relate to the Ardiaean raids of thé'l@ensury
BC.

This view, which was most potently argued by Dell, challengedrthedox view and
maintained that evidence for lllyrian piracy prior to 231 BC was too weak and the traditional
associations may, in fact, be referring to the episodes of Ardiaean piracy during this period.
Del | has noted t hat ytéaoéen eague and eirsumstantiall Thislyas i a a
caused a number of passages touching upon lllyrian affairs to be adduced as evidence for piracy
in the early period, although these3®pmssages
example of this thahas caused debate amongst modern scholars is the Syracusan intervention
in the Adriatic during the & Century BC3%¢ Holleaux has argued that an attempt to curb
piratical activity in the Adriatic was undertaken by Dionysius | of Syracuse in 38%5'B@e
passage appears in Diodorus Siculus and involves an attack on lllyrian light ships, with the
sinking of some of the craft and the capturing and killing of the cf&khe only explicit
reference to piracy in this passage is in relation to unrelated atzti@msby the Tyrrheniart§?
This would suggest that claims that the lllyrians were undertaking piracy in the region are
inconclusive. It is perhaps surprising that Diodorus would not apply the same label to the
lllyrian actions as to the Tyrrhenians inttea me passage and this doe

lllyrians were committing acts of piracy. Diodorus however does include a reference to

32Holleaux, 'The Rmans in lllyria’, p. 824.

%¥pDell, 6The Origin and Nature of Illyrian Piracyo, pp
3¢43trabo,Geography?. 5.

¥pell, 6The Origin and Nature of Illlyrian Piracyd, pp
%For more details on this debate, sGei nP.G.CaPb.anTesset sokGr
(ed.),Greek Colonisation: An Account of Greek Colonies and other Settlements Overseas: Volyineidemo

2006), p. 81.

%M. Holl eaux, o6éLes Romai nsteardelsl Idyreipd & riamp hN.e Hal Idedau x
Rame , La Mac®doi (Paris,d352),lp8B0.r i ent grec

368Djodorus Siculusl.ibrary of History15. 14.

369 bid.
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Adriatic piracy in the # Century BC, but this is conducted by the Apulians rather than the
lllyrians. Diodorus asserthat Apulian pirate ships were in operation across the entire Italian
seaboard and had made the Adriatic unsafe for merchadts a result of the Apulian piracy,
Dionysios I, the Syracusan tyrant deemed it necessary to establish two cities in Apulia to
provide safe port for merchant shifdMoreover, an inscription of an Athenian decree, dated

to 325/4 BC, sets out the Athenian colonisation of the Adriatic with the founding of a colony
to protect against Tyrrhenian pirafésAlthough the Adriatic is assaaied with these acts of

piracy, the lllyrians are not mentioned; the Adriatic piracy is conducted by others.

The Liburnians were also commonly associated with piracy with an indefinite
timeframe. Appian asserts that the Liburnians were second only fardieei as a nautical
people and committed acts of piracy in the Adriatic in the type of vessel named aftéfthem.
Livy, in a passing comment during his account of the Adriatic voyage of Cleonymus of Sparta
in the late # Century BC, notes that the Libuans and Histrians were savage tribes noted for
their acts of piracy’* These references in the ancient sources do not allude to any specific
instance of Liburnian piracy, but rather appear as descriptive comments in reference to the
geographic area of Libuni a. Wi | kes Isto &ind the reshd the llrianskttee t h e
Libumiwer e known to the Romans as pirat3s befc
Whilst references in the sources appear in conjunction with events pertaining to these time
periods, they are not indicative of any tangible evidence of piracy. Roman campaigns against
the Liburnians are not recorded until 129 BC, when Appian mentions a campaign conducted
by Gaius Sempronius Tuditan#/$.The significance of the Liburnians as an Idge power
however is better attested. The ancient sources attest that Liburnian maritime power stretched
southward to the islands off the central Dalmatian coast and perhaps as far south as Corcyra in
the lonian Sed’Wi | kes however hthecenduses iewotllccapgpedr thatthe 6 o v e
Liburnians, having once controlled the Adriatic down to Corfu, were being steadily pushed

northwards®d on account of pressure applied

$"%Diodorus Siculusl.ibrary of History16. 5.

SMbid.

2l nscriptiones Grecae | 1] 1629. The decmlieee220mm kes part
provide a safe anchorage from the pirates.

33Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 1. 3.

3" ivy, ab urbe condita 0. 2

3™Wilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalmaial 60.

376Appian, Civil Wars1. 19.

$7’Strabo,Geography6. 2.; AppianCivil Wars2. 39.
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Adriatic.3”® This would suggest that althgh evidence for specific instances of Liburnian

piracy are absent from the sources, the Liburnian maritime power was formidable in the Iron
Age Adriatic and would have inspired a potent maritime reputation. Dzino notes that through
t hi s per i oah,coastdl, erbadided draas kept maritime trade routes with Italy and
Gr e e k c3F In@ndr ® snaintain these trade routes, especially over a wide range of

Adriatic territory, this maritime power would have been important.

Another source that needs to be considered are the engravings of Picene ships found on
the stele di Novilara, wbh have traditionally been dated to tH&Gentury BC. The stele di
Novilara were discovered in a necropolis in Novilara, near modern Pesano, on the Northern
Adriatic coast. The engravings on the stele di Novilara depict three naval &diese naval
scenes, depict what appears to be a light vessel with a single bank of oarsmen, a naval battle
scene with warrior figures in clashing vessels and the rudder of a ship complete with the figure
of solitary rower. On the surface, the design of the naval weissagmilar to the styles of other
light vessels that appear later in the sourcesgtltec andlburnae Bonino notes t
ships of Novilara are the first primary sources, which show consistent exchange of techniques
with the lonian and Aegean sed. Triboni notes that this hybridisation has found a general
consensus amongst modern scholars, although he notes the difficulty in isolated specific
aspects which distinguish the local Adriatic vessels from their Greek countéfpatedas
has also stesed that there is no way to be certain that the boats depicted in the stele di Novilara
are the direct ancestors of tbey ¢ Bnelléburnae recorded in the written sourcé&s.The
evidence from the stele di Novilara is far from conclusive; uncertainty pgNails in
determining the Adriatic or Greek features of the ships and their subsequent utilisation. In this
regard, Medas has argued that the stele could be a memorial to an act of piracy against a Greek
ship sailing to Spina, whilst Cobau has argued ithmerely depicts local Picene merchaits.

Neither of these conclusions is satisfactory, given the naval battle context of the second image

3"%ilkes, The lllyrians p. 188.

Dzino, 6The influence of Dal matian Shipbuilders on t
380See Appendix (Fig. 14).

%M. Bonino, 6The Picene shipasviolfartée( Retednatiomnt lutr gl B)CO €
Journal of Nautical Archaeology and Underwater Explorat{t@875), Vol. 4 No. 1, p. 18.

%F, Triboni, 6The Ships on the Novil ar &he Btereatioeal |t al y:
Journal of Nautal ArchaeologyVol. 38 No. 2(2009), p. 400.
Medas, oO6Lemboi e Liburnaeé6, p. 138.

384\. Cobau,Le navi di Novilaral Pesar o, 1994), p. 31. S. Medas, o6La na
f e r r Attddel Conmegno, Adriatico, Mare di molgenti, incontro di civilta(Cesena, 1997), pp. A33.
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and the | ack of conclusive inference that ¢
utilisation. A morelimited conclusion, in line with the limitations of the evidence would be

more satisfactory. Triboni notes that the more popular interpretations centre around the
engravings reflecting O6the yrst expression
fertilisation bet ween | ocal 3% darhede s@pestedn s hi |
interpretation from which a very limited amount of inference can be drawn on Adriatic

maritime commerce and no effective inference can be drawn on Adriatic piracy.

The rok of the Ardiaei in the development of lllyrian piracy in the Adriatic, as alluded
to earlier, was very important; the events of 231 BC and beyond having a profound impact on
the association of the lllyrians with the practice. This importance was festedtby Polybius,
who notel that Agron had at his disposal, a greater land and maritime power than any previous
lllyrian ruler.38 This power became manifest by the lllyrian victory over the Aetolian League
in 231 BC3®” Wilkes has highlighted the importanoé this victory over a famed league of
Greek city states, assert i3 mgcksteihlowevérhasroed us e d
that o6this fit a pattern going back 150 year
were beset with miltar  and/ or pol i ti cal weaknes $° t he
Hammond documents some of these occurrences, including Bardylis it thentury BC
taking advantage of Macedonian and Epirotic weaknesses, and Glaukias taking advantage of
Molossian weaknesses in the eaffGentury B3P o | ybi usd st atement, e:
to the land forces of the aforementioned kings alluded to dwrkiond, appears hyperbolic.
This may be due to the Aetolian bias in Poly
for this section is predominantly Greek anc
A e t 0% Tha driginal Greek source mairivould likely overestimate the impact of the
Ardiaean emergence on account of the shock it caused in Greece and Polybius would have
likely relished the opportunity to highlight this downturn in Aetolian fortunes. Beaumont has

however argued that the sgeent by Polybius is unequivocal and indicates that Agron was the

Triboni, 6The Ships on the Novilara Stele, Iltalyé, p
38polybius,Histories2. 2.
387 bid.

38\Wilkes, The lllyrians p. 158.

38%Eckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East, p. 34.

3N, G. L. Hammond, &éThe -K6 n gHBheAansualiofrthe Britidh Bahookat Adhensc a. 4 0
Vol. 61 (1966), pp. 253.

9Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volume! 153.

Pager5of 181



first ruler on the eastern Adriatic coast to have an organised maritime {#éwé&hough the

growth of an lllyrian power along the coast had some historical precursors, what was
particularly important to Ardiaean power that set the kingdom apart, was their coastal position

on the Adriatic and their ability to take advantage of that element. Dell has described this
change as 6a transformation of | latlpocuiing n  pi r
foodstuffs to something |ike | #¥TheeArdiseaml e r a
pirates were operating on a scale not previously seen; whilst instances of piracy from the
evidence prior to 231 BC were sporadic, and poorly documexttbdst, the Ardiaean raids

were conducted on a greater scale.

Ardaiaen piracy under Teuta has additionally come under scrutiny regarding the public
and private spheres of plunder in the Ardiaesan kingd@alybius is keen to distinguish
between the puld and private activities of the lllyrians and does so through an interview
between Teuta and two Roman ambassadors. In the interview, Teuta makes the distinction,
agreeing to undertake no public enterprise against Rome but stressing that it was nairgustom
for lllyrian rulers to intervene in the private endeavours of their subj¥dtlleaux branded
1l yrian piracy as O6a public institution, a

challenged by Gabrielséf Gabrielsen sets out his argumastfollows:

60 Wh at cl as hed and/ fot that rRabten also with dominant Greek
perceptions was Queen Teutabds tot al |l ack of
the exclusive prerogative of the state, one restricted to the publicaar@miggorously guarded

through governmental controls. PPFunder as su

The lllyrians, in contrast to the Romans and Greeks, viewed private plunder as a
legitimate practice. This situation outlined by Teuta in the interndees not seem to have
changed under her rule however. Teuta notes that the practice of the state to not place a check

on private plunder was an lllyrian cust6PAs such, the principles underlying the acquisition

®Beaumont, 6Greek I nfluerpc€ounthh€eAtuir gt BEO6Sep.babar
¥¥pell, 6The Origin and Nature of Illlyrian Piracyd, pp
3%polybius,Histories?2. 8.

3%y, Gabrielsen, 'Piracy and the Slave Trade' in A. Erskine (@dCpmpanion to the Hellenistic World

(Oxford, 2005), p. 402abrielsen ites Holleaux in P. Ducrey,e traitement des prisonniers de guerre dans la

Gréce antique, des origines a la conquéte roméfeeis, 1968), p. 180.

3% bid.

39pPolybius,Histories?2. 8.

Pager6of 181



of plunder did not develop under TeutaaMank notes that the retort given to this by the
Roman ambassador is in all likelihoodpast eventunand part of the Fabian traditigf
Although a likely later addition, the speech is useful for Polybius in positioning the Romans
on the side of the viatis of the piratical acts conducted by the Ardiaeans, whose conceptions
of plundering differed greatly from those of the Romans and Greeks. By contrast, the account
of Appian does not feature the interview and shows marked discrepancy from the Polybian
verson. Appian instead states that Agron was still alive when the siege of Issa was being
undertaken and that an Issaean appeal to Rome prompted Rome to send an embassy which
never reached its destinati$i. As mentioned earlier, the version presented by Apjsidess

tainted by the annalistic tradition, especially from Fabius Pictor. Although both these accounts
differ regarding the conduct of the interview and the source of an appeal to Rome, they both
feature the contextual importance of the lllyrian paaltithreat in drawing Roman attention
towards the Adriatic. As stated earlier, the murder of the ambassador is a common theme in the

historical accounts and prompted the Roman intervention in the region.

The Roman decisioamaking process

Roman decisions to instigate interventions were dependent on their justifications for
intervening. For military interventions, as in the case of the First Illyrian War, this required a
pretext to be established which outlined the reasons given in justificd the Roman course
of action. A pretext in this context can simply be defined as a reason given to justify an
intervention. These pretexts were important for the Romans in validating their interventions
for domestic and foreign observers. Polybiusd®s in hisHistoriesto contemporary debate
in Greece over the nature of Roman expansion and the implications of Ronm&ARolgbius
wrote hisHistoriesfor both Roman and Greek audiences alike, his work served as a means to
answer these questions oviee moral integrity of Roman actions in acquiring their ascendant
status in Greece and the wider Mediterranean world. The need to justify military interventions

and to be seen to act in a morally upstanding manner were important in the development of the

3%Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumep! 159.

39%Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7. In this account, the Roman embassy is attacked by llriar Killsg an

Issaean and a Roman ambassador. Agron died shortly afterwards and before the Roman intervention began in
earnest.

400polybius,Histories37. 1.
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Roman concepts dfellumiustum(just war),ius ad bello(just cause for war) ands in bello

(just action in war). These concepts however were only effectively set out in a Roman context
by Cicero in his treatis®e Officiisin the First Century BC, &t the period being considered

in this thesis. It is nevertheless important to consider the development of earlier notions of these

concepts in prior periods to better consider the Roman dec¢isaiing process.

The concept of a igrjsbaskitoamiguitypAncemtrGreeksaurces it s
provide some context for the later development of the concept by the Romans, although these
do not form a comprehensive or coherent outline. Herodotus notecHistosiesthat Croesus
of Lydia was the firsto commit injustices against the GreéRsDewal d has noted H
treatment of the GreeBer si an War featured an o6orfgoing t
Thucydides also discussed the ideas of justi
wa r 6, Histony oflthe Peloponnesian Warhucydides discussed throughout his accounts
the justification for actions during “he con
As mentioned earlier, ThucydimmrastReiad issandet iama
the Peloponnesian War, he saw tf#erhacryamateisd
consideration of the important elements that constituted just and moral behaviour in war, and
in going to war, demonstrated the importantesuch concepts to Classical Greek thought.
These accounts built on the wider cultural
oneb6s enemies an*tDokee highlightsrthatdhe importanee mfdhe angient
Greek termii a @ hishch as a range of meanings, of whic
6 h o n*®¥ Bhesé concepts were closely associated in ancient Greelstaterelations and
would have an important bearing on later Roman diplomacy with Greek states. The importance
for Rome to exemplify these concepts in their dealings would have been impartant t

developing strong relations in the Greek East.

401Herodbtus,Histories1. 5.

Cc. Dewald, 6Justice and Justifications: War Theory
and R. E. Tully (eds.\Just War in Religion and Politics: Studies in Religion and the Social Qitderham,

2013), pp. 3%40.

403ThucydidesHistory of the Peloponnesian War84116. In 416 BC the Athenians sent envoys to the island of

Melos to secure the allegiance of the Melians, hitherto neutral. The Melians refused, championed their
independence and stressed that injustioéfer®d by them at the hands of the Athenians would convince other
states to unite against the Athenians. The argument w
strong do what they can; the weak suffer what they mu
4047, J. Bellamy Just Wars: From Cicero to Ira¢Cambridge, 2006), p. 16.

405, J. Dover,Greek Popular Morality in the time of Plato and Aristoiealifornia, 1974), pp. 18@.

408 bid. p. 183.
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The Roman process of declaring war was established by the onset of the period being
considered in this thesis, although discrepancies exist regarding the details of the process in the
surviving accounts. My outlines the fetial declaration in Book | of his monumental history of
Rome, asserting that the Romans copied it fromA&euicoli during the reign of Ancus
Marcius in the  Century BC*®” The process outlined by Livy involved a demand of redress
followed by a ceremonial throwing of a spear into enemy territory, and was instituted to ensure
greater formality in the declaration of war. During the process, Jupiter was invokézhayes
to witness the demand of redress and was called upon again toitness after thirtsthree
days if the Roman demands had not been*f@ionysius of Halicarnassus however has
asserted in his account of the Second Samnite War, that three embassies were sent out rather
than one in ten day intervals (providing a totathofty rather than thirtsthree days for the
redress to be demanded) and no mention is giving to the throwing of &%k not clear
which source is correct in their description of the process. The early period of Roman history
contained in the earlyooks of Livy have particularly limited evidence; Livy himself notes that
for events before 390 BC and the Gallic sack of Rome, the limited amount of written evidence
available presented difficulties for him in reconstructing these periods of Romary.hi8tor
Harris has noted several problems with Livy®od
is betrayed by & ctadiemaamabdlasomail smsdaoted t ha
account is of the aut hor 0 stheclwomologicahogginiofthet he F
throwing of the spear is vaguely assigned, merely being described as a previous act not carried
out i n B4Thepioklemd iaherent in the Livian version have limited the veracity of
his account of the origins of theqeess, although as the earliest chronological citation (from
the 7" Century BC), the account provides a more vesliablished origin for the process.

Wi edemann progresses with his analysis to st
peopleinAgust usé time thought had h%gheeooess i n t
outlined in Dionysius of Halicarnassusd wor k
Second Samnite War in the lat&® €entury BC. It is thus possible that the changes in

Dionysiusd version reflect changes that occu

the citations in Livy and Dionysius. In either case, the accounts provided by the two historians

497 jvy, ab urbe conditdl. 32.

408 hid.

49%Dionysius of HalicarnassuRoman Antiquitie®. 72 and 15. 9.

410 jvy, ab urbe condité. 1.

4Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG pp. 1689.

42T Wiedemann, &The F eThe Glassica QuareryWook 86d\a. & (1986),rpp. 47800 n 6 ,
“13hid. p. 479.
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for the origins of the Roman declaration of war are limited bytlayscertain similarities on

the fetial process that provide some insight.

The importance of a development in the exercise of the fetial process in 281/0 BC has
caused further debate, although this should be seen rather as a fundamental change in the wide
Roman process of declaring war. At the outset of the Pyrrhic War, a prsiewar was taken
from Pyrrhusdé army, compelled to buy a piece
onto this land to mark the war declaratféhThe reasoning behind thiamendment to the
process appears to be a practical one; the sending of the fetial priests on a lengthy sea voyage
was impractical and the makeshift affair in Rome made greater practical sense for the Romans
in their declaration of war. Some scholars hargued that this evidence marks the shift from
the participation of the fetial priests in the embassies being sent out by Rome in favour of
legati.**> Walbank however excludes this evidence and cites the change taking place later in
the 3¢ Century BC, inlte aftermath of the First Punic W&F.The dating of the change rests
on the value placed on the evidence presente
Aeneid This evidence comes from th& &entury AD and is not as clear cut as Beard,
Crawfod and Goar have suggested. Harris has not
t he ear | i*€Althoagh itid endearewhy Walbank neglected the evidence, it could
be due to the obscurity of the evidence in th€Bntury AD commentary or tHenitations of
the reference. Harris has also noted that the act of spear throwing would have been the most
cherished of thdetialesa s i t represented o6the most dr ama
pr ogr &#Pitrisdikel§ that the decision to continuli$ practice in some form or another,
was due to the drama of the exercise and the reverence that it may have held. Whether the
earlier date of 281/0 BC or the later date of Walbank is correct, it is apparent that the change
took place sometime during ti3 Century BC in the period preceding that which is being
considered in this thesis. As such, the fetial process for declaring war in the period being
considered in this thesis, had recently undergone practical amendment with the embassies to
foreign entiies being undertaken bggati. This change ensured that the Roman declaration of

4“servius AuctusPn - Vi r gi 9.62s Aenei d

415, Beard and M. H. CrawfordRome in the Late Republjcondon, 1985), pp. 287.; R. J. GoarCicero and

the State ReligiofAmsterdam, 1972), p. 10.

4. W. Wal bank, O6Roman Dercd a3 ead d rod Cl@sical\Risilologg\iddd he Thi
No. 1 (1949), pp. 16.

“"™Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 268.

419 bid.
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war was a simpler and more efficient process, enabling warfare to be conducted without the

need forthelengthierdeliberationof previous periods.

The use ofegati as envoys in the process can be observed from the embassy sent to
Teuta at the outset of the First lllyrian War, although the exact nature of this embassy is difficult
to determine. Polybius asserts that Gaius and Lucius Coruncanius were appointed as
ambasadors to conduct an investigatigh @ G o) Uhto ahe matter of Ardiaean pira&y’
Appian, on the other hand, does not provide a definitive purpose for the ambassadors but notes
that they were sent out in tandem with the Issgesfter the Issaearthenselveshad raised
concerns to the Romaf®.Dio meanwhile asserts that the Romans sent ambassadors with the
purpose to entreat (U} U s U)mndzdnsuaf) s 1 €) Bgrom en behalf of the Issaedits.
Although the sending of ambassadors is prominently featured in all the accounts, it is not clear
precisely for what reason they were sent. Polybius provides the most discernible purpose, an
investigation into Ardiaean activities and although this mayried in the other sources, it
is not explicitly stated. Holleaux, and later Badian, believed that the envoys were delivering a
rerum repetitioand Badian goes so far as to suggest that the Roman envoys declared war on
Teuta at that timé&?Walbank hashowv er not ed t hat m@ronorepetdid |y at
was preceded by a conditional wabtion in the Senate and themitia*?® As only a single
embassy was sent out in all the sources and no motion was raised in either the $emat@or
it is highlyunlikely that the embassy constitutedteum repetitio The Romans were venturing
into a region, moreover, where they had limited knowledge and experience and if the accounts
of Appian and Dio are to be believed, in accordance with Issaean delegaseshAg would
be more natural for Rome to initially investigate in order to find out what was going on, rather
than adopt a more gu#t approach. Regarding the declaration of war, Gruen has highlighted
the continuation of the siege of Issa by Teuta ih Rob i u s &2* This wonld suggest that
the declaration of war occurred after news of the events reached Rome. Although the sending

of envoys rather than fetial priests is evident in the accounts, there are not substantive grounds

4“19polybius,Histories2. 8.

420Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7.

421Djo CassiusRoman Historyl2. 49.

42?Holleaux, Rame, La Gréece et les Monarchies Hellénistiques au llle Siecle avéht (273205), p. 99;E.

Badi an, ANotes on Ro2mMaln BP®)4 ciyn i, IBddiram, (&3t0udi es i
Papers of the British School at Ronwol. 20 (1952)p. 77.

423Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumesp. 1589.

424Gruen,The Hellenistic World and th@oming of Romep. 365; PolybiusHistories2. 11.
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to consider this an ergple of arerum repetitio an investigation being a more likely purpose

for the embassy.

The rerum repetitioitself has raised further debate over its underlying motivation,
which should be viewed with a consideration for developments over timeeiimarepetitio,
literally a repeating of the matters/affairs/case, was a demand for redress of suffered injuries
and operated as an ultimatum in the process of the Roman declaration of war. The process

however has been seen as a cynical exercise by Harrisqwhe c r i bes it as o6cl
bl ackmai |l 6 omnegotiablé demagds,asd théynvera usually set at an unacceptable
| ev®Thidbs however is too simplistic;-makag Ri ch

process should not obscure thefa t hat t he senat é®°THerelumhave 8
repetitiowas subsequently not always utilised in a cynical manner. Harris however has stressed

that the terms of theerum repetitiowere only accepted once, by Carthage in the Mercenary

War in 238 BC Harris is correct to highlight this as an anomaly in the process; Carthage
essentially had no choice but to accept the terms aktinen repetitioin 238 BC on account

of their engagement in the Mercenary War after the costly First Punic War. Carthiwge |

instance, could hardly afford a reignition of hostilities with Rome in the midst of this conflict.

Burton has argued that whilst therum repetitiowas often set up with harsh demands which
would Iikely be unacce phe&®dmares made suchiattempisaataf 0 s i
i sometimes even at the risk of eroding their own miliary r at egi % Thosi t i o
aforementioned developments in the usage of the fetial process iff @endury BC had

profound consequences in tH€ @entury BCWa | bank has noted that oOf
Third Century BC, thedenuntiatio belihad become the effe%tive d
Pretexts in this context became less tied to the fetial process and subsequently more susceptible

to the cause of aggrege Roman military intervention.

These developments need to be placed in the context of a greater Roman capacity for
conducting military campaigns. Popular Roman support for military campaigns is difficult to
ascertain, although the Roman citizenry had a more vested interest in thesssticough

their greater participationfThe midRepublican period of Roman history saw a greater of

42arris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 167.

“2Rich, OFear, Greed amakGlngryn The Oiauwugddx &fe pwdd i co
War and Society in the Roman Wontd 60.

427Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republicl@5BC) p.

334.

“2%%al bank, 6Roman Declaration of War in the Third and
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Roman citizens called up to active service. Hopkins has provided approximate calculations for

the number of Romans under arms, with Roman legionariesraougptdior 17 per cent of the

adult male population in 225 BC and 29 per cent in 213 BC at the height of the Second Punic
War*?° Although pressed to a greater degree in military service, it is hard to determine what
popular Roman attitudes were to their gapation in these wars. Toynbee has stressed that
6perennial distant overseas servi c®Hdimisd nat u
has challenged this by arguing that Othe Sen
ameasure of popua r s tHGipem the lack of evidence from primary sources, it is difficult

to ascertain the extent of popular support for Roman military interventions. Brunt however has
asserted that O6conscripts were ndorwars¢hates s ar i
were far away with no discernible interest f
on sheer S ahspwollidssuggestithat a discrepancy exists between wars which

were fought far away and those which were fought closer moehdt is natural to expect
campaigns in more inhospitable climates and conditions, which were especially fiercely fought

and separated fighting men from home and families for a prolonged period of time, to have
been more unpopular. The increase inthednme nt i n Hopkinso figures
the need for Rome to muster available manpower to deal with the threat of Hannibal; fighting

a threat that posed such a direct danger to Rome would likely have spurred greater Roman
resolve to achieving vioty. The Roman military campaigns in lllyria that are being considered

in this thesis were remarkably short and were not far away from mainland Italy and
subsequently would likely not have been as unpopular as campaigns which were more arduous

and furthemafield.

This in turn raises the important issue of the practical capability of Roman armies to
conduct warfare on a large scale. The best source of evidence for this can be found in the census
figures that provide a record of registrations. Brunt notes$ the data before 225 BC is
particularly limited and even data from 225 BC onwards is subject to the ability of people to
come forward and include themselves on the redt&t&olybius asserts that in 225 BC, the
Romans sought to gather information omi&able manpower ahead of the campaign against

the Gallic tribes of Northern Italy, and that Rome and her allies could muster 700,000 infantry

429\ K. Hopkins,Conguerors and Slavé€ambridge, 1978), pp. 8. These calculations are based on the

conclusions of P. A. Brunttalian Manpower 225 BC AD 14(Oxford, 187).

407, J. ToynbeeHanni bal 6s Legacy: Rome and (Rane 1968),ipgrfB.bour s aft
4Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z0BG p. 47.

43P A, Brunt,Italian Manpower 225 BG AD 14(Oxford, 1987), p. 392 and p. 396.

433Brunt, Italian Manpower 225 BC AD 14 p. 33.
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and 70,000 cavalr{?* Walbank has asserted that these figures originate i thé) U o {thel G U a
original registersy hr ough Fabius Pictor and O6are mainl
over the exclusion of Northern allies not on service and the less well sourced data for Southern
Italy (Fabius Pictor omits the Greeks from Southern Italy who were exempt anduthar

who were used in a menial capacit$hBrunt has also noted inconsistency in the breakdown

of these figures, citing the exclusion of the Greeks and Bruttians from Southern Italy, as well
as the Northern allieS® The figures that Polybius sourcedrin Fabius Pictor were also utilised

by other authors; Diodorus Siculus provides the same numbers as Polybius whilst Livy and
subsequent writers round the total number up to 800,000 combined“Siéege are to place

these figures in the context of th@afmentioned percentage figures provided by Hopkins, this
would suggest an increase from a standing army of around 130,000 combined infantry and
cavalry troops in 225 BC to 223,000 by 213 BC. The large number of troops that Rome had
levied during this peod and the larger number still available to be drawn upon would have
enabled the Romans to have a sizeable army to conduct campaigns. The increasing number of
the troops levied during the Second Punic War however highlights the importance of the
heightenedsecurity threat posed by Hannibal and the need to muster large armies in Italy to
defend. This would suggest that although Rome had a large manpower pool to draw from, it
did not fully engage its manpower potential. The figures nevertheless suggesteaseria

the military participation of Roman and allied troops in warfare. This would have had the
knock-on effect of producing soldiers who were more seasoned from such military service. The
experiences of the Roman and allied soldiers who survived tigwesi fighting of the Punic

Wars and the Gallic campaigns of 225 BC, would have made these troopsdatdeed and

more experienced, enabling a more effective fighting force to emerge.

The Pretext for Intervention

Romebs intervent i oama pretextd2AediadduCaggresson fiooms e d
their pirates in the Adriatic and through the murdering of a Roman amba&¥atioe. murder
of the Roman ambassador is a common feature in the historical accounts from antiquity

although some discrepancies exist regarding the nature of the assasdftudyioins, Appian

4¥polybius,Histories2. 24.

4 Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumesp. 1969.

43%Brunt, Italian Manpower 225 BC AD 14 pp. 448.

4"Diodorus Siculusl.ibrary of History25. 13.; Livy,ab urbe codita 20 (Periochag, Pliny, Natural History3.
138.; EutropiusAbridgement of Roman HistoBy 5.; OrosiusHistoriae Adversus Pagands 13.

43%8The nature and extent of Ardiaean piracy will be examined closely in the next chapter.
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and Cassius Dio all assert that the Roman declaration of warreddmmediately after the

murder of the envoy and Polybius and Cassius Dio stress the importance that the words
expressed by the envoy had in causing the aggressive reaction by the lllyri&#?Allerp i a n 0 s
account is particularly noteworthy by his usére preposition and demonstrative pronétin

i Omeani ng ®Umen ushkhigedpf the expression in /
that the Roman intervention was made as a direct response to the murder of the ambassadors.
Al t hough Li Wtyedsst llyrcac War and itsarigins is now lost, a summary is
provided in theperiochae T hi s s ummar Bellumilllgris pyppten undne ex o]
legatis, qui ad eos missi erant, occisum indictum est, subactique in deditionem véner(intVa r

was delared on the lllyrians after one of the ambassadors sent to them had been killed. Having
been conquered, they surrenderéd)The summary provided in theeriochaemakes no

mention of lllyrian pirates, nor any mention of the Ardiaei or any underlying Raombenr@st

in the region; a simple factual statement is stressed in the summary which highlights the cause

of the war in the murder of the Roman ambassador. Florus has provided a more obscure account

of the origins of the First lllyrian War, describing tmeirder of both Roman ambassadors, not

by sword, but rather by sacrificial a¥8.F| or usd® account contains
inaccuracies, most notably in naming the lllyrian Queen, Teutana, which limits its veracity.
Nevertheless, it is clear that Florssught to present the murder of the Roman ambassador(s)

in a particularly dramatic and vivid mannera mon h as n o tEgitdmeis foatlte F | o r u
most useful of accounts and is anecdotal in secff@en Boer likewise has highlighted the

6i neptfi tFUdeduso as an historian but had*al so
FIl orusd source materi al nevertheless remains
may be sourced in earlier annalfromannaisticc r adit
traditions however, yet a marked discrepancy exists between the two acédunts; FI or us o
account was sourced in the annalistic tradition, it would consequently need to be from a

different tradition than Polybius.

The marked discrepancytheeen the accounts has raised complications with analysing

the incident, although the common recording of the murder of an ambassador highlights the

43%polybius,Histories2. 8; Appian lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7; Dio CassiusRoman Histoni 2. 49.

440Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7

441 jvy, ab urbe condit20 (Periocha¢

42Florus,Epitomel. 21.

4. Damon, 6Constructi ng ACohpaniondaotthe®adEmpingOxfdrd, S. Pott er
2010), pp. 34L.

444V. Den BoerSome Minor Roman Historiarfseiden, 1972), p. 3.

4455ee WalbankA Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumepp. 15860.

Page850f 181



importance of the event as a pretext. Polybius asserts that the Romans sent two ambassadors,
Gaius and Lucis Coruncanius with the younger of the two (the one who addressed Teuta with
bold speech in the interview) being put to death by the Illlyrian Qtféémpian, on the other

hand, has noted that the Roman ambassador that was killed by lllyrian pirates was Coruncanius,
alongside the Issaean ambassador Kleemgbf@assius Dio has not provided a definitive
number of ambassadors that were sent by Rome,uglthtie stresses that some were
imprisoned and some murder&8 Although all sources feature an ambassador murder, some
confusion nevertheless persists with the number of ambassadors sent and the role of Issa in the
process. A further piece of evidence framtiquity that sheds light on the situation can be
foundinanofterover | ooked p aNatsral glistoryi Pliny Réntionsythatshree

foot tall statues were placed near the rostra in the Roman forum in customary fashion for
ambassadors killed whtlsn service to Rome; these statues included those of Publius Junius

and Titus Coruncanius, two ambassadors slain by the lllyrian Queen*t&séhlmeyer has
asserted that Plinyds s o amalesandthat tieerstataes codldo r t h
not have been well inscribed, given the discrepancy between this and the Polybian*¥rsion.
Sehlmeyer is correct to stress the problematic annalistic version of events and highlight the

di screpancy. Pol ybi usd account armbassador,even onl y

though two were sent out from Rome.

It is unclear exactly where Plinyobés infor
a reference to the murder of a Coruncanius is common in most of the sources. Sehimeyer has
also noted that for Rly, the erection of these statues was meant as a means of honouring
them®®! The placement of the statues in a prominent position in the forum was likely as a
means of reminding the Roman public of the |
on theirmurder whilst in service of the Republic highlights this importance. Both Appian and
Cassius Dio however have drawn attention to the importance of appeals from Issa in their
accounts, although the Issaean appeal is absent from Polybius. Gelzer hashatghedack
of inclusion in Polybius is likely due to its omission from Fabius Pictor as it damaged the notion

that Rome went to war as a result of an outfag@/albank however has stressed that Issa did

44%polybius,Histories?2. 8.

4“47Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7

448Djo CassiusRoman Hitory 12. 49.

44%pliny, Natural History34. 11.

450\, sehimeyerStadtromische Ehrenstatuen der republikanischen(Bgitttgart, 1999), p. 65.

4*bid.
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not join the Romans until 229 BE2Wh i | st pBedsat is podsible, the idea that Issa

had a strong diplomatic bond with Rome before 229 BC should be dismissed. Polybius may
have elected to omit the Issaean embassy, if it actually occurred at all, as a means to reduce
convolution in the passage anc@ greater attention to the importance of Rome suffering a

direct attack from the lllyrians; much in the same manner as the Greeks along the coast had
also. This would have furthered the idea of a mutual experience for the Romans and Greeks at

the handso t he I 1l yrians, setting out an effect
between the foreign affairs of the two, who mutually suffered at the hands of the lllyrian
common enem§>* Derow has shed further light on the subject, by stressing the impertd

the inclusion of Kleemporus in Appiands accoc
occurring three other times in literature, one of whom was an Issaean ambassador during the

ti me of Canswship ob IByricpnt>dWhilst Derow is carect to highlight that the

name is unusual, and a hame also used for another Issaean ambassador, the evidence provided
is circumstantial and is not as conclusive as Derow suggests. Gruen has offered a different
interpretation whi oyswenttolesate delverthéiraampléirRforma n e n
obvious reason: the lllyrian ruler happened to be there at the time, conducting a siege of the

i s | ®%rdi®would appear a simpler and more sound argument; Gruen suggests that the
ideas surrounding thesaean appeals developed later with misinterpretations of the role of Issa

i n Pol ybi“ Alhoughthe mle oftissa in the embassy is uncertain, a consensus
exists within the surviving sources for the importance of a murdered ambassador, most likel
named Coruncanius. This event can subsequently be seen as the pretext given for the Roman

intervention.

Although the murder of an ambassador was a common feature in the ancient accounts,
the nature of the incident as a pretext has drawn considerablke dethe secondary literature.
Harris has noted that the O6murder seems to |
have believed the somewhat implausible claim, afterwards put about by the Romans, that Teuta
hersel f wa $°° Hamrisigright te fguledtion thé claim of responsibility to Teuta

describing it as O0highly ¢ dhThie viewdsnshaéed ayn d wi

43Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumepl 159.

49polybius,Histories2. 12.

P, S, Der ow,PhaekxVod B7Tnii® 7B, ppsldB4. See also Plinatural History22. 90 and
34. 159.

456Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome. $1-2.

457 bid. p. 362.

458Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 195.

459 bid.
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Petzol d, who has raised iIissues regarding th
undergoing a suddemood swing from the coldlooded murder of an ambassador to begging

in subordinati on*Thishehwéatos samioer mafrRcti ve
account. Teutads actions subsequently appear
foundation. The scene depicting the embassy between the lllyrian Queen and the Roman
envoys, together withthe speeches recorded by Polybius, serve to dramatically juxtapose the
behaviours of a foreign monarch with a Roman envoy. As mentioned earlier in the thesis,
speeches | naseoohsyérable grablerhseegarding their accurBiecy format of
anyembassy that took place and the content of the speeches recorded cannot subsequently be
ascertained with any degree of certainty. Walbank has addressed the problematic scene in
Polybiusd account and r ai $%Givenithe takiaef soncreteg ar di |
evidence for the events that took place, and the propagandistic nature of the source material,

the manner in which the murder of the ambassador took place cannot be effectively determined.

Eckstein has nevertheless asserted that war wadahkviupon the murder of an
ambassador in accordance with Roman cusfdrihis appears in direct contrast to Harris,

who, in reference to the embassy, asserts t
t o | e a f3Gruen hasalsotstressech at whil st the notion that
peri shed before returning home may well be

incongruity of the different versions in the surviving historical reéttt.is important here to

distinguish letween the better historically attested fact of the murder of an ambassador and the
more conjecturallescriptions used to describe the murder itSélé aforementioned statues in

Rome described by Pliny, point to the significance of the event of murdariaghbassador.

Pliny in the passage indeed stresses that it was customary for the Romans to honour the
ambassadors who had unjustly been puttodeath{ i denati bus i n | egatio
iniuria caesid.*%®> Whilst the authenticity of the overlgramatic and propagandistic depictions

of the murder of an ambassador should be questioned, the simple notion of the murder itself is
better historically attestedAs mentioned earlier, the important moral and religious

K., E. Petzold, 6Rom und Il lyrien: Ein Bigorig&zrag zur r?°
Zeitschrift fur Alte Geschicht&/ol. 20 (1971), p. 204.

463walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumep. 15860.

462Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 41.

463Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 195.

464Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome361.

465pliny, Natural History34. 11.
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underpinnings of Roman diplomacy wolldve made the act highly impious and provided the

key pretext to Romeds intervention.

Conclusion

The Roman decision to intervene in the First lllyrian War was based on the important
context of the escalation of Adriatic piracy conducted byAtaiaei. As mentioned in the
previous chapter, Ardiaean aggression played an important role in drawing Roman attention to
the Southern AdriaticThe piratical raids of the Ardiaei during th& 8entury BC played a
fundamental role in shaping the lllyrians s oci ati on wi th piracy i1n t
is heard about the lllyrians before the second half of the third century BC, when the Ardiaean
kings expanded their territ orSEarkepavilehcewtor ds al
piracy islimited, documenting sporadic episodes and anecdotal phrases about the perceived
habitual barbarity of this practice amongst the lllyrians. lllyrian piracy threatened burgeoning
trade networks and commercial interests between Southern Italy and th&&stetim Adriatic
coast. It is in the context of these trade networks that the response to lllyrian piracy was made;
6this vibrant regional and interregional tr
Roman merchants from mainland Italy to lllyriae s s t han a “6TheySowhers ai | a
Adriatic was an area with important trade networks to Southern lItaly, Sicily, the Greek
mainland and the central Mediterranean. The economic, as well as strategic importance of
controlling the Otranto Straits wan important underlying factor for Roman intervention.

The primary pretext for the Roman intervention, the murder of a Roman ambassador,
is likely a factual occurrencdhe manner in which the murder is depicted in the sources
however has proven partiaewly problematic and has brought the authenticity of these passages
into question. This is especially true for the surviving Polybian vergheniolybian version
of events was likely engineered to fit into the wider themes ofHiséories Pol ybi us¢
background moreover provided him with plentiful personal experiences to draw from for his
account s, al though modern schol aHisteriedinead e not ¢

intellectual environment largely favourable towards Rome, ammhglly inclined to accept

466De SouzaPiracy in the GraecdRoman Worldp. 76.
% Royal, o6lllyrian CoasRabD9E®pl pravdB8n Program (2007

Page89of 181



i mper i“8] 4 stmof.i cati ons were required for Rome

pretexts which portrayed Rome as honourable in interstate relations. This requirement was

prominent for the ancient sources and the gtetehich have been offered by them are often

tainted by annalistic traditions or a need to present Rome in an overly favourable light.

Although these events are depicted dramatically in the accounts, the murder itself is better

historically attested. Themurder of an ambassador would have prompted the Romans to act

and precipitated the Roman intervention in the First lllyrian Vas. Dz i no has not

First lllyrian War was caused primarily by Roman reaction to the murder of their envoys and

wasfocusde on humbling and di vVWding the 11 1yrian
The Roman decisiemaking process furthermore, underwent important developments

during the Third Century BC. Reforms to fleeum repetitioand the practical manner in which

the Romans declared war fatalied the Roman commencement of hostilitidee ability for

legati to effectively declare war throughdenuntiatio bellihad profound consequences for

later Roman interventions. Walbank has noted that the importance of this development had an

important earing on the course of events in Roman declarations of war in 218 BC and 200

BC 7% Together with the greater Roman capacity for waging war across the Mediterranean

from increased sources of manpower, these provided the necessary conditions for more

aggreswe and expansivRomaninterventiondo emerge in subsequentdecadka.r r i s 6 Vi e\

that 6Rome took al most the first opportunity

of the First Punic War had been g%dThegreateror der

practical capability of the Roman Republicwage aggressive and expansive wars across the

Mediterranean needs to be considered alongside any notion of a continued Roman proclivity

for warfare in this fashionThese important developmentsn the Third Century BC

subsequently provided timecessarynactical means by which more aggressive and expansive

Roman interventions could be enacted.

468D, W. BaranowskiPolybius and Roman Imperialis(Bristol, 2011), p. 65.

46%Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Potics 229 BO' AD 68§ p. 49.

O%val bank, 6Roman Declaration of War in the Third and
4"Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 197.
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Chapter 41 The Second lllyrian War

Introduction

The Roman intervention in thBecond lllyrian Wawas precipitated by the perceived
transgressions of Demetrius of Pharos and served to effectively remoW@imirhis position
of power in the region. The limited objectives of the intervention were reflective of the limited
Roman interest in the regidrom the aftermath of the First lllyrian Wdn both the accounts
of Polybius and Appian, the war is directed specifically against Demetrius himself and his
actions are cited as the cause of the Roman interveriffdskstein has noted that the Roman
acton in intervening against Demetrius put ar
Roman concerns in lllyria were mininfdf This is reflected in the sources, as the period of the
interbellumis afforded sparse coverage, with events in lllyria beingtnedoced with the
Roman decision to interveriBhis chapter shall consider the pretext for the Roman intervention
of the perceived transgressions of Demetrius, together with a consideration of the limited
Roman involvement and interest in the region. Thpdrtance of the diplomatic constructs
that formed the bond between Demetrius and Rome shall be considered to effectively consider
the implications of the perceived transgressiding historical accounts of the Second lllyrian
War concentrate on a portayf Demetrius, drawing particular attention to his character flaws
and pouring contempt over his actioAdthough the actions of Demetrius served as the key
pretext for Roman interventionhé moralising tone of these accounts has limited their
effectivenes.

The nature and scope of Romebés invol veme
analysing the series of Roman allegiances forged at the conclusion of the First Illyrian War and
the efficacy of a range of terms that have been utilised by histdoafefine the associations.
The concept of an d6external hegemonyd as <coi
to the thesis, shall be considered to assess the effectiveness of the concept in describing the
limited natur e d#Th®ahapterdvil theén pregeesstoeansidertthe context

of a growing Macedonian thredthe Roman interventions in lllyria have often been seen in

412Polybius,Histories3. 16; Appian]llyrian Wars3. 2. 8.

43Eckstein,RomeEnters the Greek Eagp. 62.

47%EcksteinRome Entersthe GreekEast p. 42.; Eckstein, O6Hegemony and Ani
il46 BCO98. pp. 79
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the context of their hostility with Macedon in th# 8nd 29 centuries BC; lllyria being seen

as part of a larger geopolitical struggle between the Romans and Macedonians. Holleaux first
outlined this view in 1935, asserting that R
Wars were an attempt to prevehe Macedonian kings from extending their influence and

power to the Adriati¢’® This has been furthered in more recent scholarship, most notably by
Harris. Harri s, in his discussion of Romeos
targetoft hi s policy, it must “FThedénpdtaneerofthelwigar , wa
geopolitical struggles with Macedon is overstated at this early stage however and owes much

to hindsight of later hostilities. Eckstein has challenged this view by labéling a o6 moder
reconstruction of eventsd6 and stresses that
to the Roman decision to intervene in lllyria in 219 BCBearing in mind the aforementioned
theme in Polybius to s heRomanhard wiér Greek pdlitical n e c t «
world, of which the RomaiMacedonian wars were a significant component, it is perhaps
surprising that Polybius does not cite an earlier ReManedonian tension. Errington has

drawn attention to the importance of the eseat 217 BC as a turning point in Roman
Macedonian hostilities, noting that the harbouring of Demetrius of Pharos by Philip V, was
6not i n it s%Whilst&ringtonsistperhaps toa sttordy with this assertion over
Demetrius, he and Ecksteineanevertheless correct to question the validity of Roman
hostilities with Macedon before 217 BC. Beginning in 217 BC, the Roman conflicts with
Macedon were initially based on reacting and containing the threat posed by Macedon to the
Adr i at i c. erRmenest dusing this mitiat period was focused on the more pressing

t hreat of Hannibal in Italy; Rome sought to

hegemonyd over the southern Adriatic.

Roman Associations in lllyria

Al t hough no definitive description of Ro
coast in the aftermath of the First lllyrian War is extant in the ancient historical texts, it is

nevertheless important to initially consider what information can be gledroed the

4Holleaux,Rome, La Gréce et les Monarchies Hellénistiqpes 13146.
4"%Harris, War andimperialism in Republican Rome 3Z0BC pp. 1378. See also for this argument, A.

Coppola,Demetrio di Faro(Rome, 1993),pp.58. ; C. B. Champion, &éThe Nature ¢
Pol ybius and Agel auTsadsacBgmsoétbelmeriaan PhNadogigalaAssociatioi®ql. 127
(1997), p. 118.; F. W. -2®Rall bBaGdk ,i nd AN.t i @.o nlu.s Hdonsnoonn d2 2a9n

History of Macedon: Volume Il 33667 BC(Oxford, 1988), pp. 353.
4T"Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek East64; PolybiusHistories3. 16.
478R. M. Errington A History of MacedonigBerkley, 1990), p. 191
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accounts. Polybius notes that during the campaign, Corcyra, Apollonia, Epidamnus, Issa, the

Parthini and the Atintani all surrendered themselves to Roman protéCtibppian asserts
that Pharos and Corcyra were surrendered to the Romans by Depefriendshif(i s a)a U 3

was subsequently formed between Rome and Epidmanus and the Atintani went over to the
Romang'®° Appian in the conclusion of hostilities however notes that Pharos, Corcyra, Issa,
Epidmanus and the Atintani were subjectto Roifled s ).8dd i s uncl ear fro
account exactly what this status entailed, and the lack of a more definitive tdrrmare

explicit diplomatic meaning has rendered his description problematic. Appian however notes

that the Romans made Apollonia and Corcyra free and later discusses the importance of the
detaching of the Atintani from Rome by Demetrius of Phé&tod/albark has highlighted this

passage as a clarification of the existence ofdtates in the arrangement and he has stressed
that it would d6hardly bée®ltignoteleanhowejenexdctlytnh e s e
what ways these states could exexdiseir freedomAppian, in an early fragment from his

work on Macedonian Affairs notes that in the late™3Century BC, Greeks were giving
themselves ovekp f) £ otd thesRoman®* This term conveys a range of meanings, ranging

from paying heedtosetviude, and this has added to the pr
the diplomatic relationships in his accounts. As such, the ancient sources provide some insight
into the states that aligned with Rome in the aftermath of the First lllyrian War, althasigh
impossible to draw accurate inference on the precise nature of these relationships due to the

limitations of the source material

Eckstein has additionally highlighted t he
amicitia or philia- i.e.friendshipi among st at e s*8Theinformahaad irspeedisec e s .
nature of these relations hesused greater debate amongst modern scholars regarding the
precise nature of the relationship forged with Rom&albank has asserted that Corcyra,
Apollonia and Epidamnus maintained rights to mint their own coinage, including some
Corcyrean drachmae that bore the inscription: RO¥f&8adian has however argued that these

coins were struck by the Corcyreans at the request of Rome; an analysis that Walbank has

4%Polybius,Histories2. 11.

480Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7.

48ibid.

48Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 8.

“83Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumep! 161.
484nppian, Macedonian AffairsFragment 1

485Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 44.

484Valbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volume! 162.

Page93of 181



found convincing’®’ This would reflect a traditional model of clinetela relationship, in which

the actions of the client states to Rome were effectively restricted. Petzold by contrast has
suggested that the polities within the region that were associdgteRBeome exercise autonomy

over their own affairs, conducting themselves as they had before, principally on the basis of
selfmaximisatior®® Roman power in this scenario nevertheless retained importance in the
political calculations employed by these pebt This perspective ismore in line with

Ecksteinbs concept of an dbéexternal hegemonyo

Hammond, by contrast, has argued that Rome exercised greater direct control over these
entities in the forf#Thfe anodRoman ePmoto@atod rea
applied by scholars to describe the agreements and associations forged by Rome and a variety
of entities east of the Adriatic at the con
defined in internationdbw and applied in this context referséca r el at i vel y powe
promise to protect a weaker State from external aggression or internal disturbance, in return
for which the protected entity yields certain powers to the protector. Typically, tiebkesgjs
for a regime of protection is a treaty by which the protecting State acquires full control over
the external affairs of another State or territory, while the latter continues to have command
over its i‘®Thenakr mf bRoem&noPse®d eco odascri be
states aligned to Rome, after the First lllyrian War, and then renewed after the Second lllyrian
War, was first coined by Holleaux in 1928.The lack of terminology used by the ancient
sources to effectively describthe arrangement has been particularly problematic to
interpreting the nature and implications of
applying the term &éprotectorated 1is refl ec
euphemisticariena debjettHeddrtmaROomeder m never
popularity in ensuing works, being utilised by both Hammond and Cab&r@s.the other

hand, Badian, and later Dzino, have seen the Roman arrangement as indicative of more of a

“¥E, Badian, f@dANotes on -RobimaBC)Po liinc yE.i nBadilam,i ad t2BDi e s
Hi st Bapers®f the British School at Ronwsl. 20 (1952), pp. 781 and Dzinolllyricum in Roman

Politics, p. 80; WalbankA Historical CommentaryroPolybius: Volume,Ip. 162.

®petzold, 6Rom und Il lyrien: Ein Beitraglbzur r°mische
48%Hammond, 'The lllyrian Atinatani, the Epirotic Atinatanes and the Roman Protectorate’, p. 23.

M. Trilsch, OPr ot ec tQxfordRublis IntarmationaPlawe MeIfOkferd 2081). at e s 0,
Accessed frontttps://opil.ouplaw.com/view/10.1098il:epil/9780199231690/Ia®78019923169@1082#

Last Accessed: 15/10/19.

41M. Holleaux, The Romans in lllyriaCambridge Ancient Historyol. 7 (1928), pp. 8283.

YHammond, 6The Il lyrian Atintani, the 3Epirotic Atint a
493p, Cabaned,es lllyriens de Bardylis & Genthios: IViell e siécles avant JC (Paris, 1988) and N. G. L.
Hammond, O6The I Il lyrian Atintani, t hJduralpofRoman BtedieAt i nt an

Vol. 79 (1989).
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looser series dfiendship allianceé>*The chall enges to Holl eaux6s
founded, addressing the discrepancy between a formal arrangement in Hollaeux and the lack
of a coherent and discernible arrangement of this sort in the extant sources.

Ecksteinhowever has offered alternative terminology to describe the arrangement, a
6spher e 0% A bpherel ofiigflnence bas been effectively defined by Keal as the
exertion of a Opredominant infl uencebo by z
indepmdence or freedom of act i ofTlefpredomimante sodo w
influence of the external power is hegemonic, prevailing over the influence of other comparable
powers over the regiofi! In applying the concept to the situation in lllyrian229/8 BC,

Eckstein has stressed the lack of Roman involvement in lllyria in the aftermath of the First

1 Ilyrian War, with 6only the |l oosed%¥Thisf heg:e
hegemony was dependent on the lack of competitors tceolgallit, and broke down with the
emergence of Demetrius of Pharos as a rival in the region later in the decade. Roman hegemony
over lllyria during the period being considered in this thesis, was not forcibly entrenched by
permanent administration or troops the ground with Rome, instead, operating at a distance.
This notion of O6external hegemonyd suitably
over the region during this perio.c k st ei n has asserted that ot
was posdile to have real amicitia between unequal partner, and so the prevalence of amicitia

with foreign states need not have been an ineffective means of exercising strong influence when

Ro me w %STheeirdornial associations which Rome signed suited the Roreah for
flexibility in the arrangement in which a R
entities along the Adriatic coast, the arrangements would have provided a notion of autonomy,
reinforced by the handsff approach of the Romans whilst@ffling them the protection of a

stronger state from the aggressions of the Ard@aegi,uen has noted that ot
Corcyra, Apollonia and Epidamnus possessed longstanding commercial connections with the

Greeks of Southern Italy and naturally welme d Rome6s assistance

“WE, Badian, TfNotes on ROmamCPaol iimy Ei.n Blaldliyami,a 6(S2 3@ i
Hi s t Bapeys®f,the British School at Ronvel. 20 (1952), pp. 781 and Dzinolllyricum in Roman Politics

p. 50.

4%Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek East 57.

¥p . Keal, 6é60On Influence and S pdmnanePowessind Suborfdihatee nce 6 i n
StategNorth Carolina, 1986), p. 124.

497 bid.

4% ckstein,Rome Enters the Greek East 58.

49bid. p. 54.
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ma r a ud°&he sforthal bond of friendshipould serve in this way as a means of drawing

assistance again in future, as and when this would be required.

The status of Apollonia and Epidamnus as important poesbfirkation for Romans
travelling east of the Adriatic is well attested in the sout®e$his would have secured a
greater means of contact between Italy and the eastern Adriatic coast and would, in ensuing
decades, enable the Romans to effectively anelysaénd their armies across the Adriatic.
Badian has stressed the importance of the diplomatic arrangements in ensuring Roman
command across the Otranto Strait against further ptfadzino has also highlighted the
importance of the Otranto Strait to Rerand has stressed the Roman diplomatic arrangements
being forged or renewed with the ¢%¥€earate
importance of the strategic objective of ensuring greater control over the Otranto Strait and
greater security ovehe wider Adriatic can be reflected in the diplomatic arrangements. This
can be seen by the map cited in the Appendi X
6Roman Protectoratebo, which sets out the ge
aigned to Rome in the southern Adriatlé. Although a slight discrepancy exists between
Holleaux and Hammond regarding the geographic positioning dahthini, both agree to a
rough geographic outline for the states diplomatically aligned to Rome. Flass were
directly across the Otranto Strait from Italy. As stated previously, these areas held the greatest
strategic importance to Rom&he Roman desire to engage with these states, rather than
entities in the Northern Adriatic reflected the dispagsepolitical makeup of lllyria and the

importance to Rome of narrowing their involvement to these areas.

Perhaps some of our best evidence to better understand the nature of Rome's allegiances
on the coast comes from an inscription from Pharos in the ddapsephisman two separate
fragments, which can be seen in the AppeRtfidhe psephismalocuments an appeal from
Pharos to its metropolis, Paros, outlining the desolation of the city of Pharos and in the process,
referring back to a prior diplomatarrangement between Pharos and Rome. The poor quality
of the fragments however, especially fragment A (Fig. 7a.), has made an analysis of the

509Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome76.

503 jvy, ab urbe condit®29. 12 and 31. 18., Plinyatural History3. 145.

2, Badian, f@dANotes on -2RoImaBC)Pw liinc yE.i nBadilam,i ad Jt2BDi e s
Hi s t Bapeysdf the British School at Ronvl. 20 (1952), p. 78.

503Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Potics, p. 51. These Oseparate political ent
Corcyra, Epidamnus/Dyrrachium, Apollonia, The Issaean commonwealth, the Parthini, Atintani, the parts of
Agrondés kingdom ruled by Teut a ildidas. Pi nnes, Demetrius

504appendix (Fig. 6.).
505Appendix (Fig. 7a and Fig. 7b.).
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contents of th@sephismavery difficult. The most pertinent part of the inscription appears on

line 8 of fragmentA. Reconstructed, it is believed to read:g € e [@ a (bsUT  {§|,9 aa Us
potentially relating to an alliance and friendship existing between theshtities®*® The

reading of this expression in the inscription has caused significant debate in the secondary
literature. Derow has argued thiahe substantial conclusion must emerge: that Pharos had an
alianceige e Uavi U Rome from some pYEHEckstein homever he t h
has chall enged this argument by asserting t1l
wei ght that has been put on ité and tHat it
Whilst both arguments make good points, regifirovides a satisfactory answer to interpreting
thepsephisma Der owbés assertion does not take into
of the terminology and Eckstein has sought to disguise the extant terminology to fit the
psephismanto his overd argument. As mentioned earlier in the thesis, the distinction between

socii (allies/associates) anamici (friends) and withsocii et amici is hard to effectively

determine. The distinction was first raised by Mommsen, who assertedothiaet amici

reflected a more formal alliance of friendship; this view has largely been discrégite.
subsequently not clear whether 't hepsephisma endsh
is indicative of a more formal form of alliance; in all likelihodvould have operated as a

form of relatively infor mal friendship. Eck
psephismavoul d strongly support Harri sd notion ¢
operating in the eastern Adriatic by 228 BC. Thasvever does not take into account lgnek

of Roman interest in large parts of lllyria and the lack of direct control imposed on the region

by Rome. This would be supported by the more tangible, if not necessarily more formal,
diplomatic arrangement beirsgt out in the inscription.

Further questions have been raised regarding the datingpdephismand the dating
of the diplomatic arrangement being referred back to in the inscription. Derow has dated the
psephismado the 3 Century BC, asserting ththe desolation of Pharos being referred to was
from the Roman attack in 219 BC, with the diplomatic arrangement referring to 298 BC.
The Roman attack of 219 BC is the most historically attested attack on the city and it is to this
historical attestatiothat Derow has based his claim. Burton has however challenged this claim
by noting that the O6city of the Phariansé r

5%%For a detailed and full recording of the epigraphy see P. S. Derow, 'Pharos andZedsuirift flr
Papyrologie und Epigraphif8 (1991), pp. 264.

50Derow, 'Pharos and Rome', p. 261.

508 ckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 46.

509T. MommsenROmisches Staatsrecfhteipzig, 1887), pp. 598. As discussed earlier in the thesis, the Latin
terms usually operated in like manner to their Greek counterparts.

510p, S, Derow, 'Pharos and Ronxgjtschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraph@8 (1991), pp. 269.
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diplomatic arrangement with Rome in 228 BC by the fact that Demetrius was in control of
Pharos after the First lllyrian War and had an agreemeamdfitia with Rome>!! Eckstein

has stressed that the dating of pisephismaemains uncertain; the inscription could be dated
from any time from the early8Century BC down to around 150 B& Although the event

of 219 BC is well attested in the sources there is certainly no guarantee that the desolation of
Pharos mentioned in thpsephismaefers to this precise event. Burton is certainly correct to
highlight the practical problems raised by tharlier date however given the status of
Demetrius in 228 BC. Eckstein has further highlighted the epigraphical problems with the

i nscri pti on jotaadscsipg turhs ontgo be anaplkoyeddwith words in the dative
ending in omega, suggesting amliea date; it is not, however, employed at all with words in

the dative ending with eta (and there are perhaps eleven such cases on the inscription), which
suggest s °HBThlsanceenore dhiges the lidvitations of drawing substantive inference
from the inscription. It is also difficult to effectively posit the inscription in the wider context

as there are very few dateable Greek inscriptions from lllyria. As such, thepiimscris
particularly problematic to use, and the dating cannot be deduced with any degree of certainty.
The diplomatic arrangement alluded to in Fragment A is suggestivé gfa ¢ Uz a U3z o Ul (
(friendship and alliance), but the connotations of theodigitic phrasing make it difficult to
determine exactly what this would entail

Roman Treaties

The terms of the Roman treaty at the conclusion of the First lllyrian War nevertheless
can provide some important insight into theited Roman strategic obj&ges in their
intervention. Polybius outlined the terms of the treaty, noting that Teuta agreed to pay a fixed
tribute to Rome, to abandon all lllyricum with the exception of a few districts, and to refrain
from sailing beyond Lissus with more than twarmed vessef®* Appian makes no mention
of the tributeput stresses the Lissus clause in the t

kingdom and be a ¢6friendd of Rome if he agre

S11Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republid (358 BC)

p. 138.

A, M. Eckstein, &é6Pharos and the QuaekBastinghe Thodd Roman Tr
Cent ur y Classidal.PElolagyol. 94 No. 4 (1999), p. 397, EckstelRpme Enters the Greek Eapt 46.
ckstein, O6Pharos and the Question of Roman Treati es
B. C. E. 0The npost likdlylter date according to Eckstein would be from the2fiidentury BC.

51polybius,Histories2. 12.
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to Rome>!® Cassius Do mentions no terms of the treaty, only noting that Teuta abdicated

power to Pinnes'®*The absence of the tribute in Appiar
the authenticity of the treaty that he presents, particularly when compared to the more
comprehense Polybian versiorBoth Appian and Polybius draw emphasis to particular terms

in the treaty, most notably to a clause involving Lissus and the separation of territory. Walbank
has noted that the terms of t heanSeadoslialen cl aus
and Gr e e k° Asmientignéd reayliér.in the thesibe objectivesof the Romans and

Adriatic Greekswere limited in the First lllyrian Waand centred around the needsexure

the southern Adriatic from lllyrian piracyihe Lissus clause would have provided greater
protection for shipping routes across the southern Adriatic, the Strait of Otranto and the lonian
seas. The emphasis of the clause in Polybius would alssbaxex to further demonstrate the

mutual objectives of the Romans and Greeks in the Adriatic in reducing the risk of Illyrian
piracy. By containing lllyrian vessels north of Lissus, the Romans could be presented in
Pol ybi us® ac c oun yrianapiatical Imeraace ifram mamgnd Gieere. Thie |
coastal areas were most important to Rome; the separation of the coast between the various
states aligned to Rome, the territory controlled by Demetrius and that of the Ardiaean kingdom,
together with the iitations of the Lissus clause greatly restricted the ability otien strong

lllyrian maritime power to emerge.

Incongruity nevertheless exists between the sources, with Polybius citing the payment
of a tribute and Appian highlighting a potential diplatic friendship between Pinnes and
Rome. Polybius makes no mention of Pinnes in his accourEmimgjton has argued that this
suggests that 'Polybius is noXltremangungleal | i nf
as to why Polybius excluded himom his account, although it enabled Polybius to concentrate
more on Teuta, whose role in the Polybian version, has been highlighted earlier in the thesis.
Harris has highlighted the passage regarding a possible war indemnity, although he accepts that
0 iisthard to see how the lllyrians could have paid much of an indemnity after the campaign of
2298 8'°Gr uen has however commented on Harriso c

and |little Haeti s0odbafemenbnresnt Podybausdg

S15Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7.

518Djo CassiusRoman Historyl2. 49.

S1"Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumep! 165.

518R. M. Errington, 'Rome and Greece to 205 BC' in A. E. Astin (€hinbridge Ancient History VIII: Rome
and the Mediterranean to 133 BCambridge, 1989), p. 88.

51%arris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥YBG p. 64.

520Gruen, TheHellenistic World and the Coming of Rope 367.
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which is not noted elsewhere, a point which Harris concedes. It is unlikely that there was a war
indemnity of a significant kind in any case given the precarious position of the Ardiaean
kingdom in 228 BC. If a war indemnity was ioged, it would have merely reflected the greater

Roman need to weaken the Ardiaean kingdom as a means of limiting their ability to conduct
rai ds. Von Scala traditionally believed tha
Achaean record office?’ Walbank has however noted that it would be very unlikely for
Polybius to have access to them and the more likely source is Fabius®iGonsidering
Polybiusdéd reliance on the annalistic tradit.i
Firstllly ri an War in Book I I, and Polybiusd hea:
generally for events predating 220 BC, it is more likely that Walbank is correct in sourcing the
treaty terms in Fabius Pictor. Although incongruity exists between the sptineeeaty

enabled Rome to secure its strategic objectives through their intervention. These were centred

on the suppression of lllyrian piracy in the Southern Adriatic and ensuring the greater
geopolitical stability in the region to safeguard against émergence of another lllyrian

maritime power in the Adriatic.

As Eckstein has arguedie primacy of these strategic interests in Roman deeision
making can be observed in contemporary Roman treaties with otheP§taies. particularly
useful examplesof contextual consideration were the Treaty of Flamininus of 196 BC that
ended the ? Macedonian War and the Treaty of Apamea of 188 BC which ended the Roman
war with Antiochus 111°%4 These treaties were signed after decisive Roman military victories
at Cynoscephelae in 197 BC and Magnesia in 189 BC respectively. As such, they reflect Roman
strategic motivations behind their interventions as the Romans in both cases dictated the terms
of the peace. By contrast the Treaty of Phoenice in 205 BC was appraechecheans of
compromise between Rome and Macedon and involved the dividing up of territory in lllyria
between the Romans and the Macedontahés such, the Roman treaties forged in the
aftermath of Roman victory can be seen to better reflect Roman kuintise Treaty of
Flamininus of 196 BC, the Romans exacted a war indemnity from Philip V of 1,000 talents,

took all his ships bar ten and took one of his sons, Demetrius, to Rome as a #6Bwlgbius

52IR. Von ScalaDie Studien des Polybi¢Stuttgart, 1890), p. 268.

522Nalbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumen! 165.

523Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 55.

524Treaty of Flamininus, Plutah, Life of Flamininus9. 4-5., PolybiusHistories18. 39.; Treaty of Apamea,
Appian,Syrian Wars/. 389., PolybiusHistories21. 45.

529 jvy, ab urbe condit£29. 12.

528p|ytarch Life of Flamininus9. 4-5.
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sets the indemnity at the lower rate of 200 talents and stresses that a mutual agreement of trust,

" 5 G U~ 0 Waslgrees upolk’ Although a discrepancy exists between the two sources
regarding the size of the war indemnity, the terms of the treaty iage dangruent in both
account s. The terms set out I n the treaty |
geopolitical imbalance through the taking of an important claimant to the throne as a hostage.
The mor al bond i n Pghlightddithe snportamae ofothe ratrangemekte |y
between Philip V and Rome; an arrangement that Perseus would break in the ensuing decades.
The terms of the treaty are similar to those enacted by Rome in 228 BC against the lllyrians.
Prime concern in both of éise treaties was afforded to a desire to weaken the enemy state,
geopolitically and military by limiting their ability to wage war. The moral bond included in

Pol ybiusdé account of the Treaty of Fl amininu
of the lllyrian treaty of 228 BC. The establishment of a flexible bond with important moral
underpinnings was beneficial to Rome and enabled them to control their scope of interventions

in future through the framework of the diplomatic arrangement.

Similarly, the Treaty of Apamea in 188 BC showed similarities with the other two
treaties. Appian outlines the terms of the treaty, noting that Antiochus Ill was stripped of all
territory west of the Taurus mountains, banned from keeping elephants andlywalowed
as many ships as the Romans would allow him, and must hand over 20 hostages to Rome at
the discretion of the Roman consul. Antiochus IIl was also compelled to pay a war indemnity
in instalments to Rome; all these clauses were in the treahstoe that Antiochus could then
be made a 0 % Polybiud shows & slifhbdiserepancy over the war indemnity
and adds further detail on the other clauses, stressing an additional war indemnity was to be
paid to Eumenes Il of Pergamum and thathostages were to be aged between 18 and 45 with
the process of hostage taking recycled every three Y&arBe terms of the treaty are based
on similar themes to the previous treaties signed in lllyria in 228 BC and Macedon in 196 BC.
Both the Treaty oFlamininus and the Treaty of Apamea in some of the accounts feature four
prominent clauses; military sanctions, hostages being taken by the Romans, a war indemnity
and a bond camicitiato be agreed upon between Rome and the respective entity. These term

weakened the foreign enemy of Rome geopolitically and militarily and reduced their ability to

527polybius,Histories18. 39.

528Appian, Syrian Wars7. 389. The war indemnity involved a payment of 500 Euboic talents upfront, a further
2,500 on the ratification of the treaty by the Roman Senate and a further 12,000 talents in annual instalments
delivered to Rome.

52%Polybius, Histories 21. 4%olybius stresses that the war indemnity paid to the Romans amounted to 10,000
talents of silver in 10 annual instalments.
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wage war against Rome again. The terms of the Treaty of Apamea however were notably
harsher than the previously agreed upon treaties. Grainger has noted tesilis of the treaty

greatly damaged the status of the Seleucid Empire, the result of which produced a situation
where 6Rome was clearly the one?>% cdksteindasl vy s u|
|l i kewi se asserted that 018% BC tRweata whathelifical b | i ¢
scientists call a o6uni po¥Paithdughsityis tifficlt to n  t h e
completely ascribe this status to Rome in 188 BC, the Treaty of Apamea did nevertheless reflect
agreaterunderlying Roman motivatiomtshape the region of Asia Minor in its own interests.
Antiochus Ill was forced to hand over large amounts of territory, which was duly awarded to
Romebs Pergamene allies. The treaty mar ked a
terms from thee previously, although the key themes of weakening the opposing state

geopolitically and militarily were nevertheless present.

Demetrius of Pharos

Romeds intervention in the Second 111l yri
Demetrius of Phar os, although the timing o
guestions regarding the nature of the pretext to intervene. The ancient historical accosnts fo
specifically on Demetriusdéd role in the prel.
of betrayal by Demetrius in violating the treaty from the First lllyrian \ik@pian alludes to
Demetrius' faithless spirit in his dealings with Rome and siggi#nat the Romans were
initially wary of Demetrius at the time of the settlement for the First lllyrian War, asserting that
the Romans had a mistrugf, s 0 Ubfiemetrius®? The choice of term here by Appian is
particularly poignant, being the antonyhthe important Greek concept ofa ( & eptept
that operated in a similar manner to Ronfigesin underpinning diplomatic associations.
Appiandéds inclusion of an earlier Roman mi str
means to present R@as duly aware and suspicious at an earlier stage than in reality. Polybius
likewise stressed the betrayal in his account, pointing to the ingratitude and temerity of

Demetrius in his actions in disdaining the kindness afforded him by R6nkeo | y bi us 6

5303, D. GraingerThe Roman War with Antiochus the Gréagiden, 2002), p. 351.
531Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 26.

532appian, lllyrian Wars3. 2. 7.

533polybius,Histories3. 16.
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emphasis on the service or kindness afforded to Demetrius by Rome, stresses the importance

of t heir previous relationship. Wal bank has
account of 6éan aggressive and rtiencXThessusce De me t
of the annalistic tradition in PolybiPusdo ac
although it is uncertain from which annalist the picture of Demetrius shown comes from.
Although the source of the tradition is uncertain, théylstan portrayal of Demetrius is

reflected in a variety of sources. Cassius Dio also draws attention to the previous relationship
between Demetrius and Rome, asserting that Demetrius abused their previous friendship

(G 9> It is perhaps not surprisingat the sources draw so much attention to the importance

of Demetrius of Pharos as it provided an effective pretext for the Second lllyrian War. The
language and tone used in the sources served to highlight the important moral elements of the
diplomatic te that existed between the two entities. Whilst the sources present a hyperbolic
image of Demetrius, the important elemenfidgéswas cr uci al t o Romebs d
Demetrius; the breaking of this bond would have been seen as an impious acet®&dian

has highlighted the example of Demetrius of
intervention was a demonstr at i onbeneficiaDhe he i mj
nature of politicaklientelawas becoming clear: the client must not forget his station and the
benefits he had fGrcueeinv enda sf rhoonw eRvoemie 6s.t r e s s e d
of hindsight and apologia taint the evidenc:eé
bankedon Macedoni an s t*%Tpheoexplanaiion for2h2 drati@n@l &ctidh by
Demetrius has been explained by his character flaws in the sources. Gruen is correct to
highlight the questions of authenticity that this raises to the accounts. For Pdlybmsu d i e nc e
and the audiences of later historians, the notion of reckless action against Rome would have
been considered impious given the status of Rome in the Mediterranean from th¥ late 2

Century BC onwards.

The delay of the Romans in intervening agaiDemetrius has however made an
analysis of the pretext problematic. The actions of Demetrius that could be construed to violate

the treaty occurred over the course of the period 222 BC to 219 BC, with no singular action

53Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumel 324.

Gel zer, O6R°mische Politik bei Fabius Pictordé, p. 147
538Djo CassiusRoman Historyl2. 53.

537Badian,Foreign Clientelae 2640 BG p. 47.

53%8Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome3 7.
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being especially highlighted irhé¢ sources**Dzi no has suggested that
Roman laissez faire tras#sdriatic policy in this period was understood as a signal to Demetrius

that he could extend his influence, and later when his power grew it might have appeared to
himthatRome was i ncapabl e of °Plkisquiteiposgbletthatthei s pr
lack of a Roman response to the events from 222 BC onwards prompted Demetrius to continue

his actions. Polybius indeed notes that Demetrius had observed that Romehaad stéull

against the Gauls in Northern Italy and had taken advantage of the sittaRotybius may

have emphasised this to draw even greater a
in an early opportunity presented to Demetridsmetrits was held in particularly low regard

by Polybius, who blamed him for influencing Philip V to turn westwards and combat Rome.

This may subsequently be considered as part of the broader Polybian hostility against
Demetrius. ie Romans were engaged in adumus campaign in the 220s against the Gauls

of Northern Italy and the Istrians by the e
ability to intervene. Walbank has stressed the importance of this, and the wider tensions
between Carthage and Romey $ti ng t hat &t he Romans only cro:
because they f ea ?PdMhbanknamybe gidgiogtit episade with tdceniich
hindsight, although Roman priorities were not in lllyria for the period 2229 BC but
elsewherg* The Roman pretext as such, should be seen in the accumulative nature of the
treaty violations. Rome needed to act against the breaking of the treaty ditslvehich
underpinned it, but only did so when it was capable of acting and when it was poude st

Many of the treaty terms from the aftermath of the First Illyrian War contained clauses
which sought to restrict lllyrian piracy, especially in the Southern Adriatic. These treaties
however were signed by Teuta on behalf of Pinnes in both thergsaf Appian and Polybius,
and not directly with Demetriud® Some historians have sought to stress that Demetrius may

not have considered the treaty binding on him, and subsequently conducted*pifaiy has

53These actions were his involvement in the Battle of Sellasia in 222 BC, his piratical involvement in both the

Istrian War of 221/0 BC and in the Cyclades in 220 BC and his acigaiast the Roman aligned Parthini and

Atintanes.

540Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politics 229 BCAD 68§ p. 52.

541polybius,Histories3. 16.

542Polybius, Histories 5.102 and 7. 13.

>43Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumen! 325.

54See also Gruerhe Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rom@ 36873 and EcksteifRome Enters the

Greek Eastpp. 6272.

545Polybius,Histories2. 12; Appian]llyrian Wars3. 2. 7.

546Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome371.; E.Badia, fANot es on Roman Pol i
(230201 BC)O6 in E. Badi an, ¢ StRageis efshe Briish &choolatRomsmt. d R o man
20 (1952), p. 14.

Pagel04of 181



been challenged by Eckstein whinesses that Demetrius was the regent of the Ardiaei when
undertaking Adriatic piracy and was thus subject to the terms of the #é@gssius Dio notes
that Demetrius of Pharos had married Pinnes:
process,had established himself as regent for the ArdieMoreover Scerdilaidas, his
associate in the piratical raids, was Agron's brother and thus part of the Ardiaean royal
family.>4° Whether the treaty directly applied to Demetrius or not remains somewhaarncle
He may well have believed that the treaty didn't, providing some context for his impulsive
actions although crucially the treaty was believed to be in force by the Romans and provided
the key justification for the subsequent intervention. Polybiugitaeing the origins of the
conflict, notably stresses how Demetrius' actions were in direct contradiction to the
aforementioned treafy? If it is to be accepted that the Romans still saw the treaty as valid,
then by breaking it Demetrius of Pharos hacrdp challenged and defied Rome and
subsequently precipitated a Roman war against him.

Further questions concerning the violation of the treaty by Demetrius have been raised
over Demetriusodé involvement in theedtBa,byt |l e of
his participation in the battle, Demetrius in all likelihood sailed beyond Lissus in 222 BC,
breaking the treaty in the process yet attracting no response from>Rcdrhe. most logical
route taken by Demetrius and his forces would be by seangiakanding at Argos. With a
contingent of 1600 troops and the baggage needed to support these troops, maritime
transportation would be quicker and more pracfigaiVhilst this is the most probable route
taken, the manner of travel for Demetrius and foizes to Sellasia remains uncertain.
Polybius, in his account of the battle, asserts that Antigonus wintered at Argos and from there
advanced with his army and allies into LacoWi@aThis could be suggestive of an lllyrian
advance over land rather thand®a given the troop dispositions alluded to by Polybius during
the whole campaigt?*l f t hi's were the case, Demetri usod

the treaty. Gruen however notes that such an action would involve an arduous overland journey

547Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek East 61.

548Dio CassiusRoman Historyl2. 53.

54%Polybius,Histories4. 16.; Livy,ab urbe condita81. 28.

5S0polybius,Histories3. 16.

51Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome371.

52pPolybius,Histories2. 65.

553 bid.

554Argos due to its close proximity to the Isthmus of Corinth and pogitgpain the Eastern side of the
Peloponnese would be less practical than Gruen suggests to reach by sea. The use di thecternbyc ¢ ¢
Polybius could refer to a formal ally or rather to a more generic form of military assistance being provided.
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and shal d be considered a ®nmo alltlikelthand therefore) Ppr org
Demetriusd actions in participating in the B
however raises a further question as to why Rome did not launch an imnreditgey
intervention against Demetrius. Some context
in the Northern Adriatic. The Romans had been engaged in a bitterly fought war with the tribes

of Cisalpine Gaul; a decisive victory was not achieved @2® BC which freed the Romans

up to tackle any threat posed by DemetPRi.he additional delay might be on account of the
outbreak of Istrian piracy in the Northern Adriatic in the following year. As mentioned earlier,

the North Eastern Italian coast, bedf the establishment of Aquileia, was exposed to potential

threats from the Northern Adriatté! With priorities being located elsewhere, a Roman

military intervention against Demetrius of Pharos may have been delayed; upon victory in the

First Histrian Wa, Rome swiftly moved against Demetrius.

Mor eover, Demetriusdéd involvement in pirat
important factor in provoking the Roman intervention in the Second lllyrian Bzmo has
argued that a joint piratical actiontbeeen Demetrius of Pharos and the Histri in 221 BC
6finally made the Romans act 0 &Thedbuildupbfer vene
Demetriusdé depredations could not have gone
Histrian and Second lllyriawars that Dzino alludes to, suggests the important link between
the two events. Whilst Dzino is right to highlight the importance of the action in leading to the
Second Il lyrian War, the idea that thle event
two years between these events, the written sources record that Demetrius attacked or
undermined places diplomatically aligned to Rome and in the Polybian version, sailed beyond
Lissus with more than two pinnac®8The variety of violations of the trgaacross the period
222-219 BC needs to be noted here; the Roman intervention should be sourced in the
amalgamation of these violations rather than a single violation which directly prompted Roman
intervention. The timing of additional piracy conductedd®metrius in the Polybian version,

the piratical raid of the Cyclades after sailing past Lissus, is however more problematic.

555Gruen,TheHellenistic World and the Coming of Ronpe 371.

5581bid. p. 370.

557Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicspp. 5760.

558Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 52.

5%polybius,Histories3. 16.; Dio CassiusfRoman Historyl2. 53.; Appianlllyrian Wars 3. 2. 8. Apian

suggests that the Romans acted in retaliation to piratical activity conducted by DemetriusHisttithe also

mentions the detachment of théntanif r om Rome. Cassius Diods account foc!
against neighbouring tribes and those allied to Rome. These passages will be critiqued in greater depth later in

the chapter.
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Walbank notes that the event occurred before, rather than after his attaclddndlie states
alignedtoRomand maypynlgé yostod oured by the p¥Bypagand
stressing this attack on g®statesPolybius is able to dramatically present an act of betrayal.
Hammond moreover has noted that by flouting the treaty and with affiliations with Macedon,
Epirusand Acarnani ao, Demetrius would control t
greatly jeopardising Romed6 posttHaommoahédasd
highlighting of Demetriusdé affiliation with
of the wabpP®By afettearcrhdtnly. members of the O6prote
undermining the economic and strategic reas
War. Although the violations of the treaty as a collective whole aredtteereasoning behind
Romedés intervention in the Second Il lyrian
importance therein. The violation appears last in our sources and posed the greatest threat to

Roman interests in the region.

The Rising Macedonian Threat

It is important to consider how the development of the threat to Rome posed by
Macedon affected Romeds i nUndertheeegnsiofAntigonuisn t he
Doson and Philip V, Macedonian domestic fortunes flourished a=dten gained a greater
control over Greece through victories in the Cleomenean and Social Wars. Eckstein notes that,
building on the hegemony over Greece established by Antigonus Doson, Philip ‘'unexpectedly
proved himself an outstanding military commané&Errington has challenged this however
by arguing that Philip V had been "l abouring
with the Social War until 217 BE* Whilst Errington is correct to note that the Social War
was Philip's priority, theampaign rather demonstrated his capability as a military commander,
an important attribute for any Hellenistic ruler, especially given Philip's inexperience and

youth. Whilst holding a prominent position and a growing military reputation, Philip

S6Qwalbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumenl! 325.

®IN. G. L. Hammond, 6111 y205, Bh@Rd|mfeRoman Studigeolc58.ANo.#2 i n 229
(1968), p. 11.
%Demetriusd |ink to Macedon is cited to their mutual

conclusive enough evidence fastrong affiliation.

563Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 78.

564R. M. Errington, 'Rome and Greece to 205 BC' in A. E. Adtire Cambridge Ancient History Volume
VI, p. 93.

Pagel07of 181



neverthetss needed to gain the support of all the members of the Symmachy in order to go to
war >%° The growth of Philip's military reputation may have helped him gain greater support to
push through his desires for greater military campaigns. Polybius in an @sidéis main
narrative hints at Philip's tremendous popularity in his early reign. Polybius asserts that
Thessaly, Macedonia and all subject dominions were more favourable to him than any previous
ruler; Polybius in light of this described him as the idgriof all the Greeks%® Given this
popularity and the youthful exuberance that followed his ascension, Philip may have been able
to carry the support of many Greek states, putting him in a particularly powerful position. Philip
subsequently had a strongvger base in Greece and so long as he kept his Greek allies in line,
had the potential to expand his position still further on the peninghla.threatened the
geopolitical status quo in 11 yriEegrowingvhi ch
reputation of a young and inexperienced leader proving himself through successful military
campaigns may have had an effect on Roman perceptions of Macedonian power beyond lllyria.
The array of states who were included in the Hellenic Symmachy would tereased the
power and influence of Philip in the region. Any effect of this nature would have furthered the
need of Rome to use caution in their eastern Adriatic affenesntaining their effective

6external hegemonyd over Il lyrian affairs.

It is important here to consider this change in the geopolitical landscape of the region,
and its subsequent implications for the course of the Roman interventions through Realist
international relations theory. Thetemdi ft i
hegemonyd to the competition for powoeld and
lead to an inevitable conflict within the core principles of the theory. Eckstein notes that in
6confronting such compet it orlatedconflictsofateresh at ur a
woul d ari se be t%atkongh claimimg theinevitabdity of & war between
the two entities is too strong and owes too much to hindsight, the geopolitical imbalance had
important connotations for the outlook of Hign leaders. lllyria was caught in between these
two great powers, and in operating out of -seférest, could effectively secure preferential
arrangements due to their strategic I mporta

weaker states to tal upon strong states to pro®lact t he

565]. D. GraingerThe League of the Aitoliarfseiden, 1999), p. 275. Walbank lists the members of the
Symmachy as follows: the 'Achaeans, Macedonians, Thessalians, Epirotes, Arcarnians, Boeotians, Phocians,
Euboeans and perhaps the Opuntian Locrians'. F. W. WalBailipg V of Macedor{Cambridge, 240), p. 16.
566polybius,Histories7. 11.

567Eckstein,Mediterranean Anarchy, Interstate War and the Rise of RpnEL9.

569 bid.
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light of growing hostilities between Rome and Macedon, lllyrian leaders would naturally seek
greater protection from these stronger states. This however doadetptately consider the

opportunities afforded to the lllyrians by this dynamic. As shall be discussed in the next
chapter, lllyrian leaders took advantage of the geopolitical instability in the region to carve out

preferential arrangements.

Theimportance of the Peace of Naupactus is highlighted in the ancient sources but has
caused greater debate in the secondary literature. Polybius highlights the importance of the
event through a lengthy speech by Agelaus of Naupattlise speech itself famsly alludes
to storm clouds looming over the West, an inevitable invasion of Greece by the winner of the
Hannibalic War and a notion of Macedonian prospects for a universal effi{g@B&en the
strong statements in its contents, the authenticity of the lspesdeen brought into question.
Champion has argued théike many reported speeches provided by ancient historians, the
authenticity of the speech is dubious, its nature rhetorical, and the choice of its inclusion a
political one of the authoY’t Walbark by contrast has not questioned the speech's authenticity,
instead arguing that Agelaus in the speech 'advised Philip to adopt a policy of defensive
alertness; the clear implication was that he should not plunge into a war againsP'Rome".
Althoughtheadtent i city of the speech is wunclear, F
in his Historiesis likely on account of its aforementioned importance in explaining the key
theme of &6i nt er c o rEokstanirelebd rotesstiiat the spedthtegjral oo r k .
the entire structure of Polybiudistories®’® Polybius probably wanted to mark the pivotal
moment in his text with a significant and controversial speech in his historical account. Whilst
ascribing a singular event to a gradually developing &ptnis challenging, Polybius probably
did so to suit his purposes in writing his history. The event nevertheless serves as the first
historical attestation for the beginnings of Roman and Macedonian hostilities and as such

marked an important shiftintite vel opment of Romeds intervent

The importance of the speech has also been challenged as it relates to the wider context
of Macedonian interests east of the Adriatic

to turn hs attention westwards in 217 BC, noting tRhatlip would not have envisioned a move

56%Polybius,Histories 5. 104.

570bid.

571C. B. ChampionCultural Politics in Polybius' HistoriegCalifornia, 2004), p. 194.

Sk, W. Wal bank, 6éMacedonia and the Greek Leaguesd in
R. M. Ogilvie (eds.)The Cambridge Ancient History Volume VII Part I: The Hellenistic WZimbridge,

1984), P. 481.

57%Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 80.
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against Rome whilst his own kingdom was under as8&uPolybius notes that Scerdialaidas

had made raids over the Macedonian border and stresses that Philip moveddmcbtira

lilyria threat to the North as a prelude to his movement West/hilst Polybius highlights

Philip's lofty ambitions he nevertheless concedes this point. Philip's most pressing concern in
217 BC was securing the Northern border to his kingdomréefmbarking on a major
campaign in the West. Polybius rectifies this discrepancy by noting that whilst dealing with
Scerdilaidas, Philip's nights were filled with dreams solely of world domin2ftdine tone of

the scene enables Polybius to vividly comimam the character of Philip, although the scene

is used purely for dramatic effect. Whether or not Philip intended to attack Italy after dealing
with Scerdilaidas is also unclear. Walbank believes that his likely plan was to cross over to
ltaly aftergaim ng a foothold on the Adriatic coast,
where Philip built hisfleet’’/Badi an however stresses that Phi

the conflict with Scerdilaidas; his intentions on an Italian invasion beingradatéerpretation

in the light of his attack in 214 BC on Apollomi&A|l t hough Philipds inten

with Scerdilaidas cannot be known for certain, it does appear that the initial primacy of

Philipds concern wabkernfbarder. t he security of his
Philipbs proposed treaty with Hanni bal fu

of the Adriatic by exacerbating Romd&facedonian hostilities. Polybius has provided a full

text of the treaty in hidHistories emphasising the importance die document in the
development of Rome's outlook east of the Adri#ffiRo s enst ein asserts th
alliance between the two powers at least on its face envisioned military cooperation. It is not
likely that either side really expected suppporo  ma t &%Witla thé separétion of the
Macedonians in Greece and Carthaginians in lItaly, this is likely to have been the case. The

i mplications however of the convergence of f
Roman anxi et i eson of tReotéxtyobtheutrseaby inihis wdrk is interesting, and
probably served to further emphasise this po
a possible invasion of Italy by Philip but s

against them. Walbank notes on the treaty that Polybius probably used official Roman records,

574Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome374.

5Polybius,Histories5. 108.

578 bid.

S"\Walbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumesp. 6323.

5% . B adieaonRonfaMRolicyinlllyria(232 01 BC) 60 in E. Badian, 6Studies
Hi s t Bapeysf the British School at Ronvl. 20 (1952), p. 89.

57%Polybius,Histories7. 9.

580RosensteinRome and the Mediterranean 2986 BC: The Imperial Republip. 145.
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pointing to the existence of record collections in Achaea, Aegium and probably at towns like
Argos and Pol ybiusdo o wif Alhoughetheoovigns obthe tedte g a |l o |
contained in Polybiusdéd account canodot be det e
the style of the text, with its mattef-fact undramatised style, would indicate that it was an
insertion into the work, most likely being deztv from some official record. The treaty
moreover, outlines the conditions of a Roman defeat; the Romans would be compelled to
release captive friends of Demetrius of Pharos and to relinquish any claim to the territories of
Corcyra, Apollonia, Epidamnu&haros and Dimale nor hold any sway over the Parthini or
Atintani.>® The particular inclusion of many Adriatic territories in the agreement is testament

to their importance in the negotiations. The locations themselves included territories previously

held by Demetrius, and territories that weaégned to Rome in the aftermath of the First

lllyrian War. As such, the terms of the treaty were not only designed to restore Demetrius to

his previous position, but to directly damage Roman interests iAdhatic. Although these

interests were threatened, the primary importance for Rome remained dealing with Hannibal

in Italy; this would have been compounded by the disastrous defeat of the Romans at Cannae

a year previouslyAfter Cannae, Philip may wellave been convinced of the likelihood of a
Carthaginian victory in the war and may have sought a favourable position in the consequent
settlement. In either case, Philip had in the treaty determined the focus of his interests on the
Greek peninsulaandtded r i ati ¢ moreover; by aligning hinm
doing so, it had important ramifications on

The terms of the alliance between Macedon and Carthage for the Romans in 215 BC
ensured that Roan aims in the First Macedonian War were limited and largely restricted to
keeping Philip occupied east of the Adriatic. To this end, Rome formed an alliance with the
Aetolian League in 211 BC becoming friends and afffé3he terms of the treaty outlirke
Roman and Aetolian roles in the war against Philip. Livy asserts that the Aetolian League was
to confront Philip on land and gain any territory won as far as Corcyra whilst the Romans
provided naval support of no less than twenty five quinquiréfids.examining the terms of
the treaty, Eckstein notes the lack of territorial gain for Rome in the terms of the allegiance in

contrast to the more explicit benefits afforded to the Aetolian LeXgtkarris, whilst agreeing

S81E. W. WalbankPhilip V of Macedor{Cambridge, 1940), p. 280.

582polybius,Histories?. 9.

83Evidence of the treaty comes from a surviving inscription on a limestone stele from Hagios Vasilios. The text
of the treaty appears in full in Liviab urbe condit®6. 24. For more details on the treaty see F. C. Bourne, P.
R. ColemarNorton and A. C. Jatson,Ancient Roman Statutédew Jersey, 2009), pp. 20

84 jvy, Ab urbe condit26. 24.

S8Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 89.
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with the potential reasoning for theeaty of keeping Philip occupied in Greece, suggests an

additional reasoning 6to establish the begir
done in an inept af®%dhiintbomeveentdobasbiton.:
consideration the impatn c e o f Hanni bal s activity in 11t

continued threat from the Carthaginian presence, the Romans were hardly likely to be planning
schemes of imperial expansion. This is furthered by considering the lack of territorial gain for
the Romans in the terms of the treaty. The primary concern of the treaty should subsequently
be cited in the pressing need to keep Philip contained across the Adriatic. Through the forming
of an allegiance with the Aetolian League, the Romans gainedhyampEnly hostile to
Macedon who could place more direct pressure on Philip. For modern scholars, an analysis of
the implications of the treaty have often been influenced by its inclusion as an example in
Machiavelli. Machiavelli highlighted the benefitsrfthe Romans in aligning with a weaker
entity on the peninsula to Macedon, ensuring greater geopolitical instability that they could
later exploit®”Whi | st Machiavelliés view highlights t
in Greece, the significana# this would not be realised until a later period than 211 BC. The
RomanAetolian treaty subsequently served to limit the scope of Roman interventions east of

the Adriatic, allowing Rome to focus on its primary concerns in Italy.

The likelihood of a posbkle Macedonian invasion of Italy has caused further debate
amongst scholars on grounds of practicality. Macedonian naval attempts on the Adriatic were
particularly unsuccessful with a hundred strong Macedonian fleet retreating against a Roman
counterattackvith a fleet a tenth the siz8® Harris has noted that such deficiencies in the
Macedonian fleet could hardly have filled the Romans with much df@adhis however
negates the lack of intelligence either side possessed of the opposing forces. Philydd$iee
considerably larger, was inexperienced and consisted of quickly amasseddyrianPlalip
consequently would likely not have full confidence in the ability of his fleet. Walbank notes
that due to financial pressures on the Macedonian staflegt of such size had not been
previously possible and that such a fleet could quickly transport around 5008 mAan.
mentioned earliera- y ¢ fvageslight vessels used for a variety of purposes, although most
notably for quick effective raiding. Philimdeed had gathered the fleet together to deal with

S8Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z0BC p. 207.

587N. Machiavelli (1532) in P. Bondanella and M. Musa (trans.), N. Machia¥éli, Prince(Oxford, 1979), pp.
11-2.

58polybius,Histories5. 110.

58Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Ronpg. 2056. The Roman ten ships had been sent as

a detachment fra the main Roman fleet stationed at Lilybaeum.

Swalbank,Philip V of Macedonp. 69.
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inshore operations against Scerdilaidas in 217 BC, operations that his feeat of tvezes

better suitedfoPhi | i p6s subsequent successes in taki
of Dassaretis nekto be considered. These success were followed by the Parthini and Atintani

tribes falling to him, including the town of Dimale which Rome had successfully besieged
during the Second lllyrian WaP! Waterfield has described the holding of Lissus by the
Macedonians as an 'overt threat to Roman interests in the region, and a possible threat even to
ltaly'>®?Li vy indeed notes that the Romeds increas
to protect the coast of Italy and gather information on the Madaaaronflict>*® Dzino

sources the Roman decision to reinforce their Adriatic fleet in the Adriatic to support
Scerdil aidas and i*AAlthough ihig uncbedr which of the readoss cited t i 0 n
by Dzino carried the greater weight, the move was a reactive one by Rome, intended to protect
Romeds status in the Adriatic and establish
information. Althaugh in the eventual Peace of Phoenice in 205 BC, Philip gained control over

the Atintani, formerly a member of the O6Ro0ma
Philip which enabled it to concentrate on the conflict with Hanfi3alhis was especiall

pressing given the turning of the tide in the campaign, with the war being directed to North

Africa.

Rome's strategy in the First Macedonian War has also raised debate regarding the status
of Roman associations east of the Adriatic. In a fragment fropiaédfs coverage of Roman
affairs with Macedon, Corcyra is described as a state allied to Rome in the form of a military
alliance,il g ¢ ¢ ,lAgaimdd Philip V who was in the process of attacking the¥igruen has
argued that collaboration of this sort veaigiivalent to Roman 'friendship' in line with previous
Roman associations along the codéthis has been challenged however by Derow who has
stressed that this indicates a more formal alliance between the two states and asserts that the
termstl g € ¢ &hd 'midddship’ are not analogotf§Derow is surely correct to stress that these
are not equivalent terms, but it is important to place the usage in the appropriate context. As
mentioned earlier, the terdng £ ¢ tbald refer to a more formal alliance omare general
form of military assistance. Given the nature of the context in the midst of the mutual war being
waged with Macedon, the latter definition must also be considered a possibility, albeit a less

591 ckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 87.

S92R. Waterfield, Taken at the Flood: The Roman Conquest of Gré@géord, 2014), p. 49.
%93 jvy, Ab urbe condit23. 38.

594Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politics 229B@D68, p. 54.

599 jvy, ab urbe condit£29. 12.

59%Appian, Macedonian Affairéragment 1.

597Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rop.e56.

9% s, Derow, 'Pharos and Rome' in A. Erskine and J. C. Quinn Ratg Polybius and the East: Papers
by Peter Derow(Oxford, 2015), p. 274.
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likely one. Derow later remarks that the treatywmen Philip and Hannibal in 215 BC was
designed to break Roman associations with Corcyra, Apollonia, Epidmanus, Pharos, Dimale,
the Parthini and the Atintani although the absence of Issa has not been exifaihecareas
outlined in the treaty were thoslereatened directly by Philip in Southern lllyria and those
which particularly pertained to Demetrius' targets for reacquisition. Pharos is the only location
outside the Southern Adriatic listed and this, as established earlier, was previously the persona
possession of Demetrius of Pharos. As such, Issa may not have been included as it did not fulfil
either criteria sufficiently. This demonstrates the importance of the immediate context of the
First Macedonian War on the Roman associations. The evidenu#e supportive of Derow's

view here which stresses the importance of the terms and a more formal form of alliance being
formed. With Rome preoccupied in Italy, a form of allegiance with stronger military ties on
the Adriatic would have been beneficial Rome in achieving their main aim during the
conflict of keeping Macedon tied down east of the Adriatic.

Conclusion
Romebés intervention in the Second 1 Il yri
importance for the Romans to maintaintiieie x t er nal hegemonyd over t

War itself was directed specifically against Demetrius of Pharos and, as Eckstein has noted,
the 6expedition of 219 BC had | i%°Thepretextmp act
for the Second lllyria War was complex, with a range of treaty violations committed by
Demetrius across a broad span of time. It is subsequently very difficult to effectively determine
the significance of each individual treaty violation in acting as a catalyst for Roman
intervention.lt is nevertheless important to stress that in the accounts of Polybius and Appian,
Demetrius had violated the sacfeksthat underpinned his relationship with RofieThese
accounts are too moralistic and charadieven seeking to apportiothe cause of the war
solely in Demetriusd per cei veErdngtonhogeverthast ud e
suggestdthat the steady progression of treaty violations created a sense of suspicion, mistrust
and hostility that built up to become the esi® pretext for the conflict®? With no single

9 pid. p. 275.

600Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 75.

601polybius,Histories3. 16.; Appian]llyrian Wars 3. 2. 8.

602R. M. Errington,Rome and Greece to 205 BC' in A. E. Astin (e@gmbridge Ancientistory VIII: Rome
and the Mediterranean to 133 BCambridge, 1989), p. 91.
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discernible event in the extant sources that could constitute a pretext, this serves to effectively

explain the complexities of the treaty violations and the delay in Roman action being taken.

The initial setlement established in the aftermath of the First lllyrian War in 228 BC

created a series of diplomatic associations across the Adhatican best be described as

constituting a Ro mahese ektprsevereesseritially lonsely toened e 6 .

amicitiag, forged in many cases as a result ofdbditio of several states to Rome during the

military intervention itself. These affiliat
freedom of politial action and selfletermination even after theimicitia with the Republic
had been ¥RatremttHan exdicesidgddirect control over these states, or impose any
form of imperial administration, Rome gradually established itself through thesemships
as a hegemonic entity in the eastern Adriatic. This hegemony was in line with the definition
outlined by Doyle in comparison to imperial poi&Rome expected the mutual bondidés
to maintain the diplomatic association between the entitiesreign affairs but Rome took no
action in intervening in the domestic affairs of their affiliates. These associations served to
demonstrate the limited nature of Roman strategic objectives in the t®gigrholding their
6ext er nal Thhse gexdargely gedtred on the SouHastern Adriatic coast and the
islands of the Adriatic. The flexible relations that Rome had established with these states,
together with the limitations imposed on the Ardiaean kingdom through thevpogteace
treaty, enal@dd Rome to achieve its strategic aims. These aims were to suppress lllyrian piracy
in the Adriatic and to ensure the greater security of the Southern Adriatic trade routes, most
notably across the narrowest section of the Otranto Stfdiese aims wereoogruent with
the core motivations of the Adriatic Greeks, who sought Roman protection in the aftermath of
First lllyrian War from the threat posed by Ardiaean aggression.

Roman hostilities with Macedon posed a greater threat than previously on Roman
interests in the eastern Adriatic, and south eastern lllyria in particlife. geopolitical
expansion of the Macedonians into the regio

hegemonyd6 and the preci sel ythedseategicoerdl offhe ma n
Ot r a® whoilst dlyria features less in the surviving source material, this is nevertheless
reflective of Romeds | imited interests in
the eastern Adriatic coast which provided an effectheck on any Macedonian aggression

603Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the MiRejeublic (353 146 BC)
p. 205.

604V, M. Doyle, Empires(New York, 1986), p. 40.

605D zino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 60.
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westwards. The historical attestation of tensions between Macedon and Rome prior to 217 BC

is intangible and owes much to later hindsight. From 217 BC down to the final Roman victory

in 202 BC, the war with Hannibalremaid Ro me 6s number one priori-t
Rome was better able to foster diplomatic ties in Greece which would eventually lead to
conflict with Macedon. | n secur-standing, deicats e al |
balance of powerim he r egi on, a change that would ul't
witness the establishment of a new, more stable balance of power in Greece and neutralise the
Macedonian threat f o%°The lguntesseatialt eleniemts of ttryst, y e a r
faithfulness, loyalty and confidence that were wrapped up in the Roman contidpgdftill
underpinned these alliances, and would be an important foundation for Roman hegemony over
Greece.

608Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republit&58G pp.
1045.
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Chapter 51 The Third lllyrian War

Introduction

Romeb6s i nt e Thucelllyriam Wanand concurréneintervention in the Third
Macedonian WacementedRome as the sole influential superpowetha eastern Adriatic
The postwar settlement of the region saw the dramat&dication of the two kingdontf
lllyria and Macedonthe establishment of a series of republican governments and the sacking
of several towns and enslavement of their inhabitafktés represented greater Roman
aggression in the aftermathofthecampasgy al t hough t he dédexternal h
as Rome did not directly administer the regiéor Polybius, the events of 168/7 BC served as
his initial choice of date to close his accounts; the date marked the conclusion of the global
interaoesmsédctaendd Romeds rise to power wi t h
kingdom®°7 In similar fashion to previous events, Polybius utilised the Third Macedonian and
lllyrian Wars as a sepiece within his work to dramatically demonstrate the power, authority
and infl uence o fc oRonreec toetHsdteimihaly desdbiibed tthsader
developmentin the Second Century B&s t he emergence ofthata 6 Ro1
emerged from the previous muiolar interstate systefi® This chapteishallinitially examine
the important developments in the diplomatic arrangements between Rome, lllyria and the
Greek East as well as tipeelude to the Third lllyrian WarThe postwar settlement of the
region will also be examined as a means to consider tleespgmentsand place them in the
context of the previouRomanpostwar treatieexamined in the previous chapter.

The pretext for the Roman intervention in the Third lllyrian War can be cited in the
alliance forged between Genthius and Perseus.dragged lllyria into the broader conflict
between Rome and Macedon and compelled the Romans to intervene in the direct context of
the Third Macedonian War. The alliance between Perseus and Genthius had important
connotations for the lllyrian geopoliticandscape, which would be fundamentally altered by
the Roman victory in these concurrent campaidgtthough there isa scholarly consensus
regarding the origins of the Third lllyrian War, Roman motivatibehind their intervention

in the Third MacedoniaWar has been the source of some delJdtis. debate has emerged on

807Polybius,Histories1. 1.
608 ckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 342.
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account of an unsatisfactory pretext providedPblybiusto explain the Roman motivation for

war. This pretext asserts that Philip V intended war with Rome and had planned it before his
death 1in 179 BC. Perseus served as Philipos
father®Har ri s has highlighted the inadequacy of
not explain what needs explainiiigrhamely theRomandecisiont o b e g%° Gruew has 6 .
however directly criticised Harrisd perspect
preliminaries and the | engthy de%RBothshesbef or e
sources are correct to dismiss the premigeforward by the pretext and reject the notion that
Perseus sought war. The Roman motivation behind their intervention is harder to determine
and no singular pretext s ufTheiodgns of theocondlictp | ai n
however reveal Ronmaconcerns over a geopolitical imbalance which leelgreaterdesire to

affirm their geopolitical dominance oveite eastern Adriatid he Roman decision to intervene

in the Third Macedonian Wdrad important connotations ftite Roman interventionbeing
consideredin this thesis. Wars were waged against the Macedonians and lllyrians

simultaneously and both kingdoms overthrown in their aftermath.

Roman Diplomacy with Greek States

An important component in the expanding role of Rome east of the AdveiRome's
growing diplomatic role in the affairs of Greek states. The Treaty of Phoenice in 205 BC which
ended the First Macedonian War featured many Greek states as associated members to the two
parties, Rome and Maced®&y.Harris has argued that the Romans through their plethora of
diplomatic associations in the treaty were muscling their way into Greek affairs and creating
the necessary conditions that eventually led to appeals to them for militaj}Hetkstein
howeverhas noted that the inclusion in the list of the Illians and Athenians was peculiar given

the fact that they didn't fight in the campaign and describes the states more generically as

50%olybius,Histories22. 18. This pretext also appears in L urbe Conditat2. 52.

61%arris, War and Imperialism in Republican Ronpp. 22733.

611Gruen,The Hellenistic World and th@oming of Romep. 418.

613 jvy, Ab urbe condit29. 12. Livy includes in the peace treaty: Prusias, king of Bithynia, the Achaeans,
the Boeotians, The Thessalians, The Arcananians and the Epirots for Macedon; The llians, Attalus of
Pergamum, Pleuratus (sohScerdilaidas), Nabis tyrant of the Lacadaemonians, the Eleans, The Messenians
and the Athenians for Rome.

613Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Ronpe. 2078.
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supporters of one side or anotRErLivy in the passage utilises the tefoederi adscriptito

describe these states, referrtoghem being drawn up in league, treaty or alliafi€&Vhilst

the terminology may be indicative of states united by alliance, it is more likely that the term
refers to a less permanent arrangement. Raltia® use the ternmsocii or amicii to describe

these states, Livy chooses to depict the allegiance as one drawn up, possibly for the expressed
purposes of the treaty. Harris in his suggestion that the arrangements were for the purpose of
providing future military help is too conjectural given the situation in 205 BC. Whilst
diplomatic associations with Greek states was key to that conflict, the informal nature of the
description of the ties in Livybds acentsunt, W
The inclusion of a plethora of states in the treaty on both sides is nevertheless suggestive of
greater Roman involvemeit the diplomatic affairs of Greece with the outlining of certain
affiliations with Greek states. These affiliations may havwnbeformal at this stage, but they

nevertheless carried important resonances.

Rome would build upon these outlined affiliations in the aftermath of the treaty, forging
stronger diplomatic relationships which would help precipitate the Second Macedonian War.
Eckstein has noted a particular case regarding Rome's diplomacy with Pergarough
Rome's seeking of tidagna Mater deorum Idaga® Graciously at Rome's request in 204 BC,
Attalus had managed to convince the priests of the Pessinus temple to give the Black Stone to
Rome in accordance with a prophecy foretold in the SibyllinekB®'’ Eckstein notes that this
event strengthened the bond between the two states as the Romans of the period were very
religious and especially so in a time of crif&Recent Roman diplomatic arrangements had
not been particularly successful with othtates. Demetrius of Pharos had been an unreliable
associate for Rome on the Adriatic coast and Roman diplomacy with Carthage had led to the
reputation of thePunica fides the Carthaginian faith noted for its perfidy. Gruen notes this
importance by statinthat 'the good faith of the Romans, their commitment to the defence and
support of allies and friends who depended on thstrsor fides stands as a prevailing motif
in the history, or rather historiography, of Roman expansion in the Mediterr&ffeRarhe
subsequently would have tried to continue and build upon their allegiances with states who
proved more reliable, notably Pergamum, Athens and Rhodes. The arrival of envoys to Rome

614Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eaggp. 113114.

619 jvy, Ab urbe condit29. 12.

616Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 249.

617 ivy, Ab urbe condit&29. 11. The oracle foretold that upon the Cybele arriving in Rome, a foreign intruder
would be removed. With Hannibal being compelled to return to Carthage the following year, this was
atributed to the prophecy coming true.

618Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 249.

61%Gruen,Rethinking the Other in Antiquitp. 115.
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representing the states of Pergamum and Rhodes appealing for abgdaken against Philip

built upon the earlier associatiotfS.These appeals hageibsequentlypeen considered as a

pretext for Roman intervention. Gruen asserts that the action turned Roman thought towards
war whilst Warrior has argued that thppeals could have sought mere arbitration rather than
outright military interventiof>> War ri or 6s argument however ne
R o maléckration of war againBhilip duringhis siege of Athen§2?1t is difficult to imagine

that Philip was eer likely to accept the terms of the Roman ultimatés mentioned earlier,

usage of theerum repetitichad beemsuperseded by the usagalehuntiatio bellin the process

of Romebés declaration of war . Pol ydresanted not e s
to Philip by means of an envoy in accordance with the new préceEise greater ease by

which the Romans could declare war on foreign entities served to facilitate more aggressive
Roman interventions.

The underlying motivation of supporting hadlies was neverthelesgrucial to Roman
intervention. The series of embassies sent to Rome in 201 BC from Egypt, Rhodes, Pergamum
and Athens provided the 1 mportant pretext I
conflict’*L i vy 6 s a c c rticular aitterdion éovthe gopdastanding these states had with
Rome on account of their good faith. This is reflected in Harris, ndtes that Romafides
was at stake, particularly in the case of Att&iicRome was in the process of developing
important diplomatic ties in Greece and in order to maintain the faith and confidence that
underpinned those ties, Rome would have sought to honour the terms that underpinned them.
Livy also provides a speech in thenaitia from Sulpucius Galba which convinced the Senate
of the need to go to war after the decision was initially rejected. The authenticity of the speech
has beemuestionedh o we v e r . Harris has argued that the
authentidly, though it may of course accidently happen to reproduce the arguments Sulpucius
really usedd. This has been challenged howev
been originally attested in Polybif®. This however is difficult to ascertainvgin the nature
of the section of Polybius being lost. The speech that is presented in Livy is nevertheless not
veracious enough and too dramatic in tone and content. The initial rejection by the Senate was
based on the exhaustive war that Rome had justgedevictorious in over Hannibal. Harris
notes that the Second Macedonian War was 0n

629 jvy, Ab urbe condits80. 26

621Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome392; V. M. WarriorThe Initiation of the
SecondVlacedonian War: An Explication of Livy Book @tuttgart, 1993), p. 43.
522polybius,Histories16. 27.; Livy,ab urbe condit881. 2.; AppianMacedonian Affairs-ragment 4.
523polybius,Histories16. 27.

624 jvy, ab urbe condits81. 2.

62%Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 217.

626], Briscoe A Commentary on Livy: Books XXXKXIV (Oxford, 1973), p. 18.; P. Pédedla méthode
historique de PolybéParis, 1964), p. 277.
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importance of the waweariness of the Roman population and the uncertainty over whether
the war was truly necessdty/. The unddying importance of the diplomatic ties to Rome is
once more asserted in the prelude to the lmahe process of sending the ultimatum to Philip

V at Athens the Romans sought to consolidate its status amongst its allies, especially on the
Adriatic coasf?® The support of such allies was very important for Rome ahead their campaign
against Philip Mo secure an effective landing place for crossing over to Greece and a base of
operations from which to conduct the campaign. Eckstein asserts that for Ren@retk

allies had proven particularly useful since 214 BC in their campaigns against PHfiphe
decision to try and gain the support of the Greek Leagues is further suggestive of this; although
an unsuccessful endeavour, it demonstrates the sigméiddome placed on their Greek allies

in the conflict and the value they saw in gaining the support of as many prominent entities as
possible.

Rome's greater diplomatic role in affairs east of the Adriatic can also been seen from
the settlement at the conelon of the war and the actions of Titus Flamininus. Polybius notes
that having been subsequently invited to the Isthmian Games, Flamininus declared the
'Freedom of the Greeks', freeing several Greek cities from garrison, tribute and foreign
oppressioff®° The decision made by Flamimis and the implications of the proclamation have
however been questioned. Champion has argued that the episode was an example of Roman
'propagandist diplomac$§?! Dimitirev has, in turn, observed that the slogan of the 'Freedom of
the Greeks' was associated with the treaty concluding the Second Macedonian War and was
likely a senatorial suggestion but refined by Flamininus to suit Roman int&¥esise
diplomacy asuch appears to be part of a more deliberate and well formulated attempt by Rome
to curry the favour of the Greek states. The Romans had first been accepted to the Isthmian
Games in the aftermath of the First lllyrian War, when Corinth had granted the ttahe
Romans, after the Romans had sent envoys in the aftermath of the é&hfllee. speech by
Flamininusin 19@Ch owever i s demonstrati vgowmdstatushe dev
in Greek affairs. The consequent Greek response to the speédiedlby Polybius, however
appears hyperbolic, as he describes the Greeks almost crushing Flamininus to death as a result

62"Harris, War and Imperialism ilRepublican Rome 3270 BG p. 218; EcksteirRome Enters the Greek East
p. 269.

628 jvy, ab urbe condits81. 28. These allies included Pleuratus of lllyria, Amynander of the Athamanes and
Bato of the Dardani. Subsequent ambassadors were sent to Rhodesgamdun with instructions and for the
war and to both Greek Leagues (in spite of their allegiances to Philip V) to try and gain their support.
62%Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 276.

83%olybius,Histories18. 46. The freed peoples listed by Poybius are as follows: The Corinthians,
Phocians, Locrians, Euboeans, Phiotic Achaeans, Magnesians, Thessalians and the Perrhaebians.
63lChampion Cultural Politics in Polybius' Historie. 52.

6325, Dmitriev, The GreelSlogan of 'Freedom' and early Roman Politics in Grefddmwv York, 2011), p. 181.
633polybius,Histories2. 12.
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of their overjoyed reaction to the proclamattdfit is hard to thus ascertain the authentic Greek
reaction to Roman diplomacy althduRome's aim in the diplomatic action was to assert itself

as the mediator of Greek affairs. Freedeas a importantconcept for the Greek states and

in alluding to such a concept, Rome was able to better its reputation amongst several Greek
states. Polyios indeed employed similar language in the earlier instance cited, when Rome
had emerged victorious in the First lllyrian Wat.

Whilst this wasindicative of agreaterRomaninvolvementeast of the Adriatic, Rome
nevertheless did not subjugate the regieckstein has argued that Flamininus in 196 BC could
have moved to create a more permampeovinciaeast of the Adriatic, in line with the creation
of two provinciaein Spain the previous ye&i®It is important however to put this in the context
of the cevelopment of Roman diplomatic ties with the Greek states and the origins of the
Second Macedonian War itself. The war, as mentioned earlier, had not been particularly
popular in Rome and subsequently Flamininus may have understood the fragile nathlie of pu
opinion in Romegspeciallyconsidering thevar-weainess of the Roman publitt is more
likely however the case that Flamininus sought to curry the greater favour of the Greeks. Badian
notes that FI ami ni nu s philvdlen® a w & pralmsiam for @seeekn t i me
culture®®” He also likely realised the unpopularity of making a conciliatory gesture of
|l i beration. Badian also notes that O0the Gree
protect their freedom without expecting anythingim r t i ¢ u | &%TheiRomansemera r n . 6
eager to maintain their important diplomatic ties in Greece and by appealing to the important
concept of freedom in a Greek context, Flamininus was able to strengthen these ties. This was
especially importantintheont ext of Romedés | ack of adminis
ensure that Greece was diplomatically attuned to Roman interests without their direct
administration of the region, the Romans needed these strong diplomatia tikeéng so,
Romewaslal e t o mai nt-hedemong hal lOekecdrinalear !l i er in

Roman Diplomacy in lllyria

Rome's diplomatic ties in lllyria would be maintained and subsequently enhanced
throughout the early Second Century BC during the reign of Pleuratus Ill, whose reign

witnessed greater cohesion between the two entities. Pleuratus had been an associaied memb

634polybius,Histories18. 46.

535polybius,Histories2. 12.

63%Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 285.

837E, Badian,Titus Quinctius Flamininus: Phiellenism and RealpolitikCincinnati, 1970), p. 57.
633hid. p. 20.
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to Rome in the Treaty of Phoenice as mentioned earlier and through the development of this
relationship Pleuratus seems to have benefitted as a result of his tie to Rome. Livy notes that at

the end of Roman hostilities with Philip, Pleuratus was revdawi¢h the territory of the

Parthini and the town of Lychnidus on Lake Ohrid at the expense of Maé&ddwino notes

t hat by gaining this territory, Pl euratus wa
the region, strengthened by open Romarpsop®4 This was an important step for Rome; the

granting of territory to Demetrius of Pharos on the coast had not gone well for Rome in 228

BC, and Rome may have been hesitant to entrust another entity in the region with a similar
reward. Pleuratus, alowgth Scerdilaidas had however acquired a more longstanding Roman
faith; Eckstein indeed -trensRomanamieus Bzmemas i | ai d
suggested that 0i t i's possible that the eff
centralpower in lllyria to some degree. However, the dynasts in the region still maintained a
significant | e\ Althoogh the idekh ehpteStedddamdaseand Pleuratus
strengthened the central power in lllyria to some degree is possible, it cadleteiveined for

certain and lacks foundation from the sources. Dzino is correct to say however that these
dynasts maintained a significant level of independence. These were dynasts rather than the term
0rul erd which this t he $ifosDethedriuseof Rharos ealiermtes mor
basis of power for Pleuratus and Scerdilaidas was their familial ties to the Ardiaei; the basis for

the enhancement of their power, was Roman support. This Roman support was predicated on

a lack of Roman interest illlyria, especially compared to the Greek East. Pleuratus in
particular, offered Rome an ally who kept affairs in the region quiet (as noted by the lack of
coverage for his reign in the written sources) and secured Roman interests on the eastern
Adriatic wast Thi s enabl ed Rome to cohhegemenyo keRe.:

region.

Pl euratusdéd reputation as a | oyal Roman a
reflecting the important trust that the Romans placed in him. Livy asserts theg the@iRoman
campaign against Antiochus 11, Pleuratus was permitted to sail into the Corinthian gulf with

sixty & ¥ ¢ Bnel attack the Aetolian co&ét. This once more is indicative of an important

53%ivy, Ab urbe condits83. 34.

640D zino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 54.

641Fckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 278.

642D zino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 54.

543 ivy, Ab urbecondita38.7. After the First and Second Macedonian Wars, Macedon had been reduced in size
and operated as a Roman ally during the conflict with Antiochus. The Aetolian League had promptly sided with
Antiochus Ill.
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development in the trust that Rome placed in Pleuratus. A sizeable fleet of Blyyianindes

the command of an lllyrian dynast would likely have conjured up memaories for the Romans of
events from the '8 Century BC; the Roman permission to Pleaur&budo so in aid of the
campaign was indicative of this greater level oftrBst. i scoe has noted that
doubt, acting o n%IRis omeeartaini whethierr Plearatus avassfoll@wing
Roman instructions as part of the course of ttgilomatic relationship or whether merely as

part of the military campaign against Antiochus. Entrusting Pleuratus with the fleet in the
campaign nevertheless demonstrates the faith that Rome placed in the bond with Pleuratus and
the readiness of Pleuratto aid their causélthough there is no record of Pleuratus gaining

any further territory or mention in the subsequent treaty of Apamea in 188 BC, the use of his
fleet during this action demonstrates his growing power and influence along the Adaatic co

With sixty e ¥ € &t Bissdisposal, Pleuratus had a considerable fleet for an lllyrian king and this
would have not only helped him conduct further naval actions along the coast but also helped
him become an important Roman ally in supporting Romarep@and influence across the
Southern AdriaticAlthough the primary goal of Rome through these negotiations was to limit

the power and influence of greater foreign powers, Pleuratus nevertheless profited from his
long-term allegiance to Ronfé> Wilkes inde@ asserts that the territory awarded to Pleuratus

gave him control over the strategic route to Macedonia from the West, although this owed more

to a desire to deny control for Macedon than a signal of their regard to Pléf¢ataken

together however,the ar e i ndi cative of Romeds desire t

preference to operate in lllyria at a distance through a trustworthy ally.

Pl euratusd status however was noted by <co
Roman suppontather than on the back of his own merits. Polybius in his record of a speech
by Eumenes Il of Pergamum notes that Eumenes was of the opinion that Pleuratus had been
raised up by the Romans to the position of first amongst all Illyrian kings, but he had
accomplished nothing to do so beyond remaining loyal to R§f®ruen however notes that
the i mportance Rome placed on their allegiar
Eumenesd speech echoed the thoug?f&Gsuendhds Sci pi
further noted that although the authenticity of the speech has been brought into question, the

setting and circumstances are authentic and the tone and language should not be pressed as

6443, Briscoe A Commentary on LivyBooks 3840 (Oxford, 2008), p. 43

64%ilkes, The lllyrians pp. 170171.

6481bid.

847Polybius,Histories21. 21.

648Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome419.; PolybiusHistories21.11.
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there is no compelling reason for a Polybian inverftdit. is possible tha®olybius may have

used the speech to signpost the later relationship of Eumenes Il and Rome throughout the
Second Century BC, although the speech primarily serves to illustrate the gains of Pergamon
in the Treaty of Apamed&ckstein hagoted that this marked the first instance that a reigning
Hellenistic King was permitted to come before the SetdtBy contrast, Pleuratus was
afforded no visit and, as mentioned earlier, received not territorial gains in th@grdseaty.

Whilst on tre surface Pleuratus as a Roman ally was insignificant, attested by the limited
mentions in the sourcesd the lack of territorial gain from the wéwe nevertheless fulfilled

the role that Rome sought in the region. This dependency on Rome for hisnpokjtimver

was an important element to Pleuratus and wider lllyrian rule in the early Second Century BC.
With the growing diplomatic influence of Rome across the eastern Adriatic and the diminished
status of Macedon following the Treaty of Flamininus i® BIC, it was in the interests of
lllyrian dynasts to work with, rather than work against, Rome.

The implications of Pl euratusdéd rule had
with Genthius, whose support Rome sought to maintain. The lack of Romarstirndere
attention in the region created a lull in Romillyrian relations upon Genthius accession. The
strong Roman diplomatictien t he regi on owed much to Pl eur:
Genthius was to decide on supporting the Roman or Macedsidiaffor the prospective war
based on impulse rather than reasofifdLivy here is perhaps too strong in his assertion that
Genthius would act on impulse and it probably owes to adlgmian bias. As stated earlier,
Genthius was more likely being pragtic and keeping his options opés. shall be discussed
later in the chapter, the geopolitical imbalance between Perseus and Rome in the region
provided Genthius with the opportunity to side with either entity based on his ovimtesdft.
Livy later asserts that Lucius Decius was sent to Genthius in 172 BC to ascertain whether their
alliance still had any standing and to try and encourage him to side with the Romans during a
prospective war against PerséesDzino notes that, compared to the piracyriear out by
Genthius and mentioned in the previous chap:
between Perseus and Rome that was a much more serious problem in the eyes of the

R o ma $#*®zind indeed states that this is the reason for the eegfisrence in Livy, being

54%Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Romes47. See alsd-. W. WalbankA Historical
Commentary on Polybius: Vol. I{Oxford, 1979), p. 112.

650Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 345.

651 jvy, ab urbe conditat2. 29.

652 jvy, ab urbe condita#2. 37.

653Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 56.

Pagel250f 181



a part o f the coRomgn Romadi tsiusmpd ci on i n Ge.l
approact?®® In lieu of the hindsight available to Livy, it is quite possible that Livy sought to

source the uncertainty of Genthius earlier agrd it to pour scorn on his lack of support for

Rome. Nevertheless, the lack of Roman interest in lllgrid the geopolitical imbalance

created a situation where Genthius was able to operate with greater flexibility.

The Prdude to the Third lllyrian War

The Third lllyrian War had an unclear pretext from the ancient sources and should be
seen as part of the wider Roman conflict with PersBus most detailed account of the prelude
to the Third lllyrian War has come from Livy, with much of the Polybiarsieer lost. Livy
devel ops Romeds suspicion of Genthius throug
account and an Issaean appeal to Rome over alleged lllyrian piracy in the Adfti@ticen
has stressed the lack of importance of lllyria for Ramie 29 Century BC, but has argued
that if any action taken by Genthius inspired greater Roman concern, it was potential Adriatic
piracy’L i vyds account bears i mportantiCdntary | mar k
BC; the i ncl uoantadfthe Igsaeanlappealyniag wekh ave resonated in this way
with his audience. Gruen is surely correct to highlight the potential Roman concern over this
t hreat, alt hough Li vihé serieaa digamatic exchangep isodi | e ma
featured in detail elsewhere in the accounts of other historians and the only mention of alleged
piracy conducted by Genthius appears in the Livian version. As such, it is difficult to determine
the veracity of Livyds arctleepassages orifdmatingfornthe not e
lost Polybian version, they have an annalistic origin, and this may help explain their
inclusion®™*’Al t hough the now | ost section of Polyhbi
draw on the annalistic tradition is e@torthy. By drawing attention to the Issaean appeal, the
tradition presented Rome in an upstanding light, coming to aid of the Issaeans. The threat of
Adriatic piracy was more tangible to the Romans, as Gruen noted, and would have been a useful

pretext inthe annalistic tradition. The importance of the alliance with Perseus, however,

654 bid.

65 jvy, ab urbe condita#0. 42 and 42. 2@8.

856Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome 41921.

6573, Briscoe, A Commentary on Livy: Books-45 (Oxford, 2012), p. 18.
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overshadows this in importance, featuring in multiple accounts with the Third Macedonian War

serving as the key context for Romeds intery

Livy notes that the report of piracy conducted by Genthius was given to the Senate by
the praetor, Lucius Duronius who accused him of all the contemporary piracies in the
Adriatic.5%8 The lack of an efficient Roman response to dealing with allegations of pifacy o
this extent has raised considerable debate a
accusations had no immediate consequences for Genthius, so we can assume that the Senate
did not bl arf®Thé delegatibn thae was $eyt do.Genthiud72 BC had an
ulterior motive in either case, to sound out the support of Genthius who was still technically
bound by the ties aimicitiato Rome ahead of a likely war in Macedonia. Ormerod however
highlights the preceding period of rule under Pleasaa period of greater amity between the
kingdom and Romé°Gr uen moreover has suggested that t
far from being a matter of priority, had faded almost altogether from Roman attéhiibese
two arguments provide importacontext for the lack of decisive action. Rome had enjoyed a
period of amity under Pleuratos, where lllyria had become less of an issue; Rome likely sought
a continuation of this situation under the
Genhius in 172 BC should be seen as the Roman concern for piracy, rather than proof of his
anttR o ma n  %?Althaughd concern for lllyrian piracy in the Adriatic was understandable
given its past history, this does not adequately explain the lack oivéeaistion and the
conduct of Roman investigation into the 111"
had proven advantageous to Rome in providing passive loyalty in a region of limited interest.

In preparation for a Roman intervention in Macedo the maintenance of a strategically
important alliance for Rome would have been of tremendous benefit.

The i mportance of the alliance in the pr
ot her sources. Appi an as s esignan alliafmcawith Beeseus,h i u s ¢
and from there he subsequently attacked Roman lllyria and imprisoned envoys that had been
sentto hinff®*An attack on Roman envoys, once mor e,

account to the Roman interventions of tfeC2ntury BC.As mentioned earlier, Appian sought

558 jivy, Ab urbe conditat0. 42.

55%Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politis p. 75. The Romans did not send a delegation to Genthius until 172 BC.
Livy, ab urbe condita42. 37.

5600rmerod,Piracy in the Ancient Worldp. 181.

661Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome420.

662D zino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 75

663Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 9.
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to present the virtues and vices of leaders throughout his work and this passage serves to

hi ghlight Genthiusd character and conduct. /
Romans may not have beaware of the alliance until their envoys were attacked. Attacking
envoys displayed unstatesmanli ke behaviour
attack furthers his characterisation of lllyrian leaders during the period being considered in this
thesis.Although the imprisoning of Roman envoys would have been an act that would directly

lead to war, by first allying himself with Perseus, Genthius would have established himself as

an enemy of Rome at an earlier stegerus only mentions the war bfiyg, considering it part

of the wider Macedonian campaiéfit.As mentioned earlier, the Polybian account of the war

has not survived, although it served as a source for both Livy and Appian. Polybius does
howevermention the diplomatic exchanges between é&eysand Genthius and denigrates

Gent hius6 cha®audtgemgi mMyan haesimhen.ner i n which
character in the surviving sections, it would be unlikely that Polybius would have placed the
blame elsewhere. Thd i pl omati ¢ exchanges between Per s
account and the diplomatic exchanges in Livy nevertheless illustrate the importance of
Genthiusd stance of n e (% Dziaolhastngted that this meetralip)r e | u d
was a coriglerable problem for the Romaffé.Suspicions of Genthius, as mentioned earlier,

are discussed in the sources although the continued sending of diplomatic missions to him
would indicate that at the very least Rome held out hope of rekindling affiliatibrGettthius.

The alliance formed with Perseus woulad have
served as the key pretext to the commencement of hostiidsequently, the Third Illyrian

War should be considered in the context of the Third Maeth War; the pretext for the

Roman intervention being entwined in the wider conflict. The nature of this pretext however

was not as evident as those that had been provided for the Roman interventions'dn the 3
Century BC. The combined actions of Gensheind Perseus through their alliance aengered
Romebds stat-iegemomme &t iemn nikélesaw teegnore praactiiR stepe

of eradicating the lllyrian kingdom in line with the Antigonid kingdom in Macedon as

necessary to ensuring the gebifical landscape of the region was suited to its interest.

664Florus, Epitomel. 29.

585Polybius,Histories28. 79., 29. 311. and 29. 13.

668 ivy, Ab urbe condita43.1923.

867D zino, lllyricum in Roman Politics 229 BC AD 68§ p. 56.
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The Pretext of the Third Macedonian War

As mentioned earlier, the Third Illyrian War served as a component in the broader
Roman conflict with Perseus. The origins of the conflict Wighesus had an important bearing
on the geopolitical | andscape of the eastern
in the region. The primary pretext provided in the sources is that ofdgmmeed war by Philip
V prior to his death in 179 ® and the continuation of the policy by Pers&siarris has

stressed that 6some all owances must be made
di scussion is lost (€é&) none®%ucehad assertedthat s t h
Li vy 6s ofthe autbreak of the Third Macedonian War in Book XLII has been

6universally depPFYAltodgh the rdain ciscosdia nsnlesdfiom the
Polybian version, the appearance of the sam
work would rave been available to Livy and the decision taken by Livy to include the same
pretext for the conflict would suggest that the lost sections of Polybius builtisothéme.
Lividassoning behind his choice of medtybi uso
of the pretext in both sources distanced the origins of the war from the events of the late 170s
BC. Harris has suggested that Polybius ofail
war whose history he kmew iimtviomateareynd®'d une ptod
Polybius had been taken to Rome as a hostage in the aftermath of the camplaigpensdnal
experiences of the war may have clouded his
had notbehaved atallbgjie r ent | y t owar ds Rome, as Pol ybi u:c
could not bring himself to suggest that the
e qui | i%Bltrisiquitengiossible that Polybius felt incapable of apportioning blame to Rome

or Pe seus, but this needs to placed in the c
Polybius was writing at a time when these events were in the recent past and apportioning

blame to either party would potentially neither appeased his Roman or Greeicasdie

Subsequently, modern scholars have attempted to posit the underlying motivations
behind Romeds i n Biekermanmhas saggested tateRermeenrag have held

568polybius,Histories22. 18.; Livy,Ab urbeCondita42. 52.

66%Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 227

670T. J. Luce Livy: The Composition of his Histo(rinceton, 1977), p. 123.
8"Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 227
572bid. pp. 2278.
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anxiety over a potential Macedoni&yrian alliance’2 Bickermann here built on the previous

work of Mommsen, who stressed the continuation of Roman concerns over Macedon
throughout this periof* This however negates the fact that Antiochus#d made an alliance

with Perseusod bitt egamus®?Bemsgus préviouseonnectiontolSyria f Pe
via his marriage to Laodice, the daughter of Seleucus IV did not have the same political value
upon Antiochus IV taking the throne.ar r i s has highlighted Pol ybi
invasion of Egypt and Isastressed that Polybided not agree that Quintus Marcius Philippus

had hopes of preventing Antiochus from capturing Alexarfdfi@he notion that Rome held

anxiety over a potential SyridWlacedonian alliance is thus too problematic and not validated

in the ancient sources. The potential threat of a Syviacedonian alliance would also have

been mini mal compared to the pr e\CemuyBC.6Pact
Syrian power in the aftermath ofeatRoealed@ed vi ct
and, in any case, Syrian attentions were focused on Egypt rather than Italy or the Greek
peninsula It is thus unlikely that Roman harboured substantial concerns over a potential

SyrianMacedonian alliance

A potential fear of a direct attack on Italy by Perseus should also be dismissed. This
stems fr om Eume n ewhert¢d potentiahipvasieraof Italy veas iRsownaked by
Eumenes$’” Harris has doubted that the original source for the passageyinais Polybius
and it may stem from an annalistic traditfS The speech serves an important purpose in
Livybébs account i n documenting the actions o
behind the Roman intervention. The speech dramatically serdestoi gr at e Per s eu s
and provide the Romans with greater moral impetus to inter@wuen and Harrishowever,
have both assertédatPerseus had no navy and no logistical means of launching an invasion
of ltaly®°wWal bank has atsalhotbkdithakxaggerati on,
the Senate on the eve of the Third Macedoni a
c o ns ol tUnahe figarasthe provides for the Macedonian armed forces, no naval forces
are listedThere was a natural incentive for Eumenes to overstate the threat to Rome posed by

S%e. J. Bickermann, O6éNotes s IREGVBl.GbE @IS, pp.502.: I nitia Bell
574T. MommsenThe History of Romé.ondon, 1864). esp. pp. 7%8.

57%Appian, Syrian Wars45s.

57%polybius,Histories28. 17; HarrisWar and Imperialism in Republio Rome 3270 BG p. 230.

5 ivy, Ab Urbe Condita42. 13.

87%Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 229.

67%arris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 229;Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the

Coming of Romep. 417.

680F. W. WalbankPhilip V of Macedor{Cambridge, 1940), p. 256.
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Macedon in encouraging the Romans to go to war, although it is not clear whether the Romans
truly believed in the possibility of an Italian invasion, in spite of the lagbkissues. The
figures provided by Walbank include 30,000 infantry, 5,000 cavalry and enough grain to feed
an army for ten yeaf8! If Rome had concerns over Perseus, they would surely have been by
his capability of campaigning with his army on the Greetipsula rather than directly at Italy

via a naval invasion.

Perseus presented an additional thbyatlisruptingthe geopolitical balance amongst
the GreekstateR.ol ybi us asserts that upon taking the
with Rome,Perseus immediately began to intrigue in Gré8t€.he sudden shi ft i
account from Perseusd di pl omaswged byiPolyibiusRoo me t
cast the Macedonian king in a negative light from the outset of hisaedjenableBolybius
to highlight the duplicitous nature of his international relatidndeed, in the same passage,
Polybius progresses to discuss the character and habits of the new Macedonf§# king.
Polybius nevertheless lived through these times in Greece andbleatd draw on his own
experiences. Later in thdistories Polybius alludes to the various discussions amongst Greeks
regarding the relative merits of Roman expansion in the region in the aftermath of the Third
Macedonian Waf®* Greeks would no doubt have similarly discussed the various advantages
of siding with the Macedonians or Romans during the preceding petawds hasoted that
Perseusdé appRemhnt befhé odanthe Greek Seadtes h

for the Romans, and that it o6created a possi
policies in directi®®hbki sinfavbeactad!|l Eumen Rodne:
Livy, that suggested that ®&reekiEasttensaradsaeounten Per

Roman declin€®® Gruen however has argued tilat t was preci sely Romebd
Hellenic affairs that gave an opening to Perseus and the opportunity to resuscitate Macedonia

as a patron of Hel Ihaes . AnTth ey oGriede kas mo&®J8y fpa womd
continuing to operate in affairs east of the Adriatic from a distance, Rome presented an

opportunity for Perseus to position himself as an alternative hegemon in the region. This would

58 bid.

582Polybius,Histories25. 3.

683 bid.

684polybius,Histories37. 1.

88Harris, War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 231.

689 jvy, Ab Urbe Condita42. 12. See alsGruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome417.
687Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome418.
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have been concerning for tiRomans as the geopolitical imbalance would have threatened

their -Begéemonwnb.

Roman Settlement of the Region

The Roman postvar settlements in the concurrent Third lllyrian and Third Macedonian
wars demonstrated greater Roman aggression towards the region and the continuation of
Rome 6 s & e)gteenrRomaelin 167 BC eradicated the kingdoms of both thedihg
and the Macedonians astlapedhe geopolitical balance of power east of the Adriatic. The
most dramatic way in which this was affected was through both kings being imprisoned by the
Romans and marched through Rome in triumphal proce¥8iofhe ritudistic act of
submission for the king and his entourage denoted a clear departure from the previous post
war settlements in lllyria. Rather than establishing a means by which the defeated entity
remained in power, albeit tied to Rome by treaty, the Ronramsparently removed the
vestiges of the established regimes. The triumphs themselves were indicative of the important
devel opment in Romeb6s underlying motivations
over Macedonia was well renowned for itsesglour and opulence and the spoils returned to
Rome demonstrated the tangible rewards in conductihigiry campaigns. Livy notes that the
procession featured 120 million sesterces captured from the Macedonian treasury and that an
equally large amount hdmken lost by Perseus in fligf£ Beard, citing the triumph in question,
has asserted that the depiction in the surviving record 'conjured Roman victory over eastern
cities and dynasties, prompting readers to think of the triumph as a model of imperial
expansion®? Scenes of such abundant and palpable Roman success could naturally have
served as a form of Roman propaganda with a clear message of Romisance over their
foreign rivals. Gruen also notes that 'the repute of the generals soared at sucktratioms)
the more so when they utilised the cash to finance lavish games, make dedications at shrines,
build public monuments and bestow handsome §#tsAlthough Livy notes that Anicius'
triumph over Genthius was appropriately less lavish than thaghwf Paullus over Perseus,
the triumph featured an abundant spectacle with much booty including the royal furniture,
military standards and pecuniary sp8fi$As the Third lllyrian War served as a subsidiary
campaign to the Third Macedonian War, being gy a praetor rather than a consul, Livy's

688 jvy, ab urbe condital5. 43; 45. 40.

689 jvy, ab urbe conditat5. 40.

690Beard, The Roman Triumplp. 162.

891Gruen,The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome290.

592 jvy ab urbe conditat5. 43. Livy notes that Anicius bore twerggven pounds of gold, nineteen pounds of
silver, thirteen thousand denarii and one hundred and twenty thousand lllyrian silver pieces during his triumph.
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claim is hardly surprising. The rich spoils and captive royal household were a transparent
display of power, authority and superiority of the Romans over their defeated lllyrian
adversaries. As such, the Romaiurtiphs over lllyria and Macedon were indicative of a
change in Rome's dealings with foreign states and a clear development beyond the stability
sought in previous postar settlements.

The spoils taken from these wars also reflected an important shife ierconomic
benefits that Rome accrued from intervening in the region. The plunder taken from the
campaigns was divided up in the Roman trium@esenstein has stressed that the plunder
taken directly in the field was separate from that which a Romameaoter would deposit in
the treasury; on the occasion of a triumph, this would have been distributed to the men, in small
but not insignificant quantiti€s? Livy reports that in the triumph of Anicius over Genthius,
forty-five denarii were given to each soldier, double to each centurion and three times to each
member of the cavalry, whilst large amounts of gold and silver together with twenty million
sesterce were deposited in the treas@¥§Livy notes that although the plunder and spectacle
of the triumph were noteworthy in their own right, they paled in comparison to the earlier
triumph of Paullus over Perset¥P | ut arch in the af tnehowewert h o f
has stressed that the distribution of the large quantity of spoils was so uneven that it caused
unrest amon g s®®The apoils bf war deret thu® ungvenly distributed amongst
the different ranks, with the bulk being taken backtotbeliRa n t r easury and th
of the rest being taken by the commander himself. Livy stresses in his account that the spoils
taken by Paullus from Perseus far exceeded any taken previously and the figures he provides
for the provision for the troopxeeeded the provisions given to the soldiers from the lllyrian
campaigrf®’ Although the dividing up of the spoils was unequal and caused unrest amongst
the troops, all soldiers, nevertheless, got a share of the spoils and were thus likely drawn to the
materal gains that could be acquired from the campaign. The unrest itself, moreover, reflected
the importance of the spoils that could be gained from such a campaign and the desire of the
Roman soldiers to get their share. In the aftermath of this campaignalsp asserts that the
Romans despoiled seventy Epirote towns, enslaving 150,000 persons in the §8focess.

59RosensteinRome and the Mediterranean 2946 BC: Themperial Republicp. 110.

5% ivy, ab urbe conditat5. 43.

599 bid.

59%p|utarch Life of Aemilius Paullug9

597 jvy, ab urbe condita5. 40. Livy asserts that 120 million sesterces of gold and silver was deposited in the
treasury, with 100 denarii awarded to each soldier, twice that number to each centurion and three times the
amount for each member of the cavalry.

699 jvy, ab urbe conda 45. 34. The spoils were divided between the infantry and cavalry. Each infantryman
received 200 denarii and each cavlaryman 400 denarii.
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Although it is unclear how the Epirote slaves were divided up between the various ranks, the
Romans in the campaign evidently gained a great dgdilinfler and a number of spoils.

In the Roman postvar political setup fotllyria and MacedonRomegeopolitically
shaped the region without taking on unwanted administrative responsibilities. Livy notes that
Macedon was divided into four separate refmsbliwith capitals at Amphipolis, Thessalonica,
Pella and Pelagonia and restrictions were placed on associations between the republics and also
on their economie®?® The economic limitations on the various regions were probably enacted
in light of the subsitntial spoils taken from the war with Perseus. This has demonstrated the
profits which the region was able to generate. In taking these measures, the Romans were able
to restrict the ability for a powerful Macedonian state to emerge in the aftermathvedirthe
Frank has also noted that in establishing the republican system in the region, Paullus drew on
his Roman experience and created strong senates and comparably weak as$@iBjplies.
creating powerful elites in the republican governments, Rome would lese able to
establish an effective means of governance for the region that Rome could more readily rely
on. Eckstein has suggested that the establishmermgrof/aciawas considered but ultimately
rejected on the grounds of limited Roman manpower aadirtability of the Republic to
effectively guard over a large barbarian bordéalthough it is difficult to determine whether
or not the establishment ofpovincia was seriously considered, the problematic nature of
doing so, as Eckstein has highligihtevould not have rendered the exercise worthwhile. As
has been discussed earlier, lllyria was largely a divided region before and during periods of
Roman intervention and the Romans likely saw administering a region that was so diverse
problematic. By liniting the territory of each area of Macedonia and lllyria, the Romans
created a divided eastern Adriatic with each state acting as a counterbalance to one another.
This ensured that no singular power east of the Adriatic could emerge to rival Roman
hegemopw in the region. Roman hegemony was established ndit&égtadministration but by
diplomacy, building on thdiplomatic ties Rome had continued to build across the wider Greek
world. The threat of force, as had been shown in their victories at Ryah&codra was the

means by which Roman hegemony could be enforced.

599 jvy ab urbe conditat5. 29.

00T Frank, 'Representative Government in the Macedonian RepuBlassical Philolog Vol. 9 No. 1
(1914), p. 59.

7017, M. Eckstein, '"Macedonian and Rome 2P46 BC' in J. Roisman and |. Worthington (ed&.J;ompanion
to Ancient MacedonigOxford, 2010), p. 245.
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The Romans tooknore aggressive actidn their postwar settlements by ravaging
territory east of the Adriatic in the aftermath of their intervention and took a large quantity of
additional spoils and slaves in a demonstration of Roman military power. Some discrepancy
exists amongst the ancient sources however regarding the precise details of the settlements
ravaged by the Roman army. Livy notes that the Romans gathered gold andasitvesdenty
Epirote towns that had gone over to Perseus, then proceeded to plunder the cities and destroy
their walls’%? Appian likewise describes the despoiling of seventy towns by the Roman army
in similar fashion although these seventy towns represetitéee downs subject to Genthius
with no reference to geographic locati@aWaterfield has added that the countryside was
ravaged and settlements were captured and looted on the grounds of continued ré¥istance.
The key element in both the accounts of Aopand Livy is the previous loyalty of the towns
to Genthius. The Romans in targeting these towns specifically, sought to demonstrate their
power and influence in the region and deter states from resisongn®& 6 s h eBye mony
selecting these towns, the Raminterventions were directed especially against those areas
hostile to Rome rather than to the region as a whole. In the context of the benefits afforded to
Roman allies earlier in the Treaty of Apamea, Rome through their interventions iff the 2
CenturyBC sought to make a clear distinction between those states that they were aligned to,
and those they were hostile to. By presenting the rewards and punishments of resisting the
Roman army, Rome would have been ableftectively demonstrate the valueastablishing
and maintaining diplomatic relations with Rome and themfgourag more states to side

with Rome.

The arrangement of lllyria after the campaigns further demonstrated Rome's desire to
establish an effective hegemony from afar. Titention of Rome in the aftermath of the
campaign was to secure the region with minimal administration and a limited allocation of
resources. Livy asserts that the region was divided into three parts, carefully divided in
accordance with traditional tribareas and the geography of the redi8rThese particular
regions represented different areas of tribal strength, from the lllyrian tribal kingdoms of the
3 and 29 Centuries BC and the coastal region which included many Greek settlements. This
is demomstrative of Rome dividing the region up into areas of differing Roman interest. As

72 jyy ab urbe conditat5. 34.

"%3Appian, lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 9.

*4Vaterfield, Taken at the Flood: The Roman Conquest of Greppe1961.

" jvy ab urbe conditat5. 26. The first area was centred on the coastal regions surrounding Lissus, the second
was Genthius' own tribal region of the Labeatae and the third encompassed the ©]duateiatae and the
Rhizonitae.
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mentioned earlier in the thesis, Roman interests were most pronounced in th&&siwhd

along the Adriatic coast, and by separating these off as a separate regior;duturzetter
manage their interests. The Romans however made certain distinctions in terms of tribute
between states that had remained loyal and those who had sided with G&htfiasRomans

had demonstrated through this action the value of cooperatibriRe@me and by ensuring that

all states paid considerably less tribute than previously, the Romans likely sought to attain a
generally favourable lllyrian outlook on Rome. This would once again ensure that Illyria would
remain secure with no singular tribestate gaining too much power or threatening the Roman

crafted settlement of the region.

The underlying significance of the events of 168/7 BC has however been the source of
debate in considering the wider implications of the Roman-wastsettiementon the
development of Roman imperial expansion. Polybius initially considered the events in his
Historiesto be the apogee of the development of the two underlying themes in his account, the
ri se of Rome and the gr eat s MThispas PotylBus asserisrine ct e d
his preface, was achieved over a span of 53 years, from the Second Punic War to the climax of
the Third Macedonian Wdf! Ec kst ein notes that 6Pol ybi us
Macedoni an War c hangedg Romanrpysmmenceg éradigating e st a |
Macedon and fundamentally shifting the nature of Mediterranean geopolitics anstateer
relations’®® Polybiug decision to extend his work down to 146 BC may be reflective of the
i mportance of the start dat e r aistormsthroughan t he
this extension take on an additional important dimension in considering the rivalry between
Rome and Carthage in Romeds rise to power. F
of the removal of the Carthaginian rival, led to greater complacency in Rome and greater
internal strife with the absence of a foreign rival to unite the Rgreaple around a common
cawus€®The i mportance of the Punic wars in Ronm
attested by modern scholdf8.Clark has gone one step further however in stressing 146 BC
as a dramatic turning po’ttfohe developmrRuamieasd lseeni mp e r

%9 bid. Livy notes that the Issaeans, the Taulantii, the Pirustae of Dassaretia, the Daorsi and the cities of
Rhizon and Olcinium were all exempt from tribute as they had revolted to join the Romans during the war.
Traditional strongholds of Genthius' tribe, Scodra (his capital), Dassara and Selepeta were to pay half the
tribute of their previous arrangement with the lllyrian king.

’Polybius,Histories1. 1.

798 ckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East, p. 380.

799%3allust,War with Catiline10.1-6.

70, H. Scullard, From the Gracchi to Nero (London, 1959), p. 1; R. A. Milaghage Must Be Destroyed:
The Rise and Fall of an Ancient Civilizaticondon, 2010); N. G. Morley, The Roman Empire: Roots of
Imperialism (New York, 2010 p. 14.

"IClark, Triumph in Defeat: Military Loss and the Roman Repulgicl41.
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demonstrated over the course of this thesis however was more gaadudependent on
Romeb6s changing interests, priorities and ge
BC and 146 BC highlight this developmerthey should be considered as apogees of

developments in the preceding periods.

Although the Roman actions in 168/7 BC can be considered an important development
in Romeds involvement in the eastern Adri ati
ard attitude to imperial expansion has been the subject of further débat@&otion of this
shift first developed in antiquity. Although Polybius originally viewed this shift as taking place
with the conclusion of the Third Macedonian War in 168/7 BClatés decision to extend his
account down to 146 BC reflected the importance of these later events. For the Roman historian
Sallust writing in the First Century BC, the later events were most important, and he postulated
during an aside to his account bétCatilinarian conspiracy, that events in the previous century

had changed Rome's outlook internally and externally:

'‘But when our country had grown strong through toil and the practice of justice, when
great kings had been vanquished in war, savages taibe mighty peoples subdued by force of
arms, when Carthage, the rival of Rome's dominion had perished root and branch, and all seas
and lands laid open, then Fortune began to be savage and to throw all into confusion (...) a

craving first for money, thefor power, increased; these were, as it were, the root of all @¥ils.'

For Sallust, Rome's outlook on the Mediterranean world and the problems of the Late
Republic could be sour ce d-Séecand GeatomeBLsWhilsnthee r v e n
Third Punc War was most notable in this development for Sallust, the earlier Macedonian and
lllyrian interventions in 168/7 BC were an important component in the development. Clark has
furthered this in the modern scholarshipdiyng the destructions of the @i of Corinth and
Carthage as a tangible record of Rome's changing outlook on the Mediterranean world. In this
regard, she asserts that Roman actions brought an effective cessation to hostilities and solved
the increasing problems from 'decades of priomRo victories which failed to produce a
success that could laét® Although Clark is correct to highlight the dramatic destruction of
Carthage and Corinth in 146 BC, the earlier events in Macedon and lllyria were also important

developments in this shift.

"23allust,War with Catiline10.1-6. Translated by J. C. Rolfe (Cambridge, 2013), pg334
7133, H. Clark,Triumph in Defeat: Military Loss and the Roman Repufiew York,2014), p. 141
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The notion of &éproducing a success that ¢
choose to directly administer the regions of Macedonia and lllyria in 167 BC, an action which
would have enabled the Romans to build upon their military successeg gédnaRoman
interests in lllyria were still limited to the coastal areas, especially in the -Hastern
Adriatic. Dzino has noted that ORoman inter e
eastern parts of the lllyrian kingdom which impactesl dtrategic control of the Otranto. The
Romans were not interest e@Romewdul ot duildogore r | an c
their military successes until the construction and developmenpmvanciaof Illlyricum in
the subsequent centuries. Eehisthas highlighted the importance of Rome's geopolitical
positioning in the Mediterranean in reflecting a fundamental change in the manner in which
Rome dealt with foreign states. Eckstein notes that by 188 BC and the Treaty of Apamea, Rome
had achieved atatus of 'unipolarity’; a position of being the sole military and diplomatic
superpower®® This development is important to consider and would have had a bearing on

Roman dealings with foreign states. Polybius indeed outlined idisisries that Rome &ad
become the a U} 3G3, the sole dominant power, in the Mediterranean by the2fi@entury

BC."*8 Ecksteid siting of the shift in 188 BC did not correlate with the situation in lllyria as
lllyria was geopolitically divided between the two competing powers of Rome and Macedon,
a state which would continue until the events of 168/7A¢his point, Rome bexnethe sole
superpowertin the region.lllyria, which had once represented a disparate series of tribal
communities, had achieved a greater geopolitical coherence, albeit undan Regemony.

This greater coherence would in turn becatened and solidifiedby the establishmerand
developmentof the provincia of Illyricum in subsequent periodshich saw a shift from

Romebs dHmexyteanromyld t o Roman direct administrat

Conclusion

The Roman military interventions in 168/7 BC against Genthius and Perseus reflected
the apogee of an important shift in the nature of Roman interventions. The removal of lllyrian
and Macedonian political structures, together with the despoiling of séera, represented
a greater Roman aggression in securing theirpwastsettlement. Through these actions the

Roman commander Paull us, 6éachi e-woekihgsbltesy d ou b |

"4Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politicsp. 60.
"5eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 342.
"%polybius,Histories1. 1.
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and of avenging those perceived to have been the masiieus traitors to the Roman cause

dur i ng Y Rome pveseni®d two drastically different alternatives of being affable to

Rome or hostile in a dramatic display of their military might. It is important not to overstate

the importance of these specifevents however as Polybius sought to in explaining the
development of the key themes in Histories Similar events cited in the later destruction of

Corinth and Carthage present dramatic and poignant displays of Roman might but underlying
developmentghroughout the late "8 Century BC and early"? Century BC should be
considered also. Rome did not agree a peace treaty to the Second lllyrian War, nor did she have
any desire to in the Third lllyrian War. The events of 167 BC should subsequently l#sseen

the apogee of these devel opment s. Neverthele

general balance of power, the disappearance of the Macedonian monarchy, one of the great

counterweights to Rome, f unda meunthesbbhldnge ofal t er
power within tfT&e dvbeidation ef the Manedomian.kingdom and the later
eradicati on of t he Republic of Carthage de

Mediterranean intestate hierarchy and would in turn develop aggive Roman imperial
expansion still further in the ensuing decades.

The greater aggression by Rome in their interventions in the Third lllyrian and Third
Macedoni an wars was nevertheless employed a
h e g e mo n thé regon.Téhe threat posed to the geopolitical balance by the alliance of
Genthius and Perseus prompted Rome to intervene and to take punitive actions against those
states that opposed them in the aftermath.
0 dexnath e g e mo ny wa sandrnoademohstaterihe dafue of securing an association
with Rome. The Roman pestar settlements enabled the Romans to better define the scope of
their limited interests intheregioB.y af fi rming Rome® st e xwamr naér
to a greater geopolitical balance to the region with Rome able to exercise its status from afar.

As Wil kes notes, oOafter the settlement, Ani
and Ot he Senat e de aéardse and dnde Remart interests wetessécureg n a
matters wer e "3rheldwision df the repuldias thdt weretestablished was based

on the geopolitical divisions outlined earlier in the thesis but represented a greater lllyrian

coherence than the gpiarate series of tribal communities that existed in lllyria before the

7P, J. BurtonRome and the Third Macedonian W&ambridge, 2017), p. 176.
"8 ckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagp.381.
Wilkes, History of the Provinces of the Roman Empire: Dalmaija. 278.
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Roman interventionsThe disparate outlooks that once predominated in lllyria had been

effectively displaced by the position of Rome at the centre of lllyrian geopolitics.
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Chapter 71 Conclusion

The period of 230 BC to 167 BC featured a series of interventions by the Roman
Republic in lllyriathats aw t he devel opment of Romeds st at
hegemonic entity in lllyria. This waachieved through a number of successful military
campaigns and diplomatic agreements that developed Roman interests territorially, militarily
and diplonatically in lllyria. Roman interests in lllyria at the outset of the period \‘eegely
minimal and focused on areas in the Southern Adridthe Roman military interventions in
the 39 Century BC had limited strategic aims and were directed againagtjtessions of the
Ardiaei and Demetrius of Pharos. These campaigns were short asaledewith the lllyrian
threats effectively and efficiently dealt with by the Romans. In the aftermath of the
interventions however, Rome did not establish any permae¢tement but swiftly removed
their forces back across the Adriatic. As Eckstein has noted during this initial period 'the Senate
did not yet perceive of maritime lllyris as a permanent strategic asset, or the Greek East in
general as a permanent aréatoategic involvement In ensuring a limited involvement in
lllyria, Rome nevertheless embarked on forging a series of diplomatic associations with what
wouldr ef | ect a 0 s palomrgrthe soatieastérm Adtiaticecoast ardd prominent
islands n the Adriatic. These diplomatic associations, largely involving ties of friendship,
served to provide Rome with the diplomatic flexibility it needed to operate in a region in which
its residual interests were minimal yet maintain the significance of ahe kthrough the
important moral underpinning fifles Trust was essential to the construction and maintenance
of these relationships; 6in the absence of
friendship relies on a culturally shared notion of ampact of trust for its practice and
e f f i ®dancmaintdining the limited nature of its interventions during the initial period,
Rome placed a greater trust in individuals in lllyria to varying degrees of success. lllyrian issues
were, throughout the itiél period of the 8 Century BC, minor considerations for the Romans.
Roman conflicts with Carthage, Macedon and the Gallic tribes of Cisalpine Gaul predominated
the concerns of Romandecisioma ki ng, reducing the scope of F

lllyria.

"2%Eckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 76.
721Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republic (388 BC)
p. 39.
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The subsequent period primarily concerned with events of'tf@edtury BC featured
i mportant devel opment s i n Rome 6 s shapetther vent
geopolitical landscape in a more proactive manner in accordance with iestaf€his was
initially achieved through greater Roman diplomatic involvement in the affairs of the Greek
East which begarnn the geludeto the Second Macedonian War. Eckstein has described the
events of the period 26830 0 BC as bearing witness t o a
Mediterranean intestate relation$?? The events of this period were highlighted by Polybius
as fundamentalintres t abl i shment of a greater Ointerco
affairs of ltaly, lllyria, Greece, Asia and North Africa becoming intertwiff€dThis
phenomenon was <cruci al to Polybiusd work an
events othe period that was covered in lhisstories Rome 6s di pl omati c i n
affairs of the wider Greek world developed in the eatyCntury BC in line with a series of
successful campaigns by Rome in the Greek £4%he greater status of Rontedugh these
two developments had important connotations for Roman interventions in t28%@idntury
BC, which saw Romadopt a more aggressive approach to affirming its hegemonic 3taisis.
culminated in the apogee of the development in the Thiyddt and Macedonian wars and
their aftermath which fundamentally altered the geopolitical landscape of lllyria and the wider
eastern Adriatic. Romebdés rise to become the
Pol ybi usd s e cHetoreesandiprevided the impdntansmilieu for considerations
of Roman interventions in lllyria during the period considered in this th@sifie growth of
Roman power in the miRepublic greatly affected Roman interventions during the period in
changing the undbting dynamics of Roman international relations; a development that would

continue into subsequent decades.

Contextual Issues

The Roman interventions in Illyria occurred within a range of important contexts which
had particular implications for the interventions and the manner in which they have been

perceived. The importance of the Adriatic to Roman decisiaking in the intergntions

722Eckstein,Rome Entes the Greek Easp. 181.

"23pPolybius,Histories15. 20.

724ps discussed in the thesis, the Second Macedonian War and the War against Antiochus both resulted in
favourable peace treaties for Rome that dfdol stered RonN
"2polybius,Histories1. 1.
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should not be understated as the stretch of water between Italy and lllyria formed the barrier
and the connection between Rome and prospective interventions in lllyria. At the outset of the
period considered in this thesis, Adriatic commerce wasldping in the quantity and quality

of the goods being traded. The majority of the evidence suggests that the bulk of important
trade networks were located in the Southern Adriatic, where contact to wider Mediterranean
trading networks was evident. Althglu the evidence has naturally been limited by the
availability of the surviving material evidence, enough evidence has been published from
which effective inference can be drawn. Regional discrepancy has been observed from the
publ i shed d atfioméhedtothe Fictemd upegr BCOd, the O6regic
(é) The differences were mainly in the dif
experienced by the Greek col?lIhwastagossathisd i nd
regionally diverse Adriatic that Rome ingened in lllyria. lllyrian piracy was predominantly

focused on the Southern Adriatic where prosperous and vulnerable cities were located along
the Epirote coast and where merchants operated across the wide trade networks. Roman initial
interests in the regn were centred around the Southern Adriatic and the Otranto Straits more
particularly. This area had suffered most from Adriatic piracy, had strong trade networks and
most importantly, offered the shortest crossing east from Italy. The Southern Adsatic
subsequently an area of specific strategic importance to Rome and this was reflected through

the Roman interventions into the area during fRardd 29 centuries BC.

lllyria at the outset of the period considered in the thesis consisted of anramttadned
disparate series of tribal communities which each had its own outlook, culture, political system,
economy and interestA s Dzino notes, Ol l'l'yricum never
geographical region, a unified polity, and indeed there nevex aver lllyrians inhabiting it. It
was the creation of Rome and the consequence of the projection of Roman power over a
het er og e ndheselopmerdspeodto the start of the period considered in this thesis,
created a noticeable correlation betwe@mmounities in certain areas. Those along the
Southern Adriatic coast and the adjacent islands received contact from Hellenic and Hellenistic
influencesfrom Greek settlers and traders. The Northern Adriatic and lllyrian interior, devoid
of these significancontacts, retaid traditional Celtic influences from the mainland. These
developments created a greater lllyrian coherence as the cultural identity of particular areas of
the region began to take shape. Greater political coherence in turn was adimeugt the

28Mli  gGnathia and Related Hellenistic Waiz 64.
727Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politics 229 BC AD 68§ p. 20.
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greater scope of the power and influence of a succession of lllyrian rulers. Wilkes has stressed

t hat an i mpression began to emerge from the
political order among the lllyrians, not only among the Bandi &%h Bhibugh the
geopolitical hegemony developed by the Romantg the end of the period considered in this
thesisand the eventual establishment of a Romavinciain the subsequent periodreater

lllyrian geopolitical coherence was achievedhAitome at the centre.

An underlying factor fotheRoman interventionsientionedn the ancient sources was
lllyrian piracy in the Adriatic. This provided the key context for the initial Roman interventions
and shaped the nature of these interventions todused on eradicating the piraéjthough,
as this thesis has shown, it iglily problematic to ascribe lllyrian piracy as a widespread and
perennial problem in the Adriatic, the bulk of the evidence provided by the written sources has
highlighted the prevalence of the practice carried out by the Ardiaei. As de Souza has noted
Odlatively little is heard about the lllyrians before the second half of the third century BC, when
the Ardiaean kings expanded their {®Theaitory
Ardiaei threatened the Adriatic like no lllyrians had done before thg array of land and sea
forces at their disposéai® The greater potency of this threat to settlements along the coast and
traders traversing the Adriatioc, dr ew Romea&
ambassador compelled Rome to act decisietyne reacted strongly to thigyrian piratical
threat in the '8 Century BC by engaging iwb substantial campaigns, the first against the
Ardiaei and the secondgainst Demetrius within the ensuing decade. Rontmih of these
campaigns acted with hiless efficiency, quickly suppressing the threats posed before
returning back to Italy; 6no military or na
i mp o &Rdndan interventions against lllyrian piracy in the Adriatic wies limited in

naturewith the aim of suppressing the piracy.

Presentationin the Sources

The way in which the Roman interventions in lllyria have been understood and
appreciated has been shaped by the way they have been presented in sources both ancient and

modern. In the anent sourceghere was aontinual need to provide effective justification for

28Vilkes, The lllyrians p. 156.

2De SouzaPiracy in the GraecdRoman Worldp. 76.
730polybius,Histories2. 2.

73lEckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagst 71.
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R o meaétisns in intervening to both domestic and foreign audiences. The justifications are a

key feature of the surviving ancient historical texts, which have sought to provide just and
honourable reasons for the Roman interventions. Harris notes this ingeottaiRome by
asserting that o&éwhen a pretext was found, th
ensuing war was #&ellum iustun®’3? The importance of issuing pretexts, together with
diplomatic ultimatums through the proces®f rerum repetitioand denuntiatio belliwere

crucial for the Roman Senate and aristocracy moreover to present itself to its own people as
just and honourable in its actions. Foreign observers would need to be convinced by the efficacy

of the pretext provided and in Romaongpliance with their already established diplomatic
arrangements. Presenting itself in this way, as a just and moral agent -statgerelations,

furthered the diplomatic standing of Rome and enhanced their reputation to other states.
Ancient historiansought pretexts, moreover, as a means to more effectively explain Roman
interventions. Derow alluded to a contradict
through Polybiusdé work, particularly lin th:
statements about Romeds expansion an® his
Polybius had a set narrative that he subscribed to about the nature of Roman expansion and the
justifications provided for Roman interventions in his account had tioiginarrative. Roman

annalistic traditions were important sources for Polybius and he relied on them especially for

the period preceding 220 BC, where baroborativeevidence was weaker. The annalistic
traditionsthat provided him with informatiofor Ro me 6 s i nt erilyganWarons i n
have been especially problematic for subsequent scholars and the moral justifications provided

for themhaveresulted in considerable debate. The efficacy of these justifications are mixed,

and the limitations oftte extant sources has weakened the inference that can be drawn from

the surviving historical record.

The ancient historians have, moreover, sought to highlight particular themes within
their work and the Roman interventions in lllyria have been presaeuitieit this framework.
Polybius wrote his history to demonstrate the remarkable rise of Rome and structured his work
through the inclusion of specific spieces to demonstrate the development of an
0i nt er connec theaffared 1&l§, GreedndiNorehrmfrica The presentation of
the events in this way would shape subsequent historiography and influence subsequent
historians, notably Livy and Appian, for whom Polybius was a key source for the period

3Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 173.
“pP, S. Derow, 06Pol y Bournasof RoRanBrdiahad (1079)ep. East 0,
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considered in this thesis. Both of thesedrians sought to show Rome in a positive light to

appease their Roman audiences and to highlight the vices and virtues of individual characters

to serve as examples. All of these sources are dReatan and present the events as part of

Ro me 6 s srtthaur tlyat of Ilytiah Wilkes has stressed ttfa surviving record for the

Il 1l yrians derives exclusi vel ysarddrRomasaikext er na
compete in expressing their contempt and detestation for fefme lack of an lllyrian
perspective cannot be rectified, although the thesis has approached the subject from a more
nuanced perspective. Considering the greater array of archaeolkgiceés available and
considering events with lllyria as a fochias provided a greater balance to considerations of

the Roman interventions.

Modern scholars hayén turn, shaped the way in which the Roman interventions in
lllyria have been considered.eBent coverage of these events pesdominantly presented
these interventions within broader works on Roman imperial expansion and impefiaksm.
Eckstein has asser t%Cdniury 8¢) menaritimedllyrizslaold snterésb f  t h ¢
for the hisbry of Roman expansidmecause they are the first Roman military interventions east
of t he 7"AThe intervtentians id lllyria have served predominantly as a steyspimg
to bigger and more important phenomena for Rome and the Hellenistic wofflecugng on
lllyria, and bringing in outside context where relevant, this thesis has tried to address this.
Examinationsof the interventions in lllyria for modern scholars developed from considering
the thesis set out by Mommsen and then Holleaux whivbcaded that these wars were fought
for seltdefence and out of fear from external thrédtSubsequent historians have sought to
defend or challenge this thesis, drawing upon the Roman interventions in lllyria as examples
in their argumentsin a region where Roman interests were initially minimal and limited in
geographic scope, Rome initially intervened in lllyria in reaction to the external threat posed
by Adriatic piracy and sought to protect their limited interests. Roman interests riegilon
progressed over the course of the period, alongside their greater involvement in Greek affairs.
Although these Roman interests developed, their strategic aim of ensuring a geopolitical

Wilkes, lllyrians, p. 3.

"Harris, Warand Imperialism in Republican Rome 320BC; A. M. Eckstein Mediterranean Anarchy,
Interstate War and the Rise of Rothendon, 2006).; J. Rich, 'Fear, Greed and Glory: The Causes of Roman
War-Making in the Middle Republic' in J. Rich and G. Shipley (gd¥ar and Society in the Roman World
(London, 1993), pp. 388.

738 ckstein,Rome Enters the Greek Eagt 74.

737T. MommsenThe History of Romé.ondon, 1864); M. HolleauxRome, La Gréce et les Monarchies
Hellénistiques au llle Siecle avant@. (273-205) (Paris, 1935), pp. 1346.
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|l andscape in Il lyria thatl ereagbkelnod ytéh evn ttho neox

to their hegemony in the region persisted.

The Roman Interventions

The Roman interventions in lllyria during the period considered in this thesis were
limited in scope and served to protect the limited Roman intere$is region. The pretext for
the First lllyrian War can battributed tathe murder of a Roman ambassador, an event which
is commonly featured in the extantsour6&Har ri s has noted that oOth
fact, and even the leaders of the Senaag have believed the somewhat implausible claim,
afterwards put about by the RJ%Thisdam, madeat Te u
by Polybius, was likely based on an annalistic tradition found in Fabius Pictor and is
particularly untrustworthy?° Although the Polybian version, complete with its inclusion of an
interview with Teuta, is particularly problematic, the murder of an ambassador is well attested
in the historical record and served as the direct catalyst for the Roman intervention. The
undelying motivation of Rome was to suppress the Ardiaean piracy in the Adriatic that had
escalated in the late™3Cent ury BC. This provides the e
intervention; Othe sudden transf oisimgamallon of
scale piracy for food into a serious maritime power makes the Roman reaction all the more
under st ’4Tfhé Ramhandréaty and the concurrent establishment of diplomatic relations
with a series of entit i ewvidethe seadegi@nmotivatiensfora 06 s p
the Roman intervention. Rome moved to better secure the-Gasthrn Adriatic, the area with
the most direct security risk to Rome and where trade and piracy had been most prevalent.
Rome reacted to the underlyingeht posed to the Adriatic by the Ardiaei and efficiently dealt
with the threat. No direct administration w

Rome began to ehRegemseseyanovexteaerpatt of 111y

The diplomatic ties that bodnthese entities to Rome were informal bonds of
ofriendshipd. A tie of friends-instiptonabhymant s v e

relationship secured by bonds of personal to

73¥polybius,Histories2. 8; Appian lllyrian Wars 3. 2. 7; Dio CassiusRoman Historyl 2. 49.
3*Harris,War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 3Z¥BG p. 195.
740polybius,Histories?2. 8.

741Dell, 'The Origin and Nature dflyrian Piracy', p. 358.
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the way the tiavas construed’? As a flexible and informal arrangement, Rome utilised its
0friendshipsd throughout the Mediterranean w
worked particularly effectively for Rome in lllyria and the wider Greek East. As this was a

region where Roman interests and involvement were minimal at the outset of the period being
considered in this thesis, the ties of ofri
embroiled in affairs east of the Adriatic as it sawTite important moral bondf fides that
underpinned all Roman international relations, was particularly pertinent in a diplomatic tie

that was so informal. In order for the tie of friendship to maintain its value and significance,

the underlying moral bond had to remain strongbr&aking of the diplomatic trust that

provided the foundations for friendship resulted in the breakdown of the affiliation.

Whilst these diplomatic ties were initially predicated on mutual bonds, the growing
power and status of Rome in the wider Greek Eassed important changes in the dynamics
of the diplomatic ties. Braund has asserted
different interpretations and emphases: for example, friendship might be a relationship between
powers of roughly coparable strength, but it could easily be a relationship between dominator
and dominated* Rome 6s growing geopolitical standi n:
dynamic to change, with foreign states increasingly seeking out an affiliation with Rome rather
than vice versa. The growing prominence of Rome in Greek affairs, which eventually
culminated, by the end of the period considered in this thesis, in Roman hegemonic power in
the Greek East, changed the dynamic upon which friendship operated. Badiaedsasl shat
the termamicuscould refer to a friend on equal footing or politely refer to an unequal friendship
that operated in a similar fashion to that of a patron and ¢éfitRriendship in this way
operated flexibly, adjusting to suit the statusestfe ent i ti es i nvolved. R

nevertheless ensured that a greater number of states actively sought affiliation with Rome

Rome s i ntervention in the Second T Tyr
breakdown ofidesi n R o me 6 s dtionsHipovithaDemetriusrofePharos; the military
intervention was made to effectively remove
the treaty from the First lllyrian War are attested in a variety of solfft&ke language and

tone utilised in thee sources is suggestive of the importance that breaking the btddsof

"Burton, Friendship and Empire: Roman Diplomacy and Imperialism in the Middle Republid (858 BC)
p. 28.

743D, C. BraundRome and the Friendly King: The Character of Client Kingghipw York, 1984), p. 7.
74Badian,Foreign Clentelae 26470 BG p. 12.

745pPolybius,Histories3. 16.; Appian]llyrian Wars 3. 2. 8.; Dio Cassiu®Roman Historyl 2. 53.
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had to Roman diplomatic relations. No single individual violation of the treaty is given special
preference in regard to the formulation of an effective pretext in the sourcdbgathelay in

the Roman intervention has proven particular
note however on the timing of the various violations has provided some potential clarity on the
subject. Walbank has stressed that the act of detatttengtintani from Rome was the last in

a chronological series ofolations by Demetriusgainst Romé#® Although the significance

of this event in prompting the Roman intervention is unclear, the action served as a more direct
attack on Roman interests1 being the last of a series of violations, it is possible that this
violation was the most i mportant, although
intervention therefore was made against Demetrius for his series of treaty violations which
undermned theidesof his diplomatic relationship with Rome. The war itself had the strategic

aim of removing Demetrius from power; to thi
a fleet and an army i n 2 1%NotB&ywaosighed at thegend h e |
of the conflict and no discernible change to the dynamic of Roman intervention in the region
occurred after Demetrius was removed from power. Rome continued after the war to

i mpl ement an Oexternal hegemonyd over the re

A definitivepr et ext f or Ramrhe dhird lilymanh War vedfficdltitoo n
source in the extant sources libe Roman decision to intervene was a consequence of
Gent hiusd all i ance tweateried tReggeopoditicat halanddmesregeont | i a n c
of Romebs Oexternal hegemonyd and Rome inte
regionDzi no has noted that o6éthe deciisthe®Rmmamf Gen
army commanded by Lucius Anicius Gallus defeated him eeéore news of the beginning
of the war f®@hedraneatic RBwwamectodes in the Third lllyrian and Third
Macedonian Wars marked an important geopolitical shift in the region, by eradicating the two
kingdoms, leaving Rome as the sole hegemooweep east of the Adriatic. Roman actions in
the aftermath of the war in sacking Epirote towns and enslaving large numbers of their
inhabitants, reflected this greatgggressiorof Rome inconductingits lllyrian interventions.

This aggression ensured titib me 6 s e xt er n all hegemony persi st
directly administer the region, the Roman army was a short sail away across the Adriatic and

was prepared to intervene to uphold this geopolitical stdtssequent periods would witness

"“8Valbank,A Historical Commentary on Polybius: Volumep. 3247.

74"RosensteinRome and the Mediterranean 2986 BC: The ImperiaRepublic p. 74.

748Dzino, lllyricum in Roman Politics 229 BC AD 68§ p. 57. Livy,ab urbe condita#4. 362.; Florus,Epitome
1. 29.
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the amergence of @rovinciaof lllyricum and the growing importance of lllyria as a part of

the Roman Empire.
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Appendix

Fig. 1. Map of the Adriatic showing sites of Greek colonisation. Map taken from P.

Cabanes, 0Greek Colonisation i @Greekhe Adriatic
Colonisation: An Account of Greek Colonies and Settlements Overseas: Vo(ueiddh,
2008), p. 16.
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Fig. 2.Gnathianstyle jug pelike. Vessel on display at the Archaeological Museum of
Split. Import from Southern Italy. Dated from the beginning of tR€antury BC.
Photograph taken at the Archaeological Museum of Split 20/8/2014.
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Fig. 3.Cosmetic Vesselékama depicting a female head in profile. Vessel on display at the
Archaeological Museum of Split. Import from Southern Itdlagna Graecia Dated from
the 4" Century BC. Photograph taken at the Archaeological Museum of Split 2048/20
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Fig. 4.Hoard of bronze coins from Pharos, excavated in 1900 near the village of Vrban;.
Coins on display at the Archaeol ogical Museu
head in profile (obverse) and a wine clpr{tharo$ together with the abbreviated Gkee

l etters G}, short for 0) AGeBt@ry/Begimmingoitre®) . Dat e
Century BC. Photograph taken at the Archaeological Museum of Split 20/8/2014.
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Fig. 5. Table showing the numerical data fenathiafound atEastern Adriatic locations
(published sites only). Datakenfrom M. MGrathia and Related Hellenistic Ware on
the East Adriatic CoagOxford, 2015), p. 19.

Eastern Adriatic location | Number of Gnathiafound

Motovun 0
Nesactium 10
Kastav 1
Osor 4
Zadar 24
Nin 1
Radovin 1
Jagodnja Gornja 2
Nadin 2
Trojan 1
Murter 1
Danilo 1
Dragi gi l 10

Gkarin Samog|3

Velika Mrdakovica 2

Bribir 1

Cape Pl ol a 20

Salona 7
Dugi ¢ 1
Stobr e 7
Stari Grad 31
Vis 183
Pal agruga 0
Lastovo 2
Lumbarda 2
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Kopila

Nakovana Cave

o] N R NN

Gradac

Ogani l

Risan

Budva 25
Gostil] 12
Ulcinj 9

Durres 8

Apollonia 15
Jezerine 3

Ri bil

Kamenj al a 2
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Fig.6.Map of the 6Roman Pr ot & ¢titlleanxaplaeinyth¢ 228 BC) .
Parthini in the Northern bulge instead of in

Hammond, O6The 1l Il yrian Atintani, the Epiroti
Journal of Roman Studie¥ol. 79 (1989), p. 24.
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