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Abstract

GRAEME A. WARD: Centurions: The Practice of Roman Officership
(Under the direction of Richard J. A. Talbert)

This dissertation examines the military and social roles of legionary centurions in
the Roman legions during the late Republic and Principate. It combines textual accounts
of centurions from such authors as Caesar, Tacitus, and Cassius Dio, as well as
epigraphic and archaeological evidence, including funerary monuments, dedicatory
inscriptions, and the physical remains of legionary camps. By evaluating this evidence
with reference to contemporary military and critical social theory (which integrates
concepts of civil-military relations, compliance, social structures, and symbolic systems),
| argue that centurions were crucial to defining and preserving important Roman military
practices, and that an analysis of their position reveals important developments in Rome’s
military hierarchy and imperial administration.

The dissertation is organized into six chapters. The first chapter asktress
centurion’s disciplinary role in the legions, and reasserts the significance of corporal
punishment in Roman military culture. Chapter Two investigates the centurion’s
idealized behaviour in combat, and how it affected views of his leadership and personal
authority. The third chapter demonstrates how in the Roman world these practices in
asserting authority were complementary rather than contradictory. Chapter Four
evaluates centurions’ place in the legion’s command structure, including career

structures, military expertise, and corporate identity, and identifies them as the singular



corps of officers in the legions. The fifth chapter explains their intermediate position in
the legion’s social hierarchy between soldiers and aristocratic commanders, and how this
position was important to integrating soldiers into the Roman military community.
Finally, Chapter Six assesses political and administrative roles of centurions, arguing that
they were the chief representation of Roman imperial authority among local populations.
My dissertation has two fundamental goals. The first is to combine and analyze
textual, epigraphic, and archaeological evidence for centurions in order to establish their
military, political, and cultural roles in the Roman Empire. In doing so, the dissertation
provides the first comprehensive study of the duties, characterizations, and expectations
of the Roman legiorisntermediate officers. The second goal is to demonstrate that this
analysis of centurions is crucial to understanding how attitudes toward violence, military
discipline, social status, and personal authority were manifested both within the Roman

military community and throughout the Roman Empire.
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I ntroduction

The death of Augustus in CE 14 prompted the most splendid public funeral in
Rome up to that time. The procession through the city included senators, equestrians and
their wives, the Praetorian Guard, priests, and members of the Imperial family. With the
body’s final arrival at the Campus Martius for cremation, Dio describes the final phase of
the funeral in detail:
When the body was laid upon the pyre in the Campus Martius, first all of the
priests filed around it, next came the knights, both those of the equestrian order
but others as well, and soldiers from Praetorian Guard ran round it, casting upon it
all the military decorations that any of them had received from him for valour.
Next came the centurions bearing torches, as it had been decided by the Senate,
and they lighted the pyre from beneath. And so it was consumed by fire, and an
eagle released from it flew aloft, as if his spirit were being bturtiee heavens.
In a private funeral, the final act of bearing the torches to the pyre was a duty usually
designated tone’s closest family members. That such pride of place at a public funeral
was given to centurions instead illustrates their impogémthe foundations of
Augustus’ regime and the Roman army.

Centurions had long been an important organizational feature of the Roman

legions. During the Republic, soldiers traditionally selected through the annual levy

'Dio 56. 42. 2-3¢mel d¢ &c TV TLEAV THV &V 1@ Ageiw Tediw EveTéOT), mo@ToL uév of ieong
ndvteg meQABov avTy, émetta O¢ ol te ImmTg, ol te €K ToL TéAovg Kal ol AAAOL, KAl TO OTMALTIKOV TO
HEOLOLIKOV TTEQLEDQAOV, TIAVTA T VIKNTHOLY, 60X TIVEG AVTWV €T AQLOTELX TTOTE T AVTOD
et peoav, EmPAAAOVTES aUTH). KAK TOUTOL dADAC EKATOVTAQXOL, WG TOL TH) BOVAT £ddKel, AafdvTeg
OPNPav adTV; Kail 1 pév dvnAioketo, detog dé Tig €€ avtne adeOeic avintato we kat dn v Puxnv
avToD £¢ TOV ovEavov avadéowv. Cf., SuetAug 98.



selected centurions from among their nunfbéilitary experience and a reputation for
personal bravery are consistently cited by ancient authors as the primary factors in the
election of centurions. Dionysius of Halicarnassus claims: “Out of all the centuries the
bravest men were chosen as centurions, and each of these officers took care that his
century should yield a ready obedience to orders.”® These middle-ranking officers were
responsible for leading thesenturia(comprising roughly sixty to eighty men) into
battle, conveying orders from higher officers, and enforcing discipline.

Their reputation for discipline, bravery, and experience later made them a crucial
componentn Augustus’ sweeping reforms of the Roman legionsHe transformed the
legions into permanent, standing armies whose soldiers took on military sses&ice
career, yet whose commanders remained drawn from the aristocracy and typically only
served for several years. To make such an institution function, however, required greater
emphasis on its middle-ranking officers to maintain discipline, provide a continuity of
command, and form a direct channel between the soldiers and the legions’ aristocratic
leadership. Augustus and his imperial successors therefore increased the pay and status
of legionary centurions and assigned new military responsibilities to them, including
tactical leadership of independent infantry units, combat training, logistics and supply,
and authority to delegate soldiers to special tasks. These responsibilities helped
centurions to develop skills that eventually made them valuable for a variety of additional

tasks in the Roman military role in administering the empire.

See below, Chapter Four, 136.

®Dion. Hal. 4. 17. 4Aoxayoi & ££ AmavTwy EmAexBEVTES Of YEVVAIOTATOL T TOAE (L TOVG
dlovg ékaotor Adxoug evmelBeis toig mapayyeAdopévols mageixovto. ONAoxayoli as centurions, see
below, Chapter Three, n. 67.



Over the last century, modern authors have noted the importance of the centurion
to the success of tioman legions. Delbriick called them the “crux of the legion,”
while Parker described them ‘@ke mainstay.” Syme claimed that centurions “provided
the bones and nerves of the Roman afmywhich Brand adds “the backbone.” In
modern popular culture, legionary centurions have become one of the more recognizable
figures from the Roman world, and have recently esg@ygrowing popularity. Many
works of historical fiction can be found in bookstores that feature centurions as
protagonists and central characters. In televidiB(Q’s two-season serieRome
presents the civil wars and political revolution of the late Roman Republic largely
throughthe eyes of one of Caesar’s actualcenturions, Lucius Vorenus. The filnThe
Eagle(2011) andCenturion(2010), meanwhile, both tell the story of centurions caught
in the chaotic events surrounding the (mistaken) destruction of the Ninth Legion in
northern England.

In these media, centurions are presented with character traits idealized through
ancient Roman literature: courage and prowess in combat, a strong adherence to
traditional military and cultural values, sternness and severity in discipline, and a firm
loyalty to the soldiers under their command. Indeed, the centurion, or at leidsstbe

him, is so strong thatven the name “centurion” is used in many contexts outside of the

H. Delbrick,History of the Art of War, Vol (Westport, 1975), 429-436; H. M. D. ParKEhe
Roman Legion§Oxford, 1928).18; R. Syme,The Roman Revolutigi®xford, 1939), 395; C. E. Brand,
Roman Military Law(Austin, 1968), 51. Cf., B. Campbellhe Roman Army, 31 BC-AD 3@7ndon,
1994), 47; L. KeppieMaking of the Roman Army: From Republic to Emfiretowa, 1984), 98.

®These films are loosely based on Rosemary Sutcliffe’s The Eagle of the NinttLondon, 1954).
Noteworthy also is John Cleese’s portrayal of a fearsome (yet stupid) centurion in Monty Python’s Life of
Brian (1979).



Roman world, and is especially popular for describing both real and fictional characters
in the military or law enforcement, as well as modern types of tanks and subrfarines.

In spite of this wide popularity, however, the centurion has received curiously
little attention from modern scholarship, and remains a relatively poorly understood
officer. While monographs on the Roman army and its organization are plentiful and
continuing, they typically take no more several paragraphs or pages to describe the career
paths or various prescribed duties of centurfoi®everal authors have combined
epigraphic evidence of centurions and their careers for a given region or period of time,
but offer little analysis of their broader functions and activitigsmong all the
acclamations by modern authors of centurions comprising the crux or backbone of the
Roman legions, therefore, there is little explanation as to how or why centurions managed
to ascend to this vaunted status, and even less attention to their broader impact on Roman
military practices. There is, therefore, a significant need to address several important
guestions regarding this topic: what were the practices centurions employed to maintain
military discipline, and to demonstrate qualities of leadership in combat? By what means
was their military authority within the Roman military hierarchy asserted and preserved?
How were centurions defined as officers by legionary rank and file and by aristocratic

military leadership, as well as by civilians?

®E.g., R. LeuciAll the Centurions: A New York City Cop Remembers His Years on the Street,
19611981 (New York, 2005); J. E. PersicBposevelt's Centurions: FDR and the Commanders He Led to
Victory in World War ll(New York, 2012).

E.g., G. WebstefThe Imperial Roman Army of the First and Second Centurie€_AfRdon,
1969) 116-120; A. Goldsworthiffhe Roman Army At War: 100 B.C.-A.D. Z@ixford, 1996), 13-16; Y.
Le Bohec,The Imperial Roman Armizondon, 1994), 43-45, 728.

®B. DobsonDie Primipilares: Entwicklung u. Bedeutung, Laufbahnen u. Persénlichkeiteme. ro
OffiziersrangegKoln, 1978); Olivier RichierCenturiones Ad Rhenu(®004); J. R. Summerlitudies in
the Legionary Centurionat@hD Dissertation, Durham University, 1992).
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Historiography

There are several major studies that have focused on leadership and the roles of
officers atthe higher ranks within the Roman military. Brian Campbell’s The Emperor
and the Roman Armi{L984) emphasizes the important symbolic, administrative, and
military roles of the emperor within the army, and what effect his relatiomstigthe
army had on how and for whom the soldiers fought. The impact of Roman generals on
the Roman army’s successes and practices has also long beexpopular topic among
military theorists. M. H. Liddell Hart’s treatment of Scipio Africanus in Scipio
Africanus: Greater than Napoledin926), and J. F. C. Fuller’s Julius Caesar: Man,
Soldier, and Tyrant1965), focus on these men’s generalship and tactics in war.
Goldsworthy’s In the Name of Rome: The Men Who Won the Roman E(2p08)
argues for the impact of Roman generalship in key battles from the Republic to late
antiquity. More specific works have explored in detail the status, roles, and attitudes of
legionary commanders from the Republic and Principafeen equestrian officers such
as legionary tribunes and auxiliary unit commanders have received thorough dfialysis.
That centurions, so commonly acknowledged to be crucial to the success of the Roman
legions, hae not yet received similarly comprehensive analyses is a serious gap in
scholarship that needs to be addressed.

In exploringthe legionary centurion’s military status and roles within the Roman

military hierarchy, this dissertation also engages with studies that cotisideny’s

°See B. CampbelfTeach Yourself to Be a General; JRS77 (1987), 139; J. E. Lendon;The
Rhetoric of Combat: Greek Military Theory and Roman Culture in Julius Caesar’s Battle Descriptions,” CA
18.2 (1999), 273-329. S. P. MatteRpme and the Enemy: Imperial Strategy in the Princifaezkeley,
1999); A. R. Birley, “Senators as Generals” in G. Alfoldy, B. Dobson, & W. Eck eds. Kaiser, Heer und
Gesellschaft in der Romischen Kaizer£8iuttgart, 2000), 97419.

%4, Devijver, The Equestrian Officers of the Roman Imperial A(laysterdam, 1989).
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role inthe development of Rome’s imperial system, and how the army developed over
time and interacted with changing Roman political and social institutions. Theodor
Mommsen, in hilR0mische Geschich{@854-56), combined the traditional textual
accounts of the Roman army with rapidly growing epigraphic evidence to illuminate
many aspects of the army that were directly related to the development of the imperial
system and mechanisms of Rome’s empire. Many later studies of the Roman army have
followed Mommsen’s lead. Lawrence Keppie’s The Making of the Roman Army: From
Republic to Empir¢1984), for example, demonstrates how the Roman professional army
under Augustus grew out of the civil wars of the Triumviral period, and that its
development reflected specific goals of the new redime.

A greater number of studies on the Roman army haveddausthe army as an
institution in its own right, such as Alfred von Domaszewski’s benchmark Die
Rangordnung des romischen Hee(&308). This massive work compiled and analyzed
evidence of the imp&l army’s organization, as well as the ranks, duties and careers of
its soldiers and officers. Von Domaszewski demonstrated that the Roman army was an
extremely complex, structured, yet efficient military institution; he set the standard for
monographs on the Roman armwrganization by Parker, Harmand, Le Bohec, Davies
and others? Despite the age of many of these works, they are invaluable for their

accumulation oévidence for the Roman army’s organization and broader, non-military

YK eppie, The Making of the Roman Army: From Republic to Emfierman, 1984), esp. 132-
133, 191-198. For further works in this vein, cf. W. V. likaWar and Imperialism in Republican Rome,
327-70 B.C.(Oxford, 1979); B. Isaad he Limits of Empire: The Roman Empire in the E@stford,
1990); A EcksteinMediterranean Anarchy, Interstate War, and the Rise of R@6@®5); S. Jamefome
and the Sword: How Warriors & Weapons Shaped Roman Higtorydon, 2011).

2DomaszewskiDie RangordnungZ’”| ed., (Kéln, 1967); H. M. D. ParkeFhe Roman Legions.
Harmand L 'Armée et le soldat a Rome de 107 a 50 avant nétre ére (Paris, 1967); R. W. DavieService in
the Roman Arm{New York, 1989). For Le Bohec and others, see above, n. 7.
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activities, but the breadth of their topic necessarily limits thorough discussion of any one
military practice or rank.

Military studies that describe specific organizational or social features of the
Roman army are largely influenced by the work of theadled “Durham School,”
named after the academic affiliation of its founder, Eric Birley. Birley combined
epigraphic and archaeological evidence in his prolific studies of the Roman army, using
methods and assumptions of the studies of more modern militaries to determine the
Roman order of battle, organization, social structure, equipment, and interaction with
civilians®® The Durham School that followed Birley has produced Anglo-German
scholars such as Brian Dobson, David Breeze, and Michael P. Speidel, whkse wo
similarly employ epigraphic and archaeological evidence to determine career paths,
equipment, daily lifén the camp, and the army’s “peacetime” activities.* This approach
has even been applied to describing the career patterns and transfers of centurions, such
asin Brian Dobsors Die Primipilares(1978), J. R. SummerlyStudies in the Legionary
Centurionatg(1992), and Olivier Richiés Centuriones Ad Rhenu(@004). While these
studies provide invaluable insight into centurioniseers and social status, however,
they offer little discussion of the strictly military and institutional aspects, that is, how
and why centurions successfully fought, led, and were obeyed.

Studies of a more military perspective on the Roman army and its members have

remaned largely dominated by authors of general military, rather than ancient, history.

13Cft. E. Birley, The Roman Army: Papers 1988{(Amsterdam, 1988).

“See Dobson and Breezoman Officers and FrontieStuttgart, 1993); M. P. Speid&®pman
Army StudiegAmsterdam, 1984). Cf., V. Maxfield@he Military Decorations of the Roman Army
(Berkeley, 1981); A. R. Birley, Locus virtutibus patefactuam Beférderungssystem in der Hohen
Kaiserzeit(Opladen, 1992); M. A. Speiddiieer und Herrschaft im romischen Reich der hohen Kaiserzeit
(Stuttgart, 2009).



Older nilitary treatises such as Max Jahns’ Handbuch einer Geschichte des
Kriegswesens von der Urzeit bis zur Renaissgh880) remain useful for their

discussion ofiow the army’s organization affected its combat performance.™® Most
influential isHans Delbriick’s Geschichte der Kriegskunst im Rahmen der politischen
Geschichtg1900-36), in which he evaluated Roman officers and soldiers according to
the organization and strategies of the contemporary Prussian army, and subjected literary
accounts of ancient battles to vigorous logistical analysihis focus on the logistics

and practical realities of warfare was later adopted enthusiastically by John Keegan,
whose extremely influentidlhe Face of Battl¢1976) probes military events and their
consequences through a vivid account of the experiences of soldiers in combat. His
closest disciple in Roman military studies is Adrian Goldsworthy, wiibeeRoman

Army At War: 100 B.C.-A.D. 20Q@996) evaluates the Roman army in battle according to
contemporary military theory, arguing thegt conduct was directly reflective of its
complex social and administrative organization.

A weakness of this approach, however, i$ thaften relies on modern military
categories and assumptions at the expense of specifically Roman social characteristics
and attitudes. W. V. Harris first argued in War and Imperialism in Republican Rome,
327-70 B.C(1979), for example, that specifically Roman attitudes among both its

aristocracy and soldiers towards warfare fundamentally influenced its organization and

°See esp. 16268.
%See above, n. 4.

YOther examples of Kgan’s influence can be found in V. D. Hanson, The Western Way of War:
Infantry Battle in Classical Greeg®ew York, 1989) and in FSabin, “The Face of Roman Battle,” JRS90
(2000), 1-17. For problems in this approach to ancient histeeyEsWheeler;Firepower: Missile
Weapons and the ‘Face of Battle”” in E Dabrowa, ed., Roman Military Studie@Krakdw, 2001), 169-84.
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practices® This approach to the study of cultural factors in warfare has drawn increasing
attention in recent studies of the Roman military. Jon Lesd@woidiers and Ghosts: A
History of Battle in Classical Antiqui§2005) argues that changing Roman notions of
disciplinaandvirtus and the interplay between them affected how Romans engaged in
and understood war, and he cautions against viewing the legions as functioning like a
modern military*® Susan Mattern and Sara Phang similarly explain Roman military
deployment, institutional structures, and ideologies according to cultural attitudes and
strategies of the Roman elft® . These studies demonstrate the important influence of
uniguely Roman cultural factors in Roman military organization and culture; however,
individual judgment and agency of soldiers are sometimes subordinated to readings of
Roman military culture interpreted through primarily textual, rather than epigraphic and
archaeological evidenc&Vhat is needed, therefore, is an approach that bridges the gap
between “calculation and culture” in determining Roman military practices, and those of

its officers in particular!

Scope and Sour ces
The dissertation focuses on the period from the late Repubhatthird century
CE. This is a lengthy period of study, to be sure, but is necessary for two main reasons.

The first is the changing structure of the Roman army. The last century of the Republic

83See esp., HarrigVar and Imperialism18-27, 4153.
¥See esp., Lendo@oldiers and Ghostd 76-178, 211, 312-313.

23, p. MatternRomeand the Enemy: Imperial Strategy in the Principderkeley, 1999),
passim, esp. 113-116; S. E. PhaRgman Military Service: Ideologies of Discipline in the late Republic
andearly Principate(Cambridge, 2008), esp. 21-32, 99-100.

#0On culture and individual agency the study of in warfare and the balahgeen , see W. Lee,
“Warfare and Culture” in W. Lee, ed., Warfare and Culture in World HistorfNew York, 2011), 1t1.

9



forms a logicaterminus post quefmecause of the major developments in the legions
regarding their recruitment, organization, and deployment across the empire during this
period. C. Marius (157-86 BCE) adjusted the composition and recruitment of soldiers by
eliminating the need for property qualifications, and he and later Roman generals
gradually transformed the Roman legions from a militia recruited through annual levy to
more permanent, standing armies who served for years at & timeing the civil wars
of Caesar and his successors, moreover, legions were increasingly orpgraabdrts
and began to acquire permanent titles and designations. Augustus and his successors
during the Principate transformed the legions into a permanent military force, with more
typical (though hardly standardized) careers, organization, duties, and pay, which formed
the organizational basis for the legions during our periddcletian’s reforms to the
legions at the end of the third century, however, fundamentally reorganized this structure,
adding new legions, reducing the size others, and altering their deployment and
hierarchical organization to a degree that requires analysis far beyond the scope of this
discussiorf>

Another reason for choosing this period is the state of our evidence. Polybius
(200-118 BCE) is the only writer of the mid-Republic to discuss centurions, and his
account is brief. Textual sources from the late Republic and early Principate, in contrast,
provide much greater detail. Sallust (86-35 BCE) and Cicero (106-43 BCE) provide

numerous details about centurions in both military and non-military contexts, while

#’See below, Chapter Four, 1226.

%For more on officers of Roman army during this period, sed. Micasie;Twilight of Empire:
The Roman Army from the Reign of Diocletian until the Battle of Adriariéphsterdam, 1998), 43-76,
97-106; P. Richardot,a fin de I'armée Romaine (284-476), 2" ed. (Paris, 2001), 49-62; Le Bohec,
L'armée romaine sous le Bas-EmpjRaris, 2006), passim; A. D. Lé&/ar in Late Antiquity: A Social
History (Malden, 2007), chaptersé-
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Caesas (100-44 BCE) commentaries on the Gallic and Civil wars provide by far the best
textual account of them in combat during the late Republic. Livy (59 BCE-CE 17) and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (60 BCE-c. 7 BCE) describe centurions in major events
during the early to mid-Republic, but their distance from the actual events suggests a
good deal of projecting backward the status and prestige of legionary centurions of
Caesals and Augustus’ age.

Numerous historians from the Principate, such as Josephus (CE 37-100), Plutarch
(CE 46-120), Tacitus (CE 56-117), Appian (CE 95-165) and Cassius Dio (CE 155-c.
229), offer stories of both individual centurions and groups of them in a variety of
contexts, but are limited in detail. Military manuals by Onasander (first century CE) and
Arrian (CE 86-160) describe ideal deployments and use of soldiers and officers, but only
mention the role of centurions occasionally. Vegetius (fourth to fifth century CE) offers
more, but since his work presents his ideal of the Roman army from the early Principate
long before, his descriptions should be used cautidtisiextual accounts of centurions
in non-historical literature, such as in the letters of Pliny the Younger (CE 61-c. 112), or
in fictional literature, poetry, and philosophy, also suggest attitudes towards their status
and reputatioi> Accounts of centurions in authors such as Apuleius, Eusebius, or the
writers of Rabbinic and New Testament texts are especially useful in providing
perspectives outside of the Roman political and social®lite.

The textual evidence for centurions, however, becomes scarce by the second

century CE, which compels us to use other kinds of sources. The earliest surviving

#0n dating and using Vegetius, see below, Chapter One, n. 12.
E.g., Juv. 16. 13-19; HoBat 1. 16. 72-74; Plin\NH 7. 20; SenClem 1. 16.

%Apul. Met 9. 39; EusebHE 7. 15. On references in New Testament and Rabbinic texts, see
below, Chapter Six.
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epigraphic and visual evidence for centurions is from the Triumviral pErimat,
increases dramatically during the Principate. Thousands of dedicatory and
commemorative inscriptions from the reign of Augustus to the mid-late third century CE
provide details on military transfers and social activities of centurions across the empire.
Surviving papyrological evidence for centurions is found as early as the first century CE,
butis largely limited to the Roman army’s presence in Egypt and the Near East. These
documents include private correspondence, contracts for loans, formal petitions and
complaints, as well as thanks from communities to centurions who served as local judges
and patrong®

Funerary epitaphs from this period also désamany centurions’ careers, major
assignments, and military decorations that reveal attitudes and expectations of the
centurion, his family, or comrades towards his service. Epitaphs that include visual
imagery of centurions, their armor, or decorations, moreover, similarly suggest what
features or duties of the centurion required empHastschaeological evidare, finally,
offers another avenue to understanding the roles of centurions. The physical remains and
plans of legionary fortresses at Caerleon, Inchtuthil, Lambaesis, Novaesium, and
Vindonissa give us details on thiee, layout, and location of centurions’ quarters.
Although this sampling is limited to the northern and western parts of the empire, it can
suggest how centions’ authority and military relationships were defined through

physical spac&’ In contrast to the relatively rich evidence for the Principate, the marked

%’E.g., Minucius Lorarius. See Appendix A, fig. 1.
#Many are collected in R. O. Finkoman Military Records on Papyr(Sleveland, 1971).
#yisual evidence contained largely in Appendices A and B.

Representations of camps are presented in Appendix C.
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decrease in surviving textual, epigraphic, and archaeological evidence during the crisis-
ridden mid-late third century CE makes analysis of the legionary centurions beyond this

period nearly impossible.

Method

This dissertation presents a comprehensive examination of the legionary
centurioris varied functions in the Ronanmilitary. In this context, the goal is not merely
to describe the centurions’ various military duties or careers, but to explain their social
roleswithin the Roman army, and the impact of these roles on structuring the Roman
army's unique organizational and cultural features. This analysis of officership,
therefore, seeks to understand not only the characteristics of the legionary centurion, but
also important features of the Roreamilitary practices more broadly.

To describe comprehensively the varied roles of legionary centurions poses
several major challenges regarding the use of evidence. In contrast to discussions of
certain Roman generals, we possess few texts written by centurions themselves. Papyri
from Egypt and the Near East from the imperial period record certain letters, petitions,
and orders from centurions, but this is a far cry from any “diary” that can describe their
day+to-day activities and attitudes. We are thus left to interpret their status, behaviour,
and identity through literature, imagery, and physical space. Despite their dissimilarity in
genre and origin, however, these sources can share many formal characteristics, cultural
perspectives, and biases, all of which kdlfp construct the centurions’ identity and
shape their behaviour. Many of the duties, perceptions and symbols of self-

representation of the centurion were part of a persistent yet dynamic cultural construction
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that developed through interaction between imagery and literature (mythical, historical,
didactic), and were institutionalized through the actions of centurions themselves.

In addition to building upon the vast scholarship on the Roman army itself, the
dissertation integrates several analytical approaches from military theory. Some of the
same challenges confronting centurions and the Roman-adisgipline, military
authority, officership, social cohesion, civil-military relationeave been discussed by
scholars of military history in many othesntexts. John Lynn’s application of
compliance theory to the army of Revolutionary France, for example, provides a model
for understanding coercive and normative methods in acquiring the compliance of
soldiers®® Military studies on combat motivation by authors such as Kindsvatter and
Kellett also offer insight into how the nature of combat and the size of unit affects social
cohesion between officers and soldi&Both Samuel Huntington and Morris Janowitz,
moreover, have heavily influenced concepts of professionalism and officership that can
be tested in evaluating the centurion’s status within the Roman military.*®* The purpose in
using these analytical tools is not to provide simple models to explain the role of the
centurion as an officer. &hwould be to ignore the fundamentally different values and
social structures of the Roman army. In several cases, the dissertation demonstrates that
the centurion transcends categorizations or definitions of officership that are often taken

for granted in military studies. These approaches do, however, provide greater insight

¥Lynn, The Bayonets of the Republic: Motivation and Tactics in the Army of Revolutionary
France, 1791-1794Boulder, 1984), 220.

¥p_ S, KindsvatterAmerican Soldiers: Ground Combat in the World Wars, Korea, and Vietham
(Kansas, 2003); A. Kellet€ombat Motivation: The Behaviour of Soldiers in BatBeston, 1982), esp.
41-52, 73-79, 133-136; See also S. L. A. MarshdBn Against FirgNew York, 1947), 132-159, 186-201.

*Huntington,The Soldier and the Sta(€ambridge, 1957), 7-20, 61-65; Janowithe
Professional Soldier: A Social and Political Portréiew York, 1962), 54.
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into how other armies have understood or addressed fundamental military problems that
are also relevant to Roman military culture.

In addition to drawing from scholarship on military history, the dissertation
engages several approaches in contemporary critical social theory. Feubeatics of
technologies of representation help to articulate the relationship between soldiers,
centurions, and the emperor through punitive acts in military discifliferre
Bourdieu’s concepts of symbolic capital and symbolic violence have proved similarly
influential in describing how authority can be defined and structured through social
action®> Again, however, these concepts are used to provide insight into comparative
social structures rather than a mold in which to pour evidence of Roman military
practices. A feature of this dissertationagposit another challenge to the broad

application of Weberian categories of authority to Roman institutfons.

Organization

The organization of the dissertation is topical rather than chronological. This
approach makes the best use of the sporadic evidétgecenturion’s status from
Republic to Principate, and allows each of his roles in the Roman military to be analyzed
in turn. This is not to suggest that there were no major developments in the centurionate

during the period of study, and such developmemtsticularly in the centurion’s duties

#FoucaultDiscipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prisok. Sheridan trans. (New York, 1977),
2327, 43-58, 104-111Society Must be Defended: Lectures at the Collége de France,78Kh-Bertani
and A. Fontana eds., D. Macey trans. (New York, 2003%1&28-

*Bourdieu,Outline of a Theory of Practic®. Nice trans. (Cambridge, 1977), 76-89, 163-179,
184-194.

%%0n this problem in general, see Lendon, “The Legitimacy of the Roman Emperor: Against
Weberian legitimacy and inepial ‘strategies of legitimation,”” Herrschaftsstrukturen und
Herrschaftspraxis: Konzepte, Prinzipien und Strategien der Administration inaiemid<aiserreich
(Berlin, 2006), 5363.
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and status within the military hierarchywill be addressed. The dissertation argues,
however, that in many cases, despite fundamental changes to the Roman army and its
activities, there remained an (often deliberate) continuity in the duties, imagery, and
expectations of centurions between the Republic and Principate.

The first two chapters explore two major functions of centurions and how they
became fundamental to characterizing the rank. Chapter One begins by examining the
centurion’s role in military discipline in the legions. Through analysis of textual and
visual evidence, it demonstrates that the centurion was strongly associated with corporal
punishmentn both his duties and commemorative representation, and that this
association with corporal punishment was crucial to defining his status. It argues,
moreover, that the centurion’s execution of corporal punishment was central rather than
peripheral to defining Romattisciplinaas a whole. Chapter Two examines the
centurion’s role as a combat officer. It shows that an individual, aggressive form of
bravery in combat defined legionary centurions during the imperial expansion of the
Republic and early Principate, and continued to do so even later, when major military
campaigns of the Roman army became the exception rather than the norm. It also
demonstrates that, although such acts of bravery were motivated at least in part by
individual desire for rewards and social prestige, they were also often calculated to
produce an effect on thenturion’s soldiers.

The third chapter is directly related to the first two, in that it addresses how both
of these characteristics served to define and assert the centurion’s military authority. The
chapter discusses the concept of an organizational strain in the Roman military between

individual courage and collective discipline, ahthterprets the centurion’s dual function
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with reference to military officershiplt demonstrates that the centurion’s association
with severe discipline as well as with seemingly unbridled aggression in combat
represented complementary rather than contradictory practices in asserting military
authority in the Roman armthe centurion was expected to represent both of these
virtues as a requirement of his status as a middle-ranking officer.

While the first three chapters analyzsshideals of the centurion’s behaviour
defined his authority, the next three chapters focus insteda oenturion’s
intermediate position in the Roman command structure and social hierarchy, and how this
position affected military interaction with Rome’s imperial subjects. Chapter Four
examines how we may evaluate the centurionate as a corps of officers. It shows that the
Roman legions during both the Republic and Principate lacked a corps of commanding
officers, either by training or by social status. This organizational characteristic in the
legions necessarily placed greater emphasis on expertise of the centurionate. The
centurions’ relatively consistent levels of experience, training, and sense of corporate
identity gave them a unique statnghe Roman military. Chapter Five addresses the
impact of this status within the social hierarchy of the legion. It shows how through pay,
social status, duties, and physical space, the rank both functionally and symbolically
occupied an intermediate position between the rank and file and aristocratic commanders.
It contends, moreover, that this intermediate position was crucial to integrating new
recruits into the legion and defining their place within the Roman military hierarchy.

Chapter Six expl@s the legionary centurions’ so-called “non-military roles” as a
form of civil-military relations. It describes briefly several important duties performed

by centurions outside of military contexts: engineering, diplomacy, local law and order,
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and regional administration. It demonstrates first that the varied skills, military authority,
and experience of centurions made them indispensable tools in many facets of Roman
imperial administration during the Principate. It also shows that centurions often became
seen by local inhabitants to represent the most immediate and powerful source of Roman
imperial authority As such, centurions lay at the intersection of Rome’s military

apparatus and imperial power.
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Chapter 1: Disciplinarians

1.1 Introduction

Legionary centurions performed an essential role in defining and preserving
Roman military discipline. While both ancient and modern armies have employed fear
and brutal punishments to gain compliance from their soldigchplars have long
considered the Roman army to be especially strict. Commonly described as forming the
“backbone of Roman discipline,”® centurions in particular had the authority to inflict
corporal punishment. Equipped with their vine-stick caites), the tool with which
they flogged disobedient soldiers, centurions possessed the rare legal authority to beat a
Roman citizeri. Sternness or near savagesgd\vitig in their disposition towards
discipline, in fact, seem to have been the centurions’ hallmark, and many textual accounts
of them highlight this characteristic. Exemplary is the centurion named Lucilius, who

was murdered during the mutiny of the Danube legions in CE 14. He had apparently

The Spartan general Clearchus argued that soldiers should fear their c@rsmaork than the
enemy (XenAnah 2. 6. 10; FrontinStrat 4. 1. 17). Frederick the Great echoed this sentiment, while
Wellington was a strong advocate of the use of flogging. Discipline was exceptionally harsh in Hitler’s
WehrmachtSee KeijzerMilitary Obedienceg(Alphen aan den Rijn, 1978), 36; E. S. Turr&a/lant
Gentlemen: A Portrait of the British Officer, 1600-1986ondon, 1956), 195; O. BartoMitler's Army:
Soldiers, Nazis, and War in the Third Re{drew York, 1991), 59.

’C. E. BrandRoman Military Law51; DelbriickHistory of the Art of War429; J. Keegard
History of Warfare(New York, 1993), 268.

®PhangRoman Military Servicel19. See esp. n. 19; Le Boh&be Imperial Roman Armg1; O.
Richier,Centuriones ad Rhenum: les Centurions Legionnaires des Armées Romaines, Bdrisin
2004), 431.



earned the nicknaneedo alteranor “Give me another” because whenever his Vitis
broke when beating a soldier, he called for another to finish the job.

The question of to what degree centurions relied on physical coercion to maintain
the discipline of their soldiers and assert their authority addresses a larger discussion on
Roman concepts and practices of punishment in the legions. The focus of this discussion
has shifted considerably in recent years. Earlier European military theorists from
Machiavelli to Delbriick maintained that rigid codes of obedience, strictly enforced
through harsh physical punishment, were instrumental in preserving Roman
commanders’ authority and ensuring the army’s success.” More recent studies, however,
have contrasted these edled “dominating” or external types of discipline with what are
deemed more “positive” or mental aspects of Roman disciplina such as appeals to
legionary traditions, the binding forces of military and imperial cult, or a cultural ethos
that exalted obedience and self-restriifthang has recently defindisciplina militaris
as a social and political ideology, a normative strategy in acquiring the soldiers’

compliance, serving to legitimate the authority of the Roman military’elite.

*Tac.Ann 1. 23.

°See A. GatThe Origins of Military Thought: From the Enlightenment to Clause{@t#ord,
1989) 1-9, 16; G. E. Rothenberg, “Maurice of Nassau, Gustavus Adolphus, Raimondo Montecuccoli and
the ‘Military Revolution’ of the Seventeenth Century” in P. Paret ed., Makers of Modern Strategy: From
Machiavelli to the Nuclear AgéPrinceton, 1986), 32-63; KeijzeMilitary Obedience 33-37, 48; H.
Delbriick,History of the Art of War286, 288:‘Only with the Romans were the concept and power of
discipline fully recognized and accomplished.” On Roman discipline generally, cf. GoldswortRgman
Army at Way 1-11, 283-286; Lendorgoldiers and Ghostd69-171; W. SMesser, “Mutiny in the Roman
Army: The Republic”, CP 15. 2 (1920), 159-162.

®Shame: Cae®C 2. 31. Cult: A. Pegler:Social Organizations within the Roman Army”, TRAC9
(1999),40-42; J. Hegeland;Roman Army Religion,” ANRWiIi.16. 2 (1978),1470-1505Disciplina as
cultural ethos: Lendorgoldiers and Ghostd72-211. On mental and physical aspects of discipline, see G.
HorsmannUntersuchungen zur militéarischen Ausbildung im republikanischen und kaiserzeiticinen
(Boppard am Rheir,991), 2-3, 102-109, 189-197.

’PhangRoman Military Service
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One aspect of this shift in focus has been either to downplay or question outright
the role of corporal punishment that was once seen to be so ideologically important to the
Roman army. Kiesling, for example, sees the scholarly tendency to posit harsh
punishment in Roman discipline as anachronistic “wishful thinking,” and claims that
there is little evidence that thtis served to identify centurions. Phang, meanwhile,
claims that punishment requires legitimation, and officaraot relyalone on “pure
domination (the imposition of authority by force)hich is inefficient.” More to the
point, William Harris declaresThe army that needs very brutal discipline (and practices
such as decimation) is precisely the army that cannot rely on the courage of its ordinary
soldiers.”® To put these arguments simply, in motivating Roman soldiers to fight, the
carrot was at least as important as the stick.

This change in attitude reflects studies in military theory following the Second
World War that questioned the efficacy of corporal punishment and other more violent
forms of discipline. In such studies, a strong categorical distinction is made between two
kinds of disciplinecoercive discipline is employed through direct (often physical) and
institutional meansnormative discipline, in contrast, promotes practices that seek
indirectly to foster self-discipline and restrainich as encouraging pride in one’s unit

and its history, bonds of loyalty between soldiers, group consensus, and primary unit

8E. C. Kiesling, “Corporal Punishment in the Greek Phalanx and the Roman Legion: Modern
Images and Ancient Realities,” Historical Reflections-Reflexions Historiqug® (2006), 242-246; Phang,
Roman Military Servicelll; W. V. Harris;‘Readings in the Narrative Literature of Roman Courage”, 302.
Supp. by G. W. Currie DissThe Military Discipline of the Romariom the Founding of the City to the
Close of the Republi@loomington, 1928), 47.
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cohesion. In evaluating the effectiveness of the two types in military institutions,
historians have generally shown clear preference towards the latter.

Little attention in recent discussions of Ronagcipling however, has been
given to the role performed by the centurions. While these middle-ranking officers
during the late Republic and Principate had many administrative and combat duties, they
are portrayed in literature and commemorated in stone regularly in their function of
administering corporal punishment. That they are largely absent from discussions of
disciplinais thus, to say the least, problematic. One reason for the lack of attention given
to them is perhaps because a focus on cultural or political origdisayplinahas
invariably dwelled on Rome’s “elite” members of the aristocracy, or how this elite
transmitted its ideologies to the soldiers.

This chapter, in contrast, identifies the centurion as a key instrument in defining
and guaranteeing discipline in the Roman military. It explores the evidence for
centurions’ disciplinary duties in the legions during the Republic and Principate, and
considers the ideological bases of this form of authority. It then demonstrates that the
duty of enforcing compliance through corporal punishment was critical to defining the
centurion’s authority as an officer. The conclusion that follows argues that corporal
punishment and similar physical forms of discipline hardly diminished in importance
during this period, but rather continued to define Roman concegisogblinaand

military authority.

°Cf. A. Kellett, Combat Motivation 92, 133-159. Cf. M. JanowitZhe Professional Soldie8-9,
38-44;S. R. Frey, “Courts and Cats: British Military Justice in the Eighteenth Century,” MA 43.1 (1979), 9;
G. Phillips, “To Cry ‘Home! Home!’: Mutiny, Morale and Indiscipline in the Tudor Armies,” JMH 65
(2001), 313-3321. E. Hamby, “The Mutiny Wagon Wheel: A Leadership Model for Mutiny in Combat,”
AFS28.4 (2002), 85-586.
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1.2 Corporal Punishment in the L egions

Ancient authors took great interest in Roman military discipline, and generally
favoured harsh actions toward transgressors. Polybius famously devotes an entire section
of hisHistoria to describing admiringly the brutal punishments in the Republican
legions'® Writers of the Imperial period continued to support strict disciplinary practices
in order to prevent mutiny and disturbances in what was now a permanent, standing
army. Valerius Maximus warns that if soldiers “stray from the right path they will crush
unless crushedwhile Josephus claims that capital punishment was employed even for
minor infractions:* The fourth century CE writer, Vegetitfslater advocated a strong
stance against any kind of transgression by soldiers. He advises that the strictest severity
is necessary in order to maintain discipline and prevent mtitiny.

Some references to military offences and their punishments during the Empire
were later recorded in the Digest of Justirfiaihe punishments listed include corporal
punishmentdgastigatig, fines, the imposition of additional duties, transfer to another
branch of the service, degradation from rank, and dishonourable disclgaaifiosa
missig.’® The most severe military crimes, such as desertion, early flight from battle,

and disobedience against a superior’s direct order (even if resulting in a successful

©polyb. 6. 37. 1.

Hyal. Max. 2. 7. 14guae ubi a recto tenore desciuerint, oppressura sunt, nisi opprimalusir
BJ 3. 102-7. Cf. FrontinStrat 4. 12.

2The period in which Vegetius wrote is debated. Cf. M. B. Chavlegetius in Context:
Establishing the Date of thepitoma Rei Militaris (Stuttgart, 2007), 183-184, who suggestsdsst CE
383450. I follow T. D. Barnes, “The Date of Vegetius,” Phoenix33. 3 (1979), 254-257, in his suggestion
of the late & century.

3veg. Mil. 3. 4:ad omnem disciplinam artissima seueritate teneantur

“MeneniusDig. 49. 16. 2; 16. 60mne delictum est militis, quod aliter, quam disciplina
communis exigit, committitur: veluti segnitiae crimen vel contumaciae vel desidiae

®Modestinuspig. 49. 16. 3. 1.
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conclusion) are described as warranting capital punishtheEecution for such
shameful actions could be carried out by beheading, vrdgs(caed), and stoning and
clubbing fustuariun).

Because of the limits of the literary record, which tends to focus on large-scale
unrest and serious military transgressions such as desertion and thatiajyations of
the significance of the role of physical punishment from Republic to Principate have
primarily focused on the apparent frequency of capital punishment or the attitudes of
individual commanders toward it. Less serious military transgressions, however, such as
insubordination, theft, perjury, sodomy, false witness, or drunkenness, while less
interesting to historians like Tacitus, were nonetheless far more conastigatiowas
prescribed for such infraction. During the Republic, while tribunes were in charge of
supervising disciplinary actions, centurions were responsible for executindtHayn.
the Principate, however, corporal punishment seems usually to have been left to a
centurion’s discretion.?

The centurion’s authority to punish soldiers, moreover, was distinctly different

from that of a tribune or legate because of its personal character. While higher officers

*The most commonly cited episode of the latter is recorded in Livyl&, Tn which T. Manlius
Torquatus had his own son executed in 340 BCE for engagaigst orders.

YCf. L. Brice, “Holding a Wolf by the Ears: Mutiny and Unrest in the Roman Military, 44 B.C.-
A.D. 68” (PhD Dissertation, UNC Chapel Hill, 2003), 41-43.

BMeneniusDig. 49. 16. 6. 3; Papiarus Dig. 49. 16. 15; FrontirStrat 2. 8. 8-9, 11, 14.
Polybius (6. 37. 9) states that capital punishment was administered for all theseiarthe Republic, but
he is not corroborated elsewhere, and such brutality seems extrer@aniibell,The Emperor and the
Roman Army261; PhangRoman Military Servicell3, 123125.

Ppolybius (6. 37-8) attributes supervision of disciplinary matters to militdoynes, but implies
that the tribunes did not themselves inflict punishment. See M. DobserArmy of the Roman Republic:
The Second Century BC, Polybius and the Camps at Numantia, (Spéamnd, 2008), 5%65.

“since crimes were to be judged closest to where the crime was committed (ModB#ginus
49.16.3), military tribunes often were not present to make judgmentharelis no evidence of them ever
giving an order in the Empire. See Garnsggcial Status and Legal Privilege in the Roman Empire
(Oxford, 1970), 137-138, 24PA7.
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might indicate to subordinates those who should be punfStwetiturions implemented
the discipline and deployed the brutal force by their own hand, with theiviban This
activity was not confined to camp, moreover, but could be performed in the heat of a
battle. During the sack of Jerusalem in CE 70, for example, a centurion and an
accompanying soldier were ordered to beat with the centurion’s cane any soldiers who

did not desist from damaging the TemffleLegionary commanders took full advantage
of centurions’ experience in applying discipline, sometimes requesting their advice on
what sort of punishment was appropriate in various situations, especially mfitinies.
From the Republic onward, therefore, their authority as officers was closely linked to
corporal punishment.

In the Roman world more broadly, authority was often articulated through terms
and objects of physical violence or punishment. Certain visual signs, for example, could
be employed to portray the disadvantages of punishment as more intense and certain than
any advantages of transgression or resist&hdée Roman state commonly employed
such signs in attempting to deter rebellion and lawlessness or to proclaim its imperial
power. These signs could be as crude as the crucifixion of six thousand rebellious slaves
along the Appian Way, or as artistically refined as the triumph of Roman over barbarian
narrated on the Column of Trajan. Such visual representations of physical punishment

could also reaffirm the authority of specific individual positions. Most famous is the

“Tribunes indicated with a tap that a soldier sufifistuarium(Polyb. 6. 38). On centurions using
their vitis, see RichierCenturiones ad Rhenyrd38; PhangRoman Military Servicel29.

#2Jos.BJ 6. 262.
#Tac.Hist. 4. 19. See also Taénn 1. 30; SenDe Ira. 1. 18; VegMil. 1. 25.

#Foucault explains these signs as “obstacle signs,” necessary in creating a larger “technology of
representation” regarding punishment. See Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prisoh. Sheridan
trans. (New York: 1975; 1977), 1G48.
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bundle of rods and axefgce$ that came to represent a Roman magistrate’s imperium

or supreme power and authority. In a speech by Tacitus, the Cherusci leader, Arminius,
refers to the fasces and the toga themselves as signs of Roman domination between the
Rhine and Elbe riverS. Rome is not unique among ancient cultures in using such signs.
The great monarchs of Mesopotamia and Egypt were imperial predecessors irfthis art.
Spartan commanders, moreover, bore a curved gtatk(oia) both as a disciplinary

tool and a badge of officé. Rome does appear rather uncommon among its
contemporaries, however, when we find such signs used by its middle-ranking military
officers. Centurions too symbolized their authority through a sign of physical

punishment: theitis.

1.3 Representations of the Vitis

Military equipment and clothing were important to constructing Roman military
identity. The soldier’s sword @ladiug and belt ¢ingulum, for example, were not merely
useful tools or props, but visual elements that activelyeléthe man’s status, authority,
and profession in the legidf. Sculptors were also well aware of how to show military
equipment, and by the Principate, there was a tradition of depicting equipment to

represent specific ranks: the muscled cuirass for senior officesigthemnfor standard-

BTac.Ann 1. 59. Cf. McDonnellRoman Manlinessl43.

“Mesopotamia: Z. BahrarRituals of War: The Body and Violence in MesopotafNiaw York,
2008), passim. Egypt: A. M. Gnirs, “Ancient Egypt” in War and Society in the Ancient and Mediterranean
Worlds(Cambridge, 1999), 71-104, with bibliography.

?’E.g., Thuc. 8. 84. 2; Xernah2. 3. 11; FrontinStrat 4. 9.

%3, JamesExcavations at Dura-Europos, Final Report VII, the Arms and Arrrand,Other
Military Equipment(London, 2004), 243-263, esp. 257. Cf. |. Hay@stroduction: The Roman Army as a
Community” in The Roman Army as a Commun@yl0; M. A. Speidel;Dressed for the Occasion:

Clothes and Context in the Roman Arthin Heer und Herrschaft im romischen Reich der hohen
Kasierzeit(Stuttgart,2009) 237; Jamefkome and the Sword6-19.
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bearer, the horn for musicidh.By the first century CE, commemorative inscriptions of
centurions that gave visual prominence towitie became widespread. The repetition
and circulation of this symbol through commemorative inscriptions became crucial to
defining the centurion’s military duties and authority as a whole.*

The earliest known visual commemoration of a centurion is that of Minucius
Lorarius who died in 43 BCE. His cognomen, Lorarius, means “the flogger” — one can
speculate just how he or one of his ancestors acquired this cognomen. In case his name
did not make the point obvious, Lorarius is shown boldly facing forward, with his left
hand ready on the pommel of his sheathed sword, and his right hand holdiitig.tHe
This kind of display of theitis came to characterize centurions’ commemorative
inscriptions during the Principate and beyond. One of the best preserved visual
commemorations of a centurion is that of M. Caelius, who perished in the disaster in the
Teutoburg Forest in CE 9. In this monument,\titis actually passes below the frame of
the image and overlaps the commemorative text, directly over Caelius’ own name.*?

By the late second to early third century CE, both soldiers and centurions were

increasingly depicted in tunics or cloaks rather than in full §e@respite this trend,

however, centurions still often chose to shownitis as specific insignia of their rank

®The centurion’s deputy (optio) is similarly presented with his staff. See M. C. Bishop & J. C. N.
Coulston,Roman Military Equipmen®™ ed. (Oxford, 2006), 10.

%0cf. Bourdieu,Outling, 165: social representations of a group and of properties attached to that
group “rank among the institutionalized instruments for maintenance of the symbolic order, and hence
among the mechanisms of reproduction of the social order....”

¥ Appendix A, fig. 1.
¥Appendix A, fig. 2.

%3C. Franzoni, Habitus atque habitudo militisonumenti funerari di militari nella Cisalpina
RomanaRoma, 1987), 139. Speidel’s suggestion that this trend reflects a desire to appear more as fellow
civilians or “family men” is debatable. See “Dressed for the Occasigi237-238.
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and authority* The prominent depiction of thétis was also not limited to strictly

“military” commemorations that were established by comrades. A third century
commemoration from Chester of M. Aurelius Nepos depicts him in this same stance, with
vitis and sword, yet beside an image of his wife in civilian garb. The detached nature in
which a centurion could represent his symbol of his military authority simultaneously
with familial responsibilities is illustrated most vividly in the commemoration of Fl.
Augustalis, who stands with his wife and young son. Although he bears no other military
equipment, Augustalis grasps the large knob of/iti@with his left hand, and his son’s

small shoulder with his right. For some centurions, finally, a coileitis is the only

visual image by which they are commemorated. Monuments to C. Anarius Felix and M.
Creperius Primus from the mfikst century CE, for example, detail each man’s career as

a centurion and depict what appear to be coiled vine brafithes.

As early as the first century CE, this so identified centurions that it became
metaphorical for the rank itselfits own badge of office. Much like the expression
“contending for the purple,” described the pursuit of becoming the emperor, Juvenal
expressed the process of becoming a centurion as “petitioning for the vitis.”*’ According
to Eusebius, “The vine-stick is a certain mark of honour among the Romans, and those

who obtain it become, they say, centurisifs Conversely, to lay down one’s insignia or

*Appendix A, figs. 5-6, 8k1.

*Nepos and Augustalis: Appendix A, figs. 9, 11. On factors thatnfarence style and content of
commemoration, see Keppie, “Having Been a Soldier: The Commemoration of Military Service on
Funerary Monuments of the Early Roman Empire” in J. J. Wilkes ed., Documenting the Roman Army
(London, 2003), 349.

%*Appendix A, figs. 12-13. On curved vine sticks, see beloppehdix B, 276.
¥Juv. 14. 193

BHE 7. 15t tic ot mapd Pwpaiols 1o KARua, 00 Tobg TuxOVTac Gaciy EKaTovtdoXous
YiveoOaut.
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be compelled to give them up typically symbolized one’s departure from the Roman
military community. Epigraphic evidence shows that for the highest-ranking centurion,
the primuspilus his final act was to “lay down his vitis” at the end of his term of
service®® Civilians across the empire, moreover, could recognize the centurion by this
instrument alone. When Apuleius’ transformed protagonist and his master have their
unfortunate runa with an unnamed and cruel Roman soldier, this soldier’s rank as a
centurion is identified by his clothing and bearihglfitus atque habitudpas well as his
vitis, which he employs viciously on both victirffs.
Thevitis was symbolic of more than just the centurion’s function in disciplinary
matters. Pliny the Elder stresses this fact:
What more? Need | mention that tigs has been introduced into the camp and
placed in the centurion's hand to preserve supreme authority and command, and
that this is the high reward which summons the lagging ranks to the sturdy eagles,
and that even when used for punishing crimes it honours the punishment itself
(poenam ipsam hononaf!
In representing the centurion’s supreme authority and command (Summam rerum
imperiumqug, thevitis served at once as the centurion’s device for physical punishment,
a symbol of his disciplinary functions more broadly, yet also of his overall authority to
command soldiers in battle. Pliny, therefore, appears to associate positively the

centurion’s exercising of corporal punishment with military discipline and authority.

This association seems to have remained strong through to late antiquity. According to

39CIL VII 2634;1LS 2296. On centurion’s laying down insignia, Cf. B. Dobson, “The Significance
of the Centurion and ‘Primipilaris’ in the Roman Army and Administration” in Roman Officers and
Frontiers, 163 withn. 85; Speidel, “Dressed for the Occasion,” 244.

“°See below, Chapter Six, n. 89.

“INH 14. 3:Quid, quod inserta castris summam rerum imperiumgue continet centurionum in manu
vitis et opimo praemio tardos ordines ad lentas perducit aquilas atque etiam in deletiam ipsam
honorat....
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John Lydus, as late as the reign of Justinian in the sixth century CE, the Praetorian
Prefect, a civil servant far removed from the legionary centurion, adopted the older
military rank’s symbol of the vitis as his own badge of authorfy.What was once
merely a centurion’s disciplinary tool had (apparently) transformed into a broader symbol
of imperial power.

The centurion was, therefore, crucially defined by his authority to administer
corporal punishmentPliny’s statement, that when a centurion punishes crimes he
honours the punishment itself, makes an additional point: the centurion’s use of the vitis
was established to be a sanctioned, honourable act for him to perform. Soldiers must in
the end, howevechoosewhether or not to obey orders, to suffer or avoid punishment, to
help or condemn friend$. If the centurion’s punitive power did in fact gain a form of
collective approval or tolerance, what were the limits of his punitive authority, and how
might these limits have been defined by both officers and soldiers? Did this articulation
of a centurion’s authority, moreover, endure from the Republic to the Principate? These
guestions are important, for while discipline explicitly provides ways to increase an
army’s cohesion and combat effectiveness, it also more subtly reflects that army’s self-
image, and reveals many of its underlying concepts of auti{érithe reasons how and
why a centurion punished, therefore, are essential to understanding the nature of a

centurion’s authority as well as the concept of disciplinain the legions more broadly.

“2Joh. LydusMag. 2. 19. Cf. A. H. M. Jone§,he Later Roman Empire, 284-602: A Social,
Economic and Administrative Surv@yxford, 1964), 566.

*3See LynnBayonets of the Repuhli23, 36.Cf. Hamby, “The Mutiny Wagon Wheel,” 586.
44BartOV,Hitler 's Army, 62.
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1.4 Limitsof Legal Authority and Social Status

Both ancient and modern soldiers are often believed to have accepted a punitive
power based nominally in the authority of law. Such was the case of the classical Spartan
army. Although unwritten, “the laws” of Sparta were authoritative and normative, and
conformity to them was idealizéd. French soldiers of the Armée du Nord during the
Revolutionary period likewise recognized that their obedience wiaddomore than
their officers?® Understood today, military law comprises official, specific mandates on
acceptable and unacceptable actions by military personnel, their punishments, as well as
guidelines for military judicial process&s.The authority vested in modern military law
has become essenttaldefining and understanding the military status of officers, and
their subordinates’ willingness to accept punishment. In the American military of the
nineteenth century, for example, officers and soldiers blamed a weakly-enforced judicial
system for loosening the bonds of military authority. A lack of legal standards led
officers to flog soldiers without due process: “With free men allegedly equal before the

law, conflicts took sharp focus when officers, in pursuit of obedience, neglected to obey

“°On Sparta, see Paus. 3. 5. 2; Hdt. 7. 104, 228: “For their master is the law (vouoc), which they
fear more than your subjects fear you.” The Macedonian system is seen as disciplined, but more flexible:
see F. Naiden, “The Invention of the Officer Corps,” JHS7.1 (2007), 35-60; DelbrticKistory of the Art of
War, 286.

“Every good soldier should obey without resistance, every time la loi commands him,” from
journal of the Armée du Nordyrgus79 (10 July 1792), quoted by J. LyBayonets of the Repuhli@9.
Cf. 97-105.

“’Brand,Roman Military Law vii, who applies this definition from Anglo-American legal-military
practice to the Roman army. See adsoV. Lane, “The Attainment of Military Discipline,” Journal of
Military Service Institutiorb5 (1944), 119: “Military law protects personal rights and liberties by limiting
the powers of the commander.”
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the law intended to bind all in the justice system. No self-respecting citizen of the
republic willingly accepted such abuse....”*®

Although Roman soldiers had no “legal rights” as we might understand them,
military historians have argued that their concepts of military discipline and law evolved
to a degree that they were more comparable to modern armies than their ancient
contemporarie§’ Some ancient authors portrayed military discipline of the middle and
late Republic as far more brutal than that of the Principate, that is, that it had softened
over time. Decimation, for example, is described as exceptional by the reign of
Tiberius® Despite acknowledging that the decline from the austerity of prior
generations is all too common a theme in elite writing of the Emb#eme studies find
a linear development of formal discipline in the Roman army: while more primitive
modes of punishment through hardcore obedience and severity were common to the
Republic, gifted generals of the late Republic (e.g. Caesar) maintained discipline
according to a more normative mode: shame and rhetorical persuasion. The military
reforms of Augustus and his successors finally led to a more rationalized, bureaucratic

military institution, with a more professional outlook, which relied increasingly on the

authority of law. While severity could be perceived as illegitimate cruelty, authority

“*8M. Vargas,“The Military Justice System and the Use of Illegal Punishments as Causes of
Dertion in the U.S. Army, 18235, JMH 55. 1 (1991), & Cf, R. A. Herrera, “Self-Governance and
the American Citizen as Soldier, 171861” JMH 65.1 (2001), 21-52, esp. 33. See also L yayonets
of the Republic24, for French army“Harsh and degrading punishments were not consistent with the
soldier’s new status as a free and equal citizen.”

“9E. Carney;:‘Macedonians and Mutiny: Discipline and Indiscipline in the Army of Philip and
Alexander; CP 89 (1996), 20; Delbrichklistory of the Art of War288: “Only with the Romans were the
concept and power of discipline fully recognized and accomplished.

**Tac.Ann 3. 21: In failures against Tacfarinas, L. Apronius had every teathaha disgraced
cohort flogged to death; something seen as “quite exceptional at that time.”

*IStated explicitly by TacitusHist. 3. 11):ut olim virtutis modestiaeque, tunc procacitatis et
petulantiae certamen eraff. PhangRoman Military Servicel21. See also E. Wheel&fhe Laxity of
the Syrian Legions” in D. Kennedy edThe Roman Army in the Eg#&nn Arbor, 1996), 229-26.
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vested in law‘displays administrative rationality...[the] bureaucratic process may have
helped legitimate punishment in the soldiers’ eyes.”?

Upon closer examination of the ancient evidence, however, this narrative is
problematic on several points. First, many non-violent forms of punishment were also
advocated and employed during the Republic, while punishments for some crimes
became far crueller during the Imperial periddSecond, the corpus of Roman military
law is little more than a collection of treatises and opinions on military disciplinary
procedure; there was no such thing as a Roman code of criminal law, let alone military
law.>* What treatises and opinions on military affairs that do exist, moreover, are
inconsistent. While some sections treat desertion as an automatic capital crime, others
advocate deductions in rank, transfer to another unit, or dishonourable dischahis.
inconsistency existed because punishments were meant to be exemplary in nature, and
based more on specific circumstances (e.g., age of recruit, prior convictions, number of
participants) than according to strict adherence to the letter of th8 [@iere was no

systematic response to military transgressions, and officers could either petition the

emperor to acquire his opinion, or more likely, decide themselves, as the circumstances

52PhangRoman Military Servicel12-113.

*33allust arguedifg. 85. 35; 100. 5) that it was better to reform soldiers by exampledhan
punish them after the fact. For the Republic in general, see Cihgédyiilitary Discipline of the Romans
passim; on the Empire, see MacMulléhydicial Savagery in the Roman Empire” in Changes in the
Roman Empire: Essays in the OrdingBrinceton, 1990), 209-211, 215.

%47, J. Aubert, “A Double Standard in Roman Criminal Law? The Death of Penalty and Social
Structure in Late Republican and Early Imperial Rome” in Speculum Iuris: Roman Law as a Reflection of
Social and Economic Life in Antiqujty. J. Aubert & B. Sirks eds. (Ann Arbor, 2002), 95.

*Modestinuspig. 49. 16. 3. 9, 16.

*This was more or less true of forms of law until the modern era. Sder@lip, The Common
Peace: Participation and the Criminal Law in Seventeenth-Century Eng@antibridge, 1987), 2-10. For
extenuating circumstances, see in ModestiBig. 49. 16. 3. 7, 12; MeneniuBjg. 49. 16. 4. 15; 49. 16. 5.
3.
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warrantec?’ That the execution of a centurion by Cn. Calpurnius Piso in CE 19 for
exercising this very privilege of command was seen to be so unjust suggests that
centurions too had acquired such licence by the Principate.

Additionally, it is unwise to extrapolate the example of one commander to the
entire army of a given period. Caesar was not the only general of the late Republic, and
he did not always show clemency toward his soldier8ugustus too was well known
for his sternness, while Galba and Vitellius favoured approaches opposite to each other
during the same peridd. There is certainly no evidence that centurions carried out
corporal punishment any less harshly or frequently over time. The choices by Roman
officers concerning physical punishment probably reflect individual styles of leadership
and circumstances that survive more or less randomly in our textual sources rather than
general trends in the legions. The laws were not absolute, and initiative was left largely
to the judgment and character of the individual officer, commander, or enfipdtor.
remains difficult, therefore, to describe thaent to which law supported a centurion’s

punitive authority. Military laws as recorded by Roman jurists provided a blueprint and

>’On petitions to the Emperor by soldiers and officers, see Campbaileror and the Roman
Army, 278-289, 305-311; Phangpman Military Servicelll.

*8Sen.De Ira. 1. 18. Although the centurion was ordered to execute a soldeehad apparently
lost his comrade in the dark, when the comrade later returned, the cetticgimrout the charge, thereby
incurringPiso’s wrath. Cf. Senatus Consultum de Cnaeo Pisone Piatd9-52.

%E.g., Caesar’s execution of insubordinate soldiers during his triumphs in 46 (Dio 43. 24).

®%Suet.Div. Aug 24. Note also differences between L. Piso, M. Antonius, an€@bulo in
Frontin.Strat 4. 1. 26, 28, 31. On differing degrees of military punishtramong commanders or
emperors in general, see Kiesling, “Corporal Punishment,” 243; Campbell, Emperor and the Roman Argy
305-306.

®1josephusBJ 3. 102103) emphasizes Roman soldiers’ greater fear of their commanders than the
laws. Cf. L. Brice,;Disciplining Octavian: A Case Study of Roman Military Culture, 34BCE” in
Warfare and Culture in World Historg1.
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might have added some symbolic weight to his authority, but they were not the
foundation on which soldiers accepteffit.

The other major factor that has been seen to affect who may suffer or inflict
corporal punishment in the Roman army is the social status of the officer or soldier.
Unlike the “peers” (ot 6potor) of the Spartans or the “foot companions” (ot teCétatgot)
of the Macedonian king, Romamilites were ideologically distinguished from the status
of their commander® Roman military tribunes, for example, were drawn from
senatorial and equestrian families alone, and they were not to suffer either corporal or
capital punishmerfft In Roman penal action more generally, much depended on one’s
status, with common categories including male/female, free/slave, citizen/non-citizen,
honestiores/humilioresMacMullen put it succinctly: “rank and distance set apart the
men who ordered and the men who suffered viol&fite.

The use of physical punishment in the Roman world, moreover, not only was
contingent on one’s social status, but perhaps helped to define it. Saller has argued that
the act of beating or whipping was actively used to distinguish Roman citizen from
slave®® The damage from whipping, Saller asserts, was not just physical, but

psychological, since it infringesh one’s honour and dignity. Corporal punishment,

%2Bourdieu,Outling 188: “Law does no more than symbolically consecrate. ..the structure of the
power relation.” Cf. Weber’s division normative and sociological meaning that ought to be attributed to the
law: Economy and Society: an Outline of Interpretive Socigl@yRoth & C. Wittich eds. (New York,
1968), 311314.

83Cf. Kajanto, “Tacitus’ Attitude”, 700-12. Cf. LendonEmpire of Honour18-37, 241, 266;
PhangRoman Military Servicepassim.

®Officers seem to have been exempt fraingis caediby the late Republic. Cf. Phari@pman
Military Service 118 with n. 36. FrontinusSfrat 4. 1) records the only example of a tribune suffering
castigatioas a certain Valerius in 252 BCE.

®MacMullen, “Judicial Savagery”, 204, 215. See aldoJ. Aubert, “A Double Standard,” 102-103.
®R. P. SallerPatriarchy, Property and Death in the Roman Fant@ambridge, 1994), 13243.
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therefore, was appropriate primarily for slaves but not for adults or citizens. This
interpretation draws from Patterson’s comparative study of slavery: “Whipping was not
only a method of punishment. It was a conscious device to impress upon slaves that they
were slaves.”®’

Hornblower sees this distinction as particularly important to ancient Greece,
where striking someone could amount to charges of hubris, and in several incidents in
which military officers or commanders employed it, they either made things worse or
were forced to persuade their soldiers of justice their actfoiitie use of physical
punishment in the Spartan army should be understood as anomalous, unique to a political
culture where it was employed to distinguish between Spartiate and helot, but was
apparently proven ineffective when threatened against citizens of othery@teist®
Kiesling, however, has applied this distinction in physical punishment to the Roman
legions as well: if flogging distinguished a citizen from slave at Rome, then how could
soldiers tolerate the shame of being publicly flogg®d?

Attitudes in the Roman military towards the role of status in determining the use
of corporal punishment, however, appear to have been more complex. While developing

from a broader social structure and interacting with it, the Roman legions, particularly

during the Principate, possessed their own standards of conduct and distinct military

®’0. PattersorSlavery and Social Death: A Comparative St(@gmbridge, 1982), 3.
®*SeeAnah 5. 8; Thuc. 8. 84. 2; Pludrist. 23. 24.

%93, HornblowerSticks, Stones, and Spartans: The Sociology of Spartan Violence” in War and
Violence in Ancient Greecél. v. Wees, ed. (London, 2000), 33-Cf. Kiesling “Corporal Punishment,”
229, and 233: “Corporal punishment was almost unheard of in classical Greece because it was antithetical
to the Greeks’ self-image as a free man.”

"Kiesling, “Corporal Punishment,” 235.
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values’* Within this military community, the centurion occupied a unique position in
regards to his status and potential to inflict or suffer punishment. On the one hand,
centurions during both the Republic and Principate were distinctly inferior in rank and
social status to the legates and military tribunes. Unlike the higher officers who were
excluded from suffering corporal or capital punishment, centurions were hardly
untouchable. Caesar, although known for his clemency toward his soldiers, executed a
centurion for false witnes$. M. Antonius executed centurions whom he blamed for
failures in his Parthian campaign, while Domitius Calvinus, as governor of Spain in 38
BCE, subjected Vibillius, arimuspilus to fustuariumfor leaving the line of battl&

This policy did not change in the Principate. Although Augustus and his successors are
credited with narrowing the source and form of punishment for centuficigse

officers nonetheless remained subject to brutal punishment. Augustus himself reasserted
the rule that centurions could be executed for desertion or abandoning thé&ir Pbet.
evidence suggests, therefore, that centurions were liable to suffer some of the same

punishments as the rank and file.

"See S. Jame$Writing the Legions: The Development and Future of Roman Military Studies in
Britain,” The Archaeological Journdl59 (2002), 42; Lendor;mpire of Honour239; Goldsworthy,
“Community under Pressure” in Roman Army as a Community97.

"“CaesAfr. 82. For punishment and execution of centurions during the Repsée Polyb. 6. 37.
5; App.Punic 3. 15; Vell. Pat. 2. 28. 3; FrontiBtrat 4. 1. 37.

Vell. Pat. 2.78.3. Dionysius (9. 50. 7) retrojects this punishmergrturions whose soldiers ran
away in battle against Aequi and Volsci during the fifth century BCE.

"Dio (52. 22. 2-3.) offers a speech by Maecenas to Augustesewle advises that while any
serious case could be left with the governor, centurions were amasggwihom only the emperor could
punish.

Suet.Aug 24. Rabbinic texts (Sifre Num., p. 169, 11.8-11, Balak 131)d#soribe a centurion
who was executed for desertion. See M. GoodrBeate and Society in Roman Galjlé¥' Ed. (London,
1983; 2000), 144.
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On the other hand, in pay, reputation, and expectations, centurions were
considered to enjoy a status far above that of the ordinéeg’® Greater contact with
the rank and file neither eliminated this distinction nor precluded any need for centurions
to validate their punitive powéf. While most centurions had once besilites, they
were no longer considered such by their soldiers in matters of discipline. Those
centurions and former centurions who failed to grasp this reality suffered. Such was the
case of Aufidienus Rufus, a camp prefgetéfectus castrorujrand former centurion,
who was surprised by soldiers’ violent treatment of him in the Danube mutiny. He had
mistakenly believed that his application of the sternest discipline would necessarily be
accepted by his inferiors, simply because he himself had once endured it as d%oldier.
Centurions, therefore, occupied a unique position in the Roman military hierarchy in
which they sometimes suffered violence but yet were also foremost in inflicting it.

It is also important to consider how the specific context or tools employed in these
disciplinary measures implies different levels of shame or status. Although citizens are
supposedly distinguished from slave or criminal by their freedom from physical
punishment with impunity, Roman authors claim that parents also may (with due
moderation) flog an errant child. Although Saller considers this likely because children
were, like slaves, seen to lack “reason” (ratio) and therefore occasionally required a stern
hand, he admits that the striking of a student by his tealctiienfagistey is also a trope

in Roman literature, and that this relationship appears to have been different from that

*See below, Chapter Fivé75181
""ContraPhangRoman Military Servicel8.
"®Tac.Ann 1. 20.
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between parent and child, or master and sf&vehe centurion, tasked with both training
and disciplinary duties, might very well have seen his relationship with soldiers as
something like that betweemaagisterand hisdiscipuli.®

Saller’s distinction between citizen and slave is also more applicable to the
specific use of the clubfystig and rods\{irgae), which were strongly associated with
tools used in punishing criminals in a civil context, and especially the Wagela),
which was connected with the heavier beatirggtferario of slave$’ The centurion’s
use of hisvitis, however, was considered distinct from these forms of corporal
punishment: it was used in a specific military context with consideration given to both
crime and transgressor, and those flogged by the centurion’s cane were understood to
bear less of the greatefamiaassociated with the punishment by such tools as the
flagella andvirga.??

A modern parallel in distinguishing between different forms of corporal
punishment is found in the British Navy of the eighteenth century. Middle-ranking
officers such as the boatswain’s mate bore a rattan cane, two to three inches in diameter,
which was occasionally used to strike the back of an errant seaman. An officer

employing this kind of non-judicial punishment was seen to be both more humane and

"Saller,Patriarchy, 143-150. Beating by parents and teachers: Slem 1.14.1, 16.3; Juv. 7.
210; Mart.Epig. 10. 62. See, however, disagreement in Riat.. 1. 12.

8See below, Chapter Five, 1834,

8p_ GarnseySocial Status and Legal Privilege in the Roman Em{@gord, 1970), 137; Phang,
The Marriage of Roman Soldiers (13 B.C.-A.D. 235): Law and Familyeitmperial Army(Leiden,
2001), 284. See, however, Phang’s more recent doubts irRoman Military Servicel30. On thenfamia of
beating slaves, cf. MarcelluBig. 3. 2. 22.

820n ancient distinctions between tools of physical punishment, see MarBgfju8. 2. 22; Suet.
Cal. 26; JosBJ 2. 176, 326. See also LiRer. 57, or Dion. Hal. 9. 39, in which a centurion balks at the
outrage of being beaten by a lictor. Cf. J. Biggsai sur le Droit Pénal des Romaifioctoral
Dissertation, Université de Paris, 1894), 29; C. E. BrRuothan Military Law(Austin, 1968), 8®B1;
Davies,Service in the Roman Arg88; Speidel, “Dressed for the Occasion,” 241.
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less likely to earn the enmity of those below deck than one who favoured the judicial
punishment of flogging with theatof-nine-tails, which was closely associated with
slaves. As one Captain Peyton observ@difficers got in trouble “for conveying now

and then the lesser punishment of a stroke instead of applying to me [for a flogging],
discipline at sea would become impossitife.

Evidence that social status in the Roman army either determined or was
determined by corporal punishment, therefore, is at best mixed. Rather than examining
the ideological underpinnings of institutional discipline in the Roman army merely
according to legal treatises or assumptions of social status, it is more fruitful to explore
the specific military contexts in which legionary centurions performed their disciplinary
role, and how this role evolved over the course of the Principate to become associated

with important social, political, and religious concepts in the legions.

1.5 Positive Associations of Corporal Punishment

Pliny’s statement that the use of the vitis “honours the punishment itself” appears
to fit a Roman literary trope in which authors claim that soldiers harboured a “love of
obedience.” Plutarch, for example, states that the exercises and punishments that Marius
introduced to his legions during the late second century BCE, at first appearing stern and

inflexible, later seemed to the soldiers salutary and just once they were accustomed to

8Quoted in N. A. M. RodgeThe WoodnWorld: An Anatomy of the Georgian NafAnnapolis,
1986), 219. On use of the rattan, cf. 2125.
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it.%% Corbulo, Titus, and other first century CE commanders are likewise credited for
gaining support of their soldiers through constant drilling and harsh discipline.

Such claims typically draw modern accusations of elite moralizing or nostalgia
for the archaiseveritasof the early Republic, since it is assumed that no Roman soldier
could ever have supported or even tolerated such an overt form of coercive discipline, as
opposed to the more “indirect” form of disciplinaas an idealized ethos of labour or self-
restraint®® Besides the caution that should be used in gauging the attitudes of a Roman
soldier according to modern assumptions, however, it is important to consider not the
degree to which legionaries welcomadwere “socialized” into accepting elite
ideologies towards punishment, but rather the degree to which conformity among peers is
often idealized in military communitiéé.

In many military communities, transgressors against this form of “virtuous
conformity” are cast as a danger to the entire group’s cohesion and security, and both
officers and fellow soldiers often advocate the use of corporal or capital physical
punishment to address it. Perhaps the most famous example of this attitude from ancient
Greece is found in thidad, when Greek soldiers’ applaud Odysseus’ beating of the
obnoxious Thersites with the sceptranother example of a reassertion of conformity
through both a physical and symbolic object of auth&fit@tatements by British

soldiers from nineteenth century are replete with examples of this viewpoint. One

84p|ut. Mar. 14.

8Corbulo: TacAnn 11. 18; 13. 35. Titus: JoBJ 6. 155. See also Takist. 2. 19. Cf. CurrieThe
Military Discipline of the Romand6; Wheeler, “Laxity,” 232233.

%E.g., WatsonThe Roman Soldiefl17; LendonSoldiers and Ghostd91-192, 258; Phang,
Roman Military Practice111415.

8D. L. Lang, “Values: The Ultimate Determinants of Commitment and Legitimacy” in T. C.
Wyatt & R. Gal Eds.|egitimacy and Commitment in the Militaffew York, 1990), 3738.

8Hom. 1. 210276.
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infantry commander under Wellington, although pursued by a hostile army, stopped his
unit in order to flog several transgressors. His actions were described with admiration by
one soldier under his command: “No man but one formed of stuff like General Crauford
could have saved the brigade from perishing altogether, and if he flogged two he saved
hundreds from death by his management.”®® Simply put, soldiers did not necessarily see

the use of physical violence as inconsistent or incompatible with relationships with their
officers.

Disciplinary systems must, moreover, be relatively consistent with the beliefs and
standards of the soldiers as well as officers. Indeed, formal discipline can often offer
soldiers an “excuse” for something that they must do anyway.?® In institutions where
such values as conformity, self-restraint, and obedience are cultivated and idealized,
punishments often can appear natural, even virtuous. Necessity, in effect, can be made
into a virtue, and it is for this reason that officers such as drill sergetyypally
characterized as tough, unflappable disciplinariafiequently become role models and
sources of pride to their soldiers rather than merely antagéhists.

In the Roman army, centurions occupied this institutional role, and their

punishment of disobedience through the useastigatiowas sanctioned further by

8Quoted in KellettCombat Motivation134. See also TurndBallant Gentlemeri94-195,
guotingJames Anton, quartermaster sergeant in 42nd Highlanders: “If no coercive measures are to be
resorted to on purpose to prevent ruthless ruffians insulting withinity the temperate and well-inclined
and the orderly disposed, the good must be left to the mercy of ttidegst Cf. A. R. Skelley,The
Victorian Army at Home: The Recruitment and Terms and Conditions of the BR#ighiar, 1859-1899
(London, 1977), 125-135.

“Lynn, Bayonets of the Repuhli86-37 describes the influence of discipline in establishing a
“military habit.”

*Normalization: FoucaulDiscipline and Punish303-304. Virtue of necessity: Bourdieu,
Outling, 77. On drill sergeants, see Marshilen Against Fire163;Kellett, Combat Motivation73.
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religious traditio”? Disciplinain the sense of obedience to commands had strong
religious associations. There was a cult established to Disciplina by the time of Hadrian
in the early to mid-second century CE, and Tacitus refers to divine custom or law of
discipline fas disciplinag, whose violation carried severe consequentes.

The religious nature dfisciplinais seen most clearly in the responsibilities
incurred through the military oategcramentun Sanctified by religious ties and
Roman military tradition, it was crucial to the process of fostering cohesion and identity
among legionarie¥’ During the Republic, soldiers who joined the legions were required
first to swear to assemble at their commander’s call, obey his and their subordinates’
orders, and not to desert or flee from battle. This oath was reiterated with the arrival of
new commander$. The nature of the oath changed during the Principate, however,
when the emperor became the oath’s sole recipient, and the swearing of it became a
liturgical feature. New recruits swore te@cramentunmot only at their enlistment, but

also annally on the emperor’s accession day, and each third of January.*® The oath also

920n the sacral nature of the Roman army, see Camgmefieror and the Roman Arpi; Stoll,
“The Religions of the Armies,” passimZwischen Integration und Abgrenzung: Die Religion des rémischen
Heeres im Nahen OstéBt. Katharinen, 2001), 210-321.

%Tac.Ann 1. 19. Disciplina appears to have been deified during the reign ofaHadnd there is
an altar to her at Ghadames by a centurion of Ill Augusta Pia Viddex960, 274). Cf. Birley, “Religion
of the Roman Amy,” 1513-15; E. Wheeler, “The Laxity of the Syrian Legions,” 232.

%“A. D. Lee,“Morale and the Roman Experience of Battle” in Battle in Antiquity A. B. Lloyd ed.
(1996) 207. For extensive discussion ongheramentunand its history, see Campbdiimperor and the
Roman Army19-32.

%Liv. 22.38; Polyb. 6. 21. 2; Dion. Hal. 10. 18; 11. 43; AMith. 59;BC. 2. 47; 4. 62. 268; Caes.
BC. 2. 32. 9. According to Plutarclsgl 27. 4), the oath under Sulla included the clause “wherever [the
commander] might kel.” For general discussion, see R.E. Smith, Service in the Post-Marian Arm$1-3;
Campbell Emperor and the Roman Arm9-32; PhangRoman Military Servicel15-119.

%January 3 was also a festival day, which included the burial of the last year’s altar, and
dedication of new one. See HegelafRlpman Army Religion”, 1479.

43



had to be formally dissolveddcramentum solveyé a solemn ceremony at end of a
soldier’s service.”’

The many incidents of mutiny or outright revolt against commanders and
emperors in Rome’s history have inevitably raised questions as to the importance of the
sacramentunto the soldiers’ behaviour and loyalties. Phang, in particular, questions
outright whether religious activities and oaths played any role in determining disciplinary
practices in the Roman milita®. Examples of revolt and mutiny, however, should not
necessarily make us cynical of the religious authority o#teamentunor of its
influence on both soldiers and commandd®gligiois consistently associated with the
sacramentunn Roman literature, and Dionysius claims that Ronfahserved the
military oath beyond all othe?8? It is also clear that the oath was taken seriously by
both commander and soldiers. Soldiers sometimes swore or renewed oaths on their own
accord to restate their loyalty to a new commander, strengthen their resolve after severe
defeats, atone for poor behaviour, or promise not to abandon each other it?battle.
Following their witness of a lunar eclipse, mutineers of the Danube legions in CE 14

were persuaded that their violation of #aramentuninad displeased the gods. At the

9"See petitions for certificate dbnesta missid®S12026 =CIL XVI 13. On disciplinary and
religious elements of oath, cf. G. Wed€kein, “Recruits and Veterans,” 440;0. Stoll, “‘Offizier und
Gentleman:” Der romische Offizier als Kultfunktionér;” Klio 80. 1 (1998), 13462, esp. 160; Brice,
“Disciplining Octaviany 37-39.

%€ g., PhangRoman Military Service9d2, claims thatThe performance of offerings of incense
and wine would not help the soldiers learn to fighhd thatanimal sacrifices were “scarcely practice for
combat?”

Dion. 11. 43 te Yo 6QK0g O 0TEATIWTIKGS, OV AMAVTWY HdALoTa éumedovot Pwpaiot. ON
religio used in describe the oath: Cag€. 2. 32. 8; EpictDisc. 1. 14. 15-17; Serkp. 95.35; Philos.Vit.
Ap.5.35.5; Herod. 213.5, 8. Cf. OnasStrat 5. 1. Cf. J. Rupke, Domi MilitiaeDie religitse
Konstruktion des Krieges in Rof8tuttgart, 1990), 996, 239; Stoll, “Offizier und Gentleman,” 139-142.

1%App. BC 2. 63. For soldiers taking voluntary oaths, cf. Liv. 22.138; Plut.Sul 27. 3.
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same time, Tiberius apparently trusted the loyalty of those units based in Italy simply
because they had sworn their oath to Himn.

Even in the context of civil war, when military loyalties fluctuated, rival
commanders consistently appealed to the soldiers’ sacramentum In attempting to secure
the loyalties of soldiers who had joined Caesar from his rivals during the Civil wars,
Curio went to great rhetorical lengths to convince soldiers that they had not in fact
abandoned their earlier oaths, arguing that they were invalid for both legal and moral
reasons. Brutus, in contrast, told soldiers who had followed Caesar that they should not
feel ashamed for fighting against the state, since the dictator had taken advantage of their
devotion to their oath$? Even today, military oaths that lack a religious element still
carry great moral weight, and although they are sometimes ignored or broken, it does not
follow that they are insignificarit?

The authority of theacramentunauring the Principate was particularly
significant because it combined disciplinary, political, and religious elements. In tying
the oath to one’s service to the legion’s supreme commander, mutiny, desertion,
insubordination, and other acts of disobedience constituted a grave act of indiscipline and
a breach of trust that tarnished the image of both the legionary community and the

authority of the Emperd®* The retribution of Jupiter was therefore invoked for all oath-

1043¢.Ann 1. 28; Dio 57. 3. 2.

197CaesBC 2. 32. 8; AppBC 2. 140. Cf. TacHist. 1.36, 53-6; 2.6, 64, 79; 4.31, 37, 58-9; Herod.
8.7.4.

103Lee, “Morale,” 207.

1%The attack on the military imperial imagéségine$ of Galba by pro-Vitellian soldiers in CE
69 (Tac.Hist. 1. 56) was tantamount to treasomafestay Cf. CampbellEmperor and the Roman Argny
99.
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breakers- transgressors became scornedaaxerand deserving of divine vengearite.
A defining role of centurions was to act as the avenger.

In Roman civic contexts, transgressions against social norms and imperial
authority could be met with public punishments or executions in the arena. Here, the
public disapproval against different transgressions could be manifested, and society
allowed to participate as spectatdts.In the Roman military context, transgressions that
defied imperial authority and violated teacramentunimplied divine anger not only
towards the individual transgressor, but his entire legion. For this reason, from the
Republic onwardit was prescribed that the entire unit’s soldiers participate in
institutional discipline. Such participation could amount merely to bearing witness, or
assisting in executing #” This practice was not only employed to impress on fellow
soldiers a fear of disobeying orders, but also to guarantee the centurion’s action, who was
understood to be acting on behalf of the commufiftyin effect, the centurions
themselves were both symbolic and physical adversaries of military indiscipline.

The centurion’s function in administering corporal punishment, therefore,

reinforaed not only his own authority, but the soldiers’ bond to the legion and emperor.

1%%egeland:Roman Army Religion,” 1478; CampbellEmperor and the Roman Arp89; Brice,
“Disciplining Octavian; 37.

19%. M. Coleman;Fatal Charades: Roman Executions Staged as Mythological Reractments™,
JRS80 (1990), 44-73. On rituals that serve to strengthen and disphagr pvhile simultaneously
promoting discipline and corporate identity cf. StSlthe Religions of the Armies”, 451453.

%Polyb. 6. 37-8; AppBC 2. 47; TacAnn 1. 29; FrontinStrat 4. 1. 20. Meneniugig. 49. 16.
6. 3 states that deserters and those who flee from battle must be executed defoventiades as an
example Cf. MacMullen, “The Legion as a Society” in Changes in the Roman Empire: Essays in the
Ordinary (Princeton, 1990), 231.

1%0n ritualized punishment in the Roman world, see Nigpehblic Order in Ancient Romé3.
On public punishment, see Foucalliscipline and Punist27, 58, 202-203. Nineteenth century British
commanders like Wellington supported flogging over solitary confinepveimard labour because the latter
remained unseen by other soldiers. See Tu@&itant Gentlemenl95. Cf. Lynn,The Bayonets of the
Republi¢ 115-116.
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A centurion could render this symbolism explicit, as occurred in CE 69, when rebellious
soldiers came to murder Emperor Galba. Only one man rose to defend him:

This was Sempronius Densus, a centurion, who, although having received no

personal favours from Galba, nonetheless in defence of honour and the law placed

himself before his litter. Initially, raising the cane with which centurions punish
those soldiers who deserve a caning, he shouted at the attackers and ordered them
to spare the emperor. Then, when they advanced to close quarters with him, he
drew his sword and warded them off a long time, until he fell with a wtautick

thigh 1%

That Densus’ first reaction to the assassins was to draw kisis before his sword
demonstrates his and his instrument’s symbolic importance in helping to define Roman

military authority in the Imperial period. Wielding it was not only a logical step in
attempting gain compliance from the soldiers with a minimum level of force, but it also
implicitly reminded the soldiers of their oath and duty to the emperor. In essence,
Densus attempted to enforce normative compliance before being compelled to turn to a
more coercive form.

Conversely, a perceived lack of loyalty of the centurion to the emperor barred him
from bearing this insignia. A vacancy in the centurionate, for example, became available
to a soldier named Marius during the third century CE. When he was about to receive the
honour of thevitis, and thereby assume the rank, a rival claimed that it was nbfdega

him to receive the Roman dignitP¢uaiov a&iag), since he was apparently a Christian,

and did not sacrifice to the emperors. He duly lost the rank, and was eventually

19%Galb. 26. 5:Zepumedviog v AfVO0g EKaToVTAQXNGS, 0VdEV 1dix XQNITOV DO T'aApa
memovOwe, T@ 8¢ KaA® Kal T VO Pondav meoéotn Tob Gpoeiov, Kal TO KA U TMEWTOV, @ koAdlovoy
EKATOVTAQXAL TOUE MAT YWV DEOUEVOUCS, EMAQAUEVOG TOIG EMLPEQOUEVOLS €0 Kkl dlekeAeveTo
deidecOal ToL AVTOKEATOQOC. ETTEITA CLUTAEKOUEVWY AVTQ) OTIACAUEVOS TO EiDOg HUVATO TTOADY
X00vov, £we tudBeic tac tyvoac éneoe. Tacitus’ version (Hist. 1. 43) has Densus attempt to protect
Galba’s appointed successor, Piso. Dio (63. 5. 4-5), however, agrees with Plutarch.
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executed!® Another centurion, Marcellus, is attested throwing dowvitisand belt

during a celebration of the emperor’s birthday in Tingis and loudly proclaimed himself as

a Christian. When he was arrested and brought before the governor of Mauretania, he
was apparently condemned not for being Christian, but for violating discipline in

throwing down his belt anditis.***

The centurion’s strong association with corporal
punishment thus carried political and divine weight, and helped to define the institutional

ties between soldier, officer, and emperor.

1.6 Resistance to Punishment
Inevitably, Roman soldiers could and did resist this form of discipline, and it is
clear that they understood well who its chief representative was. Strict penalties were
prescribed for any soldier who laid hands on a centurion:
For the ancients branded anyone who resisted a centurion who desired to punish
him. If he seizes theitis of the centurion, he must change his unit; if he breaks it
on purpose, or raises his hand against the centurion, he is punished withZdeath.
Literature from the late Republic and Principate indicates that this fear was well justified,
since among officers centurions were the most common victims of assaults by soldiers.

This was particularly true in the ultimate form of resistanosutiny. Centurions were

beaten or murdered during mutinies against Caesar and Octavian during the citifwars.

1% ysebHE 7. 15.
HWacta Marcelli1. 3. Cf. Stoll, “Offizier und Gentlemaji 136-138.

"Macer,Dig. 49. 16. 13. 4Nam eum, qui centurioni castigare se volenti restiterit, veteres
notaverunt: si vitem tenuit, militiam mutat: si ex industria fregit vel manum centurioni icapite
punitur.

"3Caesar: Caedlex 57. On the mutinies among Caesar’s ninth and tenth legions, see Caes. Afr.
54; App.BC. 2. 47; SuetDiv. lul. 67. Octavian: AppBC5. 16; Dio 48. 9. 2. See also the mutiny of some
of Agricola’s soldiers in CE 83 (Tac. Agric. 28; Dio 66. 20. 1). Cf. Messer, “Mutiny in the Roman Army,”
158, 163-175.
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When the Rhineland legions under Vitellius refused to recognize the legitimacy of Galba
as emperor in January 69, centurions who attempted to protect the imperial images
(imagine$ suffered a similar fatg:
Perhaps the most famous and detailed account of an assault on the centurions
specifically as a group found Tacitus’ version of the mutinies of the legions stationed
on the lower Rhine and upper Danube Rivers in CE 14. Tacitus’ description of the initial
stages of the mutiny on the Rhine is particularly revealing:
The legate offered no resistance, tardegree of the soldiers’ madness broke his
nerve. With sudden rage, swords drawn, they advanced on the centurions, who
were the longstanding source of the soldiers’ bitterness and the focus of their
brutality. They knocked them down and flogged them, sixty lashes each to match
the centurions’ number. They then cast them, maimed, lacerated, and in some
cases already dead, before the rampart or into the Rfiine.
The soldiers’ focus on the centurions is striking, not only because of the centurions’
complet loss of authority over their men, but also because of the method to the soldiers’
violence. Each centurion was flogged by his own soldiers, likely with hisviisn
Tacitus not only conveys a sense of the breakdown of the authority of Roman military
hierarchy, but worse, a complete reversal of it. It is no coincidence that he uses the term
“brutality” (saevitig to describe the soldiers’ actions — this was the very charge that he
has the soldiers raise earlier against their centuti§ns.

Although lower-ranking officers are often made scapegoats in violent mutinies,

Tacitus seems to suggest here that these centurions got what they deserved. As

14T ac. Hist. 1. 56-59.

M5Tac.Ann 1. 32:Nec legatus obviam ibat: quippe plurium vaecordia constantiam exemerat.
repente lymphati destrictis gladiis in centuriones invadunt: ea vetustissima militaribusnadiéiges et
saeviendi principium. prostratos verberibus mulcant, sexageni singulos, ut nuicerturionum
adaequarent: tum convulsos laniatosque et partim exanimos ante vallum autémaRhenum proiciunt

"eTac.Ann 1. 17; 1. 31.
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centurions during the Principate acquired the authority to inflict corporal punishment,
some of them were @rly susceptible to becoming “petty tyrants” over their
subordinates and dealing out punishment with little justification, and we may wonder

17 Indeed, Tacitus’

whether centurions like “Give me another” Lucilius were so aberrant.
account of this incident and the mutiny of the Danube legions have been interpreted by
scholars as evidence that Roman soldiers were generally hostile to the use of corporal
punishment. According to Phang, they saw it as archaic, or a form of illegitimate cruelty
(saevitig.*® Kiesling, moreover, argues that the attacks on the centurions in CE 14
“attest to the existence of corporal punishment in the armies of the Principate but not to
its institutional status,” which could not have been significant if floggings ultimately

drove the legions to mutiny in CE 1#.

As with any mutiny, however, those of the Rhine and Danube legions had many
structural and precipitating causé®. The accusations of brutality made against the
centurions is only one among several complaints of the soldiers recorded by Tacitus,
including their distance from home, the duration of service and campaigning, the poor
state of supplies, and the meagre fayln other accounts of this mutiny, moreover, any
centurions’ alleged behaviour is absent from the soldiers’ complaints, and the authors

focus instead on how the soldiers saw the uncertain political and military situation

following Augustus’ death as an opportunity to acquire either greater benefits or

0n impact of destructive leadership and discipline Gié& Reed and R. C. Bullis, “The
Impact of Destructivé.eadership on Senior Military Officers and Civilian Employees,” AFS36.1 (2009),
5-18. On lowerranking officers as scapegoats, see Hamby, “The Mutiny Wagon Wheel,” 592.

"8phangRoman Military Servicel12, 129. Cf. SalleRatriarchy, 139.
H%Corporal Punishment,” 242.

120Cf. L. Brice, “Holding a Wolf by the Ears,” 148-239; |. Kajanto:Tacitus’ Attitude to War and
the Soldier; Latomus29 (1970), 69918

124T3c.Ann 1.17-18, 31.
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discharge?? Tacitus himself stresses that the mischief from the Danube legions began
when news of the death of Augustus caused the commander to break the normal round of
duties 6olita munid in order to hold proper ritual for mourning Finally, although

centurions were targeted in the mutiny, it is noteworthy that, when Drusus arrived from
Rome to quell the mutiny on the Danube, the soldiers chose a centurion, Clemens, to
speak on their behalf’ This would make little sense if their cause for complaint and
hostility were focused towards the entire rank.

That the centurions in the Rhine mutiny received sixty lashes (to match exactly
their number) suggests another interpretation. Tacitus here does not appear to describe
merely a haphazard lynching, but a mockery of the centurion’s disciplinary role. The
irony that we and Tacitus see in the punishment of a centurion by higittsumay well
have been the soldiers’ intention. To flog a centurion provided them with more than
revenge- it was a visceral and symbolically powerful tool to articulate their resistance.

In the case of CE 14, depending on the soldiers’ perceived audience, this extraordinary

act could have served to rally other mutinous northern legions, or served to challenge
obliquely the military authority of the newly-ascended emperor, Tib&fuk.is no
coincidence that the majority of assaults on centurions recorded by ancient authors
occurred during periods of civil war and strife, when the military authority of the

soldiers’ commander or emperor was in doubt or challenged. Since centurions were

122¢t. Vell. Pat.4. 125.4; SuetTib. 25; Dio 57. 4. 1-2.

12Ann 1. 16. On mutinies typically occurring during times of rest and othtriasee Hamby,
“The Mutiny Wagon Wheel,” 575578.

12%Ann 1. 26.

125ee SuefTib. 25. 2 on how the legions on the Rhitveere even rejecting the princeps who was
not chosen by themselves...” (Germaniciani quidem etiam principem detractabant non a se datiifin
mock trials as statements of revolt or resistance, cf. R. DarfitenGGreat Cat Massacre, and Other
Episodes in French Cultural HistoifjNew York, 1985),75t04.
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understood to be an embodimentafciplinaand imperial authority, rebellious soldiers
saw them as the logical target in a mutiny, and a useful symbol that they could
appropriate to achieve their own ends.

From the Roman soldier’s point of view, therefore, there was clearly a limit to the
level of violence that a centurion could consistently deploy, and the centurions who
misjudged this limit lost respect and authority antidiscipline or morale were already
poor— suffered the wrath of theiubordinates. Although we possess Tacitus’ account of
soldiers’ hostile reaction to the punitive authority of specific centurions, however, there is
insufficient evidence to suggest some general resistance by the soldiers to the premise of
that authority. The legitimacy or illegitimacy of the centurion’s use of corporal

punishment in the legions appears to have been defined more by degree than absolute.

1.7 Conclusion: Between Coer cive and Normative Discipline

The ideological connection between the use of physical punishment and the
centurionate during the late Republic and Principate is clear. In both juridical opinion
and literary narratives, the centurion, more than any other Roman officer, was depicted
enforcing discipline and executigstigatioagainst transgressors. Centurions
themselves visually commemorated this function above all others, and the military
insignia most commonly associated with centurions wasitise The centurion’s
disciplinary authority, moreover, although perhaps supported by the legal opinions in the
Digest and other Roman military treatises, nonetheless was not based primarily on law.

Nor was a superior social status the determining factor, since the centurionate included
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men of varying wealth and education, as well as geographic and social Higiteeir
punitive authority, rather, was impermanent and indefinite, requiring at least the passive
support of the rank and file. In a community where conformity and moderation were
virtues, centurions supported these virtues by punishing transgressors, while assuming a
role that became strongly associated with imperial political authority and religious
custom.

This point returns us to the questions raised at the beginning of the chapter, as to
the importance of the centurion and physical punishmettistaplina The argument
that brutal disciplinary measures and punishments were inevitably inefficient and
suggestive of a military that could not rely on its soldiers’ courage is simply
anachronistic. The idealization of thentgion’s punitive authority did not diminish, but
rather appears to have endured in the legions of the Principate, a period during which
other aspects of the army’s organization and practices are thought to have formalized,
routinized, and professionalized. The evidence is therefore inconsistent with a view that
a more professional atmosphere (with more complex and well defined organization,
hierarchy, and symbols) necessarily militates against the need for corporal puni§fiment.
Harsh punishments and strictly codified behaviour, in fact, are often more rather than less
prominent in professional military institutions, which tend to enforce firm dogmas and
stereotyped proceduré®. Evidence suggests that this was true for the Roman army and

the centurionate.

1%°see below, Chapter Four, 1327.

12/Gilbert, “The Changing Face of British Military Justic&3, applies this reasoning to the lower
number of cases of formal discipline in the British Navy, widely mgmias more professional than its
land-based counterpart.

128 ellett, Combat Motivation136. See also Turndgallant Gentlemer278.
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In approaching ancient evidence from political, ideological, and cultural
standpoints, moreover, recent studies have rigorously and creatively challenged an
enduring yet often narrow understanding of Roman military discipline as something
based only on rigid codes of obedience, backed by equally harsh punishment. In making
this challenge, however, the role of formal military discipline has been pushed from the
ideological center to the periphery to a degree that may not take sufficient account of the
evidence for corporal punishment, and would doubtless surprise Roman soldiers and
centurions themselves. Ostensibly, the centurion used fear and violence rather than
fostering more internal and “legitimate ” forms of discipline. Such a distinction,
however, is less usefully applied to Ronahsciplina The centurion’s authority to
employ corporal punishment was based in fundamental Roman concepts of military
tradition, imperial authority, and religious custom. Far from being necessarily perceived
as illegitimate, physical punishment (or the fear of it), it seems, was fundamental to
defining a centurion’s authority and Roman disciplinamore broadly.

It is also true, however, that whatever the extent to which fear of the centurion
affected the Roman army’s discipline, soldiers had to be led, not merely driven, into
battle. Seneca recognized this:

There is not only one type of ruletheprincepsrules over his subjects, a father

over his children, a teacher over his pupils, a tribune or a centurion over his

soldiers. Will he not seem the worst sort of father who restrains his children by
assiduous blows for even the most trifling offenc&s?

To besure, Seneca’s stoic perspective was not necessarily widespread during his day, but

it does describe a reality for many military institutions: an offsicauthority cannot

12De Clem 1.16. 2-3: Non unum est imperandi genus; imperat princeps civibus suis, pater
liberis, praeceptor discentibus, tribunus vel centurio militibus. Nonne pespitersvidebitur, qui
adsiduis plagis liberos etiam ex levissimis causis compescet?
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endure through the fear of physical punishment alone. Military systems succeed or fail
largely because of the status (i.e. prestige and respect) of the officers, which has to be
achieved through actions other than punishmi&n€enturions had a vested interest in
continually demonstrating their worth to their subordinates, and the necessary price for
their status was a high degree of conformity to the values of the soldiers, not just the elite
leadership. One of these values was an expectation to face an enemy bravely and not
retreat, even at the cost of one’s life. As we shall see, centurions were counted on to

adhere to this ideal as closely as they were to that of the stern disciplinarian.

13%F, M. RichardsonFighting Spirit: A Study of the Psychological Factors in Wlasndon,
1978) 92: “Discipline itself will not be enough.” Cf. Lynn, Bayonets of the Repuhli6; Goldsworthy
Roman Army at WaR85. See also comments by A. du PBattle Studies: Ancient and Modern Battle
trans. J. N. Greely & R. C. Cotton (Harrisburg, 1946), 39.
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Chapter 2: Combat Officers

2.1 Introduction

In the Roman army’s siege of Jerusalem in CE 70, Roman assaults on the
stronghold on the Temple Mount were stubbornly resisted by the Jewish defenders. Even
after the Roman capture of the Tower of Antonia, Jewish defenders continued to inflict
heavy losses on the Roman soldiers as they attempted to capture the Temple. The event
gave Josephus an opportunity to narrate an individual exploit in bravery:

There was a centurion from Bithynia, Julian, a man of great repute, whom | had
formerly seen in that war, and a man of very great fame for his skill in war, his
strength of body, and courage in spirit. Seeing the Romans now falling back, and
becoming demoralized, (for he was standing beside Titus at the Tower of
Antonia), he leaped forward, and single-handedly put the Jews to flight, when
they were already victorious, and he made them retreat into the inner corner of the
Temple court. Their vast number fled from him in a mass, believing that neither
his strength nor his aggression were humanlike. Because of this, he rushed
through the midst of them as they were widely dispersed, killing those whom he
caught. To be sure, there was no sight that appeared more amazing to Caesar’s

eyes, or more terrible to others present, than'this.

Authors as early as Homer have described this type of heroic exploit in narratives of
combat. Authors of the Roman Empire were no exception, and they often portray

situations in which the actions of a single soldier turn the course of a battle. What make

BJ6. 1. 8 TovAwxvog 8¢ Tig ékatovtdoxns twv amno s BlBuviag, ovk donpog v avro, OV éyw
KAt €KEWVOV LOTOQNOA TOV TOAEHOV OTTAWVTE EUmelQiq Kal AAKT oduATOog Kal PUXTS TAQAOTIHATL
TAVTWV AQLOTOG, 60V ToU¢ Pwpaiovg évoddvTag 1fdn kal Kakws Apuvouévoug, mapetotiket d¢ Titw
Katd TV Avtwviav, Toomnda kal vikwvtag 1jon tovg Tovdalovg Toémetat HOVOg HEXQL TG TOD EvDoTéQw
1eQoL ywviag. &pevye d& 10 mANOog adBgovv, ovTe TV loxLV 0UTE TNV TOAHAV AVOQwTivnV
vroAapBavovtec. 6 d¢ DX HEoWV TOV OKEDAVVUEVWY AAAOTE AAAT) DA TTWV EPOVevE TOUG
kataAapPavopévous, kait e dPews éxelvng ovdév ovte T Kaloagl Oavpaoidtegov ovte Toig dAAOLG
TAQEOTN POLKWIETTEQOV.



many Roman accounts unique among their contemporaries, however, is the frequency in
which middle-ranking officers, the centurions, are the protagonists.

While the previous chapter examined the role of physical punishment as a key
component in defining centurion, this chapter explores an equally important component:
their idealized behaviour in combat. While centurions were expected at the very least to
fight and lead soldiers from the front, ancient authors also frequently record them
charging enemy lines or fortifications by themselves. Centurions often paid for these
exploits with their lives- they perish in most of these vignettes and, in many cases, the
Roman army is still defeated in the skirmish or battle for which they sacrificed
themselve$. Indeed, when ancient authors differentiate between ranks in accounts of
Roman casualties in battle, centurions suffer highly disproportionately, both in victory
and defeaf. Describing these officers’ casualties even seems to have been a favoured
documentary method to illustrate the fierceness of a battle.

While the potential cost to the legions of losing valued and experienced officers is
obvious, by the late Republic, the centurions’ aggressive behaviour in combat
nonetheless became an important characterization of the rank. Although considered
champions of discipline and experience, centurions also cultivated a reputation as the
Roman legions’ “natural fighters.” Understanding the traditions, motivations, and
ideology behind this reputation is therucial to understanding the centurions’ roles as

combat officers.

Eg. App. Mithr. 89; CaesBG 5.35;BC 3. 53;Hisp. 23; TacAnn 15. 11.

®0ne hundred and fifty centurions at Zela in 67 BCE (Rlut. 35. 2); forty-six at Gergovia,
thirty at Pharsalus (CaeBG 7. 5051; BC 3. 99; App.BC 2. 80); sixprimi ordinescenturions and a
primuspilusin Second Battle of Cremona (Tadist. 3. 22). On generally high level of casualties among
centurions, see Lendo8pldiers and Ghost217-231.

*On natural fighters or “soldier-adventures,” see Kindsvatter American Soldiers185491.
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Many studies have attempted to describe some of the characteristics of a “Roman
way of war,” and to understand the motivations for Romans to fight both individually and
collectively® Harris has argued that the Romans were simply more aggressive and
bellicose than their contemporaries. A competitive senatorial aristocracy hungry for
prestige and wealth idealized taeis andgloria to be gained through war. These
characteristics were found too among the mass of Roman citizens, who were especially
brutal in warfare, and were the driving force behind Rome’s aggressive expansion during
the Republi¢. Other analyses have emphasized the role played by material self-interest.
The rewards of combat (i.e. land, booty, and slaves) doubtless motivated both soldiers
and officers to fight, as did an opportunity for promotion within and outside the legions,
and hopes of social advancement. Many Roman military decorationa (nilitaria)
were awarded to soldiers for individual bravewi {irtuteniex fortig). By the
Principate, these awards typically marked them for promdtidust recently, however,
the behaviour of Roman soldiers in combat has been attributed largely to the existence of
a high degree of martial competition, with Roman soldiers vying with each other in acts

of bravery not only to be esteemed by a commander or emperor, but also by each other.

°For general discussions of Roman morale and combat motivation, see Gtigs®Roman Army
at War, 248-282; Phandroman Military Servicgpassim; Lendorzmpire of Honour237-268;Soldiers
and Ghostspassim; A. D. Le€;Morale and the Roman Experience of Battle” in A.B. Lloyd ed, Battle in
Antiquity (London, 1996), 207-212; V. Maxfieldhe Military Decorations of the Roman AritBerkeley,
1981), 236248.

®Harris has consistently supported this view. See “Readings,” 309, 316; War and Imperialismesp.
1827, 4153. See also A. SantosuosSnldiers, Citizens, and the Symbols of War: From Classical Greece
to Republican Rome, 500-167 B(Boulder, 1997), 158-160.

"Material benefits of booty and confiscated land: P. A. Brigalian Manpower, 225 B.C.-A.D. 14
(London, 1971)29-33; The Fall of the Roman Republic and Related Esfayford, 1988), 240-275; S. P.
Oakley, “The Roman Conquest of Italy,” in J. Rich & G. Shipley edsWar and Society in the Roman
World (London, 1993), 18-22; Harrisyar and Imperialism9-68, 75-104, 264. Marked for promotion:
Maxfield, Military Decorations 236248.
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This competitiveness encouraged and preserved a highly aggressive behaviour in
combat®

While these factors applied equally and, in many cases, most to centurions, this
chapter argues that they had the added motivation and responsibility as officers to adopt a
very personal style of leadership. For military officers at many levels of command in
modern armies, there is a benefit to “being seen” in performing acts of bravery. Good
leaders should be prepared to lead by example and (at least appear) to share their
subordinates’ dangers and hardships. Such behaviour, especially in dire situations,
buttresses lagging spirits. This concept was well understood in the Roman army of both
the Republic and Principate, and centurions in particular were expected to assume this
role. In asserting and defining their privileged position in the legions, centurions relied

on the example of their sword no less than the threat ofvitisir

2.2 “Connoisseurs of Violence”

To understand the centurions’ behaviour in combat, one must consider their
actions in the context of what military theorists have dbsg as the “fighter spirit.” Not
easy to define, it is generally expressed as the combination of psychological and cultural
motives that spur a soldier to “seek success in combat, regardless of his personal safety.”9
While doubts remain whether the morale and motivations of Roman soldiers can be

understood without more sophisticated psychological analysis than our sources can

support, studies attempting to describe a Roman fighter spirit have nonetheless continued

8Lendon,“The Rhetoric of Combat,” 310-311. Cf.Soldiers and Ghost486; Goldsworthy,
“Community under Pressure: The Roman Army at the Siege of Jerusalem” in A. Goldsworthy & I. Hayes
eds, The Roman Army as a Commur{idortsmouth1999) 201-202.

9Janowitz, The Professional SoldieB2.
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to rely on comments by ancient writers on this tdfi€aesar himself described
something similar to morale or aggressive fighting spirdramus He advocated that
Roman commanders ought to nurtaremusamong their soldiers in order to preserve
their energy or onslaught{petu3 against enemy forces. Caesar considered the fighting
spirit to be crucial to victory"

The Roman military concept ofrtus, however, has received the most attention in
modern scholarshipVirtus was more complex and fluid an idea than its loosely
translatedEnglish equivalent, “courage,” and its scope and connotations in the Roman
Empire appear to have expanded dirae.*? McDonnell and Harris, among others, view
this courage as exceptionally aggressive and violent. In this sensefub®Roman
soldiers was not what one might consider the kind of valour that was conscious of danger
(exemplified by a modern soldier who saves a comrade while under fire), but a far more
aggressive reaction, described better with words such as fierctaress), rage {ra),
or madnessfigror).®* By such descriptions, one should see the Roman legions less as

methodical, armoured machines than armies whose soldiers were tensed with rage, ready

%6 g., A. M. Eckstein, “Bellicosity and Anarchy: Soldiers, Warriors, and Combat in Antigiuity
The International History Revie®7.3 (2005), 481-497. On doubts, see W. V. HafRsadings in the
Narrative Literature of Roman Courage” in S. Dillon & K. Welch eds.Representations of War in Ancient
Rome(Cambridge2006) 300-304; LendorEmpire of Honour237-238. LynnBayonets of the Republic
26, divides morale into five elements: basic societal and group values, opinibogdes from army
indoctrination, wartime opinions, reactions to service conditions, and espritpe co

YAnimus CaesBC 3. 92.Impetus BG 1. 52; Senlra. 1. 9. 1. Cf. Lendon, “Rhetoric of Combat™,
286-287, 290-298; Phan®Roman Military Practice37.

?Harris, “Readings,” 300-301. D. C. EarlThe Moral and Political Tradition of Ronf{éthaca,
1967), 20, saidirtus was “untranslatable.” For the most extensive study on virtus, see M. McDonnell,
Roman Manliness: Virtus and the Roman Repuldemmbridge, 2006).

BMcDonnell,Roman Manlinesassim; Harriswar and Imperialisms3; “Readings,” 309. Both
authors refer to Polybius’ description (6. 52. 7) of the Romans’ dpy1}. Keegan Kistory of War 265-266)
claims that the Romans were so eager for war and ferocious that thieg campared only with the
Mongols and Timurids.
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to be unleashed on their victiffs. This primal aggression is argued to have been most
prominent in the manipular army of the Republic. The youngest men formeelites
whose loosely-formed units and emphasis on manoeuvrability required youthful agility
and offered men opportunities to prove themselvesins. Thesevelitesoften bore
wolfskins into battle, while early Roman cavalrymen apparently fought with a bare torso,
seemingly to acquire both a fearsome appearance and to be noticed by peers and
commanders?

Challenges, however, have been raised against the concept of Rdosmas
first and foremost an aggressive courage, rather than a concept that Romans understood
and used far more flexibfyf. Several studies convincingly refute the idea that the
commanders and soldiers of the Roman Republic were exceptionally aggressive in
warfare, pointing out that Rome’s contemporaries were no less aggressive, and that there
were many complex and often external factors that drew Rome into coHfliiswever
Roman aggression is compared with that of their contemporaries, the teatgch
seems actually to have been embraced and idealized for characterizing the centurion in

combat. By the late Republic, this reputation was proverbial. Cicero contrasts dhe

% _endon,“The Rhetoric of Combat”, 309-310; PhangRoman Military Servicel00; C. M.
Gilliver, “The Roman Army and Morality in War” in Battle in Antiquity 219; Harris, “Readings”, 309,
316.

Bvelites Polyb. 6. 21-22; Liv. 26. 4; 30. 33; KeppMaking of the Roman Arm@3-35, 66-67.
Bare torso of cavalry: Polyb. 6. 25. 3-4. See also J. B. McUOad ,Cavalry of the Roman Republic:
Cavalry Combat and Elite Reputations in the Middle and Late Rep{iai@on; New York, 2002), 26-30,
78-99, 100-136. On warlike nature and organization of maniples, sa@®hgoldiers and Ghost485-
186, 197.

®For broader meaning efrtus, see EarlThe Moral and Political Tradition of Rom84-36; W.
EisenhutVirtus Romana: lhre Stellung im romischen Wertsygtdomich 1973), passinVirtus as
technical skill: GoldsworthyRomany Army at Wad 70.

"Both Polybius (5. 2. 6) and Livy (45. 40. 7) saw the Macédtnas more violent. Cf. J. Rich,
“Fear, Greed and Glory: The Causes of War-making in the Middle Regblic” in J. Rich and G. Shipley
eds.,War and Society in the Roman Wofldndon, 1993), 9-37; A. M. Ecksteiklediterranean Anarchy
passim.

61



the centurion with the emotionally detached reasato of the wise man. Lucan
likewise refers to the mad ragalfies) of Crastinus, one of Caesar’s heroic centurions
who fought at Pharsaldé.

Such aggression went above and beyond merely fighting beside their subordinates
in the front line- ancient authors depict it primarily as near-suicidal, individual assaults.
Appian, for example, explains how Mithridates’ victory over C. Valerius Triarius in the
Third Mithridatic War was made incomplete when a disguised centurion furiously
attacked him. Before being cut to pieces, the lone centurion wounded the king severely
in the thigh, forcing him to withdraw to his cartib Caesar several times portrayed his
centurions charging alone into the midst of an enemy line, or as the first to attempt to
scale a cit’s walls.?® Such was the case with L. Fabius, a centurion in Caesar’s failed
assault on Gergovia:

He refused to let anyone else scale the wall before him. He grabbed three of his
fellow soldiers, got them to hoist him up, and climbed the fall.

Such idealization continued well into the Principate. Josephus describes a
centurion in the siege of Gamala who, cut off from his legion that remained outside of the
city walls, led ten of his soldiers quietly into a private house. When night came with the
chance for escape, he evacuated the house, but not before bursting into the bedrooms of

the house’s occupants and one by one slitting their throats.?? Part of Hadrian’s speech

®Cicero:Tusc. Disp4. 25:Et quidem ipsam illam iram centurio habeatCf. De Fin. 1. 3 (9)
Rage of Crastinus: Luc. 7. 471-4; Florus, 2. 13. 46.

“Mithr. 89.
®CaesBG 2.25; 5. 35, 44; 6. 3BC. 3.91, 99. CfHisp. 23.

#CaesBG 7. 47:neque commissurum, ut prius quisquam murum ascenderet, tres suos nactus
manipulares atque ab eis sublevatus murum ascendit

#)0s.BJ 4. 37. Centurions appear to have been specially selected for darminrsieges. See
Liv. 25. 23.
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(adlocutig to Legio Il Augusta at Lambaesis in CE 128 continues this théBwe:in
fact you have not been lax in your training... piieni ordinescenturions and the other
centurions were as agile and strondisstheir character.”®® Caracalla, when he granted
the title and status of centurions on his Scythian and German bodyguards, also nicknamed
them “the lions,” so fearsomely were centurions idealized.?*

A reputation fowirtus applied in the strictest sense also to a centurion’s male
sexuality?> As an community, the Roman legions appear to have been highly masculine
in their ideals and dispositions. Battles and individual combat were contests in
“competitive male excellence,” and viewed as direct challenges to one’s masculinity, to
one’s own virtus.?® Similarly, masculinity and sexual behaviourarelevant to one’s
perceived martial prowess and status. While such expectations could generally apply to
Roman males of all military rank5 centurions seem to have been held to particularly
high standards. A breach of it directly undermined their self-perception and authority. A
centurion’s lack of sexual restraint, for example, could be censured by ancient authors as
characterizing a lower social status. Livy, for example, recounts a centurion’s rape of

the imprisoned wife of a Gallic chieftain. Livy condemns this centurion as being

2)LS 2487:videtur attendisse vobis; primi ordines et centuriones agiles et fortes more suo
fuerunt See also Dion. 4. 17. 4; FrontStrat 2.8. 1-5; Dio 68. 22b. 3; 74. 6. Orosius idist. 4. 1. 10)
tells how a centurion maimed one of Pyrrhus’ elephants at Heraclea (280 BCE), causing it to turn on its
own army.

2Dio 79. 6. 1.

%0n “phallic aggression” in Roman sexuality, see A. Richlin, The Garden of Priapus: Sexuality
and Aggression in Roman Humo@' ed. (Oxford, 1992), passim. McDonné¥lpman Manlinessl67,
denies any connection betwedrtus and male sexuality.

%Lendon, “Rhetoric of Combat”, 310-12. This sense is expressed by CaeB6&rZ. 8; 6. 40). See
also PhangThe Marriage of Roman Soldier352, 262.

Z’A notable exception is Julius Caesar, whose sexual submission to Nicomexfdgithynia was
the source of gibes from his own soldiers (Slgt.2, 49).
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“characterized by both the lust and greed of a soldier” (libidinis et avaritiae militari3.?®
Writing during the early first century CE, Valerius Maximus mentions an earlier
primuspilus C. Cornelius (c. 149 BCE), who finished a brilliant career with great
honours, yet after having admitted to sexual intercourse with a young man of free birth,
he was thrown into a prison and died there in disgface.

While a lack of sexual restraint could damage a centurion’s authority, so too could
accusations of excessive sexual passivity. According to Suetonius, the primary
motivation for Cassius Chaerea’s decision to assassinate Gaius Caligula in CE 41 was the
emperor’s constant gibes concerning Chaerea’s effeminacy. For a former centurion (one
of the few from the lower Rhine legions not to be killed or demoted during the mutiny of
CE 14), this was more than he could b8aA centurion on the losing side of L.

Antonius Saturninus’ revolt in CE 89, moreover, was spared by Domitian after he

convinced the emperaiat he had been used for other men’s pleasures, that is, that he

had been a sexually passive partpatliicus/cinaedys This convinced Domitian that

he was no threat, since he could never have commanded any respect from his superiors or
subordinated’ An insult to thecenturion’s masculinity, by extension, was an insult to

his military authority.

2 jv. 38. 24. 2.
2yal. Max. 6. 10. 11.

%9Suet.Cal. 56. Cf. Dio 59. 29. 2, in which Caligula calls Chaerea “womanish” (yovvic). On
Chaerea surviving the mutiny, see TAon 1. 32. Epictetus (Discourseslb. 11) sees secondary sexual
characteristics as social sighthey announgfrom afar, “l am a mah (&vno eipt).

31 Suet.Dom 10:impudicus On the deviance of a male as receptive partner, see M. W. Gleason,
Making Men: Sophists and Self-Presentation in Ancient RBmieceton, 19954, 70: “to do” (doav) is
mark of a man; “to suffer” (mdoxew) is that of a woman. On ties between social, spatial, and biological
identities (e.g.nif-haram exterior-interior, male-female, active-passive, penetrating-penetrated), see
Bourdieu,Outling, 8793; The Logic of PracticeR. Nice trans. (Stanford, 1990), 71, 293, n. 5.
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If centurions were to remain fierce soldiers in battle, therefore, they were to be
held to a high standard in masculinity. This sense of masculinity was applied further
toward idealizations of the centurion’s physical aspects, such as their clothing and
equipment. For example, centurions wore greaves on active service, and they often
displayed them in commemorative relief. The Roman soldier of the early and middle
Republic apparently had worn a single greave on his left &etraditional practice
associated with gladiatorial combat. Centurions alone among soldiers and officers,
however, continued to use them during the Principate, perhaps to emphasiai’th
ties to individual combat and traditional Roman military cultfire.

Status and prestige can also be embodied in the individual, incorporated into the
body in one’s principles, dispositions, inclinations, and even physical features such as
gait, stance, and body language. It cannot be divorced from*th&wr. centurions,
physical manifestation of experience in combat was important. When M. Antonius
decided to face Octavian’s forces at Actium in a sea rather than land battle, Plutarch has
him criticized by one of his veteran legionary centurions. The unnamed centurion, whose
body was covered with scars from his service, inquired, “Imperator, why do you put your
trust in these wretched wooden logs rather than these wounds or this sword here?”** By
indicating his sword, he voiced a preference to fight an infantry over a naval battle. By

indicating his scars, he notified his commander of his own past bravery and experience in

320n greaves and other distinctive accoutrements of the centurionate, preliXB.

%30n deportment as language (i.e., physiognomy, gait, and othsicahgharacteristics), cf.
GleasonMaking Men 56-81.

#plut. Ant 64 & avTéKEATOQ, T TOV TEAVHATWY TOVTWY 7] TOD EIPOVS KaTayvoLS &V EVAOLS
TOVNQEOLG €XELS TG EATIDAC,
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combat- such scars were a show of military status for any experienced Roman soldier,
and for centurions in particul &,

Centurions are portrayed in literary sources as being exceptionally tall and strong.
Cicero refers to T. Pontius, a centurion in the age of Cato the Elder, as the strongest man
of his time. During the Ricipate, Pliny the Elder’s discussion on instances of
extraordinary strength included an account of Vinnius Valens. This centurion of
Augustus’ Praetorian Guard could lift fully-laden carts, hold carriages against the
strength of horses, and perform other wonderful feats of strength, which he later had
inscribed on his tom® Josephus claims that the aforementioned Cassius Chaerea was
strong enough to kill with his bare hands. These traits were apparently still highly
desirable in the Roman army centuries later. Vegetius later expressed the ideal qualities
of centurions as including not only obedience, discipline, and skill in weapons, but also
great strength and statute.

This stature, moreover, was heightened further by the centurion’s unique helmet.

While milites helmets of the Imperial army were unadorned in combat, the centurion’s

helmet bore a transverse cresiqta transversg which increased his height and recalled
the feathery plumes of the legions of the Middle RepuBlihis heighterhancing

headgear was meant not only for the centurion to be noticed in battle, either for drawing

troops together or catching a commander’s eye, but also to boost the image of his virile

3See also CaeBG 2. 25;:BC 3. 53; TacAnn 1. 20.
3 Cic. Sen 33; Plin.NH 7. 82.

¥ Jos.AJ19. 1. 5-6, 11:Veg. Mil. 2. 14. 3-8. Cf. CicPhil. 8. 9; Liv. 2. 55; 25. 19. 9; Juv. 14.
193-195; Apul.Met 9. 39-40. According also to Vegetiudi(. 1. 5), there was a standard minimum height
for different ranks in the legions. SE&h 7. 13. 3.

#Crista transversaSee Appendix B, 278. Cf. VeMlil. 2. 13, 16. Plumes: Polyb. 6. 23. 12-
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potency and martial skiff® Florus hinted that the centurion’s already imposing form
could be made even fiercer with the aid of some pyrotechnics. In fighting in Moesia
during the first century BCE, a centurion named Cornidius apparently carried a pan of hot
coals on the top of his helmet which, when fanned by his movement, appeared to wreath
his head in flamé’

While this last account is fanciful, it nonetheless reveals the reputation in combat
that centurions enjoyed as the legion’s “natural fighters,” with great physical stature and
strength matched by aggression in combat. They seem to exemplify the tense, enraged
Roman soldier, eager to fight. Lendon has suggesteththainturions’ bravery
represents more closely the commitment to traditional, hentics in Roman military
culture rather than the calculated courage of a Roman commander, who behaved with
consideration for the spirit of his soldiéfsUnlike the young men typically perceived to
be the most aggressive in battle, however, centurions were among the oldest, most
experienced veterans, most of whom had only reached the rank in the middle to later part
of their life— not usually considered the type to rush heedless into an enerfi¥ line.
During the Principate, moreover, these officers enjoyed increased pay, status, and

prestige, which many were doubtless reluctant to throw away so caréfessly.

*Pphysical accessories could be designed to enhance evolutionary, often unscseuses of
height, health, and reproductive power, which was closely linked to mandiséps. See AGat War in
Human Civilization(Oxford, 2006)89-90. Cf. Polyb. 6. 23. 13. On deportment, physiognomy,gaitas
“languagé’ See Gleason, Making Men 56-81.

“OFlorus 2. 26.
4l endon,Soldiers and Ghost218220.

“20n the youth of Roman soldiers who sacrifice themselves\ie@®onnell, Roman Manliness
199-200;H. S. Versnel, “Self-Sacrifice, Compensation, and the Anonymous Gods,” in La Sacrifice dans
l'antiquité (Geneva, 1981), 141. A Famous example is that of Horatius (F&l§b. 1-4; Liv. 2.10; Dion.
Hal. 5. 23). On the statistical frequency of yoenginmarried men engaged in aggressive behaviour in
more modern warfare, see Kell&€pmbat Motivation301.

“3See below, Chapter Five, 1884,
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In fact, there is little reason to doubt that centurions were quite capable of making
conscious decisions to perform such dangerous acts, and, according to ancient sources,
they were motivated by several factors, including material rewards, social and
professional advancement, and prestige. Most importantly, it should be remembered that
centurions were officers as well as soldiers. As such, their actions could be calculated to
affect the psychological behaviour of their soldiers. Indeed, we shall see that an
aggressive behaviour in combat was an essential aspect to a centurion’s authority as an

officer.

2.3 Promotion and Decor ation

The opportunity for “being seen” by a superior officer, commander, or emperor
was a consistent motivation for any Roman soldier to perform brave, individual actions,
since a noteworthy performance in battle could be rewarded in material or proffiotion.
Onasander advocated this martial tradition, arguing that the bratesbught to receive
small commands, while officers who distinguish themselves should have higher
commands, since such rewards both strengthen self-esteem and encourage others to prove
themselved> Caesar consistently promoted soldiers to the centurionate for their valour
(ob virtutemor virtutis causd. Commanders such as Caesar, however, expected the
behaviour that first earned them their promotion to continue in their new rank. Caesar
makes this expectation clear in his praise of several centurions during the battle against

the Sugambri in 53 BCE:

“Hyg. 114.1; Sic. Flacc.156. 9; Hyg. Grom. 176.118;214. 12; 216. 11; 232.2. Cf. Richier,
Centuriones ad Rhenyi$i71. Lendon, “Rhetoric of Combat”, 310; Maxfield, Military Decorations 236.

“>Strat 34. 2. For career paths of centurions more generally, see, l@fapter Four, 13747.
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The centurions, some of whom had been promoted for their valour from the lower
ranks of other legions to higher ranks in this legion, in order not to lose this glory
for military exploits, fell together fighting most bravéR.
By at least Caesar’s time, valour was a key to promotion also within the ranks of
the centurionate. At Caesar’s defeat at Dyrrachium in 48 BCE, for example, one of his
centurions, Scaeva, bravely and single-handedly defended his position. Having suffered
his shield to be pierced over one hundred times, losing an eye in the process, he
nonetheless held his ground. Caesar rewarded him with maborey militaria and
promotion toprimuspilus®’ This behaviour was rewarded even among the high-ranking
primipili, such as Crastinus paimuspiluswho fought at Pharsalus that same campaign.
Crastinus fell in battle, but was posthumously awarded rdangand burial in a large
tomb*®
The potential for promotion and material gain was greater for the centurisnate a
it developed under Augustus and his successors. A legion’s fifty-nine centurions aspired
to become those of the first cohort (fhrémi ordineg, a rank which offered greater
prestige and pay. With skill and luck, they might rise to the rapkimfuspilus earning
them enrolment into the equestrian order and possible candidacy for equestrian

administrative posts’ Promotiorob virtutemremained common. Commemorations to

“°BG 6. 40:Centuriones, quorum nonnulli ex inferioribus ordinibus reliquarum legionum virtutis
causa in superiores erant ordines huius legionis traducti, ne ante partam rei imiltadem amitterent,
fortissime pugnantes concideruee also promotions of Q. Fulgeni&C(1. 46) and centurions to naval
commandsBC 1. 57).

“'CaesBC 3. 53; App.BC 2. 60; Val. Max. 3. 2. 23. This account is missed by Maxfield, who
denies thatlonawere rewarded without a victorious outcome. Biéary Decorations 115.

“8CaesBC 3. 91:faciam, inquit, hodie, imperator, ut aut vivo mihi aut mortuo gratias aGés
App. BC2. 80. Crastinus is singled out with hostility by Lucan as the one who “first stained Pharsalus with
Roman blood.” See above with n. 18.

*9See below, Chapter 4, 141f. Dobson, “The Centurionate and Social Mobility during the
Principate” in Breeze and Dobson, eds., Roman Officers and Frontier201217; “The Primipilaresin
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centurions describe their promotion through brave deeds, sometimes combined with
support from their unit® As “Commander in Chief” of the Roman army, the emperor
was nominally responsible for all officer promotions and transfers, including centurions.
Although it is difficult to determine the form or degree of their involvembatrperors
themselves occasionally seem to have had a hand in promoting centurions for their
bravery. One such case was that of a centurion under Caracalla, T. Aurelius Flavinus, to
whom a commemorative monument was established:
To T. Aurelius Flavinus, son of Titus, of the Papirian Tribe,
primipilaris...honoured by the divine Magnus Antoninus Augustus with 75 000
sestercesindapromotion in rank because of keen bravedggritatem virtutig
against the hostile Carpi, and an action accomplished both prodgeands
effectively>
Rewards of less immediate material value wirea militaria which Roman
commanders had long rewarded as a way to motivate their softliershe same way

that the Roman army used punishments to discourage transgredsimnsgere given to

encourage specific forms of positive behaviour:

Army and Society” in Alfoldy, Dobson, and Eck, Kaiser, Heer, und Geselleschaftder romischa
Kaiserzeif 1394151.

M. P. Speidel, “Becoming a Centurion in Africa: Brave Deeds and the Support of the Troops as
Promotion Criteria” in Roman Army Studig¥ol. 2 (Stuttgart, 1992), 124-8; E. Birlegarnuntum
Jahrbuch(1963), 21-33; Cowarkor the Glory of Romel33, 233.

*'Pliny (Pan 15) praised Trajan for rememberifagtia factaof soldiers. Emperors’ involvement
in promotion:ILS 2666;ILS 2081;ILS 9200. Cf. DomaszewsKdie Rangordnung90-112; Campbell,
Emperor and the Roman Arpy04-6. The imge of the emperor’s personal involvement in award and
promotion had ideological precedents in Eastern dynasts, especially the Adidser8ee XerCyr. 1.9.
14; Diod. 17.59. 2. Cf.Briant, “The Achaemenid Empire” in War and Society in the Ancient and Medieval
Worlds K. Raaflaub & N Rosenstein Eds. (Cambridge, 1999), 109.

LS 7178 AE 1961, 208: T. Aurelio T. fil. Papir. Flavino primipilari et principi ordinis.co
Oesc., et buleutae civitatu[m] Tyranorum Dionysiopol. Marcianopol. Tungrdet{sguincensium,
patron[o] college fabr., honorato a divo Magno Antonino Aug. HSllam. et XXV [et] gradum
promotionis [ob] alacritatem virtu[tis adv]ersus hostes Ca[rpos] et osp@re et va[lide gesjtas. Cl.
Nicom[edes] buleuta civitatis [Tyra]Jnorum amico dign[issimo]. L. d..d>d CampbellRoman Armyno.
92.

polyb. 6. 39; Liv. 26. 48. The principal work on this topic is Maxfield’s monograph, cited above,
n. 5. See also DomaszewsRangordnung68-70, 109-111, 137-139, 184-185; Y. Le BolHwe Imperial
Roman Army61-63.
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They also have an admirable method of encouraging the young soldiers to face
danger. After a battle in which some of them have distinguished themselves, the
general calls an assembly of the troops, and bringing forward those whom he
considers to have displayed conspicuous valour, first of all speaks in laudatory
terms of the courageous deeds of each and of anything else in their previous
conduct which deserves commendation, and afterwards distributes the following
rewards...By such incentives they excite to emulation and rivalry in the field not
only the men who are present and listen to their words, but those who remain at
home alsc?

Polybius understood the symbolic connection between reward and punishment through

the use of military ceremony. As discussed in the previous chapter, punishment was

often administered in full view of the entire legion. As witnesses to a flogging, attending

soldiers were as much the ideological targets of the punishment as its actual victims. The

ceremony for awardindonamirrored this, in that declarations of the individual’s actions

were glorified and rewarded by the legionary commander in full view of other soldiers in

order to promote the desired behaviour both ambem and “those who remain at

home.”™®

By the mid-Republican period, the Roman legions had already begun to award
many different kinds oflong and by the second century CE, they had developed the
most sophisticated system of decorations pior to those of modern afnhiegionary

centurions are prominent winnersdainain literary narratives, and the centurionate

accounts for the largest group of decorated men in surviving epigraphic evidence where

54POlyb. 6. 39. 1-2, &aAdg d¢ kail TOUG VEOUG EKKAAODVTAL TTROG TO KIVOUVEVELV. EMELDXV YXQ
Yévnrtatl tig xoela kal tiveg abt@v avdoayadrowat, ocuvayaywv 6 oTeatnyog ékkAnoiav Tov
OTOATOTIEDOV, KAl MAQATTIOAUEVOS TOUG DOEAVTAG Tt TeMOAXEVat DadEQOV, MTOWTOV HEV EYKWOULOV
UTtEQ éxdotov Aéyet el te TG dvdoayabiag, k&v T katd TOv Biov avtolc AAAO cUVLTTAQXN TG €TU
ayoB@ pviunNg a&Lov, HeTa € TADTA TQ EV TOWOAVTL TTOAEHLOV YOOV dWQELTAL. .. £k D& TNE TOLUTNG
TAQOQUNOEWS OV LOVOV TOUG AKOVOVTAS KAL TTAQOVTAS EKKAAODVTAL TTQOC TV €V TOIG KIVOUVOLS
ApAAay kal CHAOV, AAAX Kal TOUG €V otk HLEVOVTAG.

*See also Liv. 26. 48. For other examples of award ceremonies liegions, see Caekfr. 86;
Alex 77; SuetDiv. Claud 28; JosBJ 7. 5-17. Cf. Santosuoss®oldiers, Citizens, and the Symbols of War
157.

*Maxfield, Military Decorations 55.
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courage in battle is listed as the main identifier. A large number of awards to centurions
from the Flavian period, for instance, were earned during the Jewish war. This was not
only a major conflict of that period, but also one that offered tactical situations that
allowed for spectacular displays of bravery, such as the sieges that Josephus delights in
describing with such vivid detal.

There were great material incentives for centurions todeira militaria By at
least the second century BCE, the rewardindasfafor brave acts seems to have
accompanied or led to promotiemand within the centurionate. While Roman
commanders often promoted many soldiers and centurions ebleiytutem even those
centurions not immediately promoted were nonetheless marked for it through
decorations? Despite difficulties in pinpointing the stage of a centurion’s career in
which they received thedona roughly one quarter of all decorated legionaries are
recorded as being promoted to the centurionate, while over half of the centurions known
to have receivedonawere promoted tprimuspilusor higher>®

As the high casualty rates recorded by ancient authors demonstrate, these same
acts of bravery could just as likely kill the centurion as distinguish him. Acts of valour
and thedonarewarded for them, however, also offered great social prestige within the

Roman military community. Judging by funerary inscriptions, when in full military

"Jos.BJ 1. 148; 3. 333-334Centurions assaulting walls or ramparts generally: Liv.25. 12&3
48; CaesBG 7. 47BC 1. 46; JosBJ 1. 149;AJ. 14. 476. Cf. 8eDobson, “The Roman Army: Wartime or
Peacetime Army?” in Roman Officers and Frontierd13128, esp125126; Maxfield, Military
Decoraions 137, 141, 189-191.

*/egetius (2. 7) associatdsnawith rank. The best known example from the Republic is that of
Sp. Ligustinus (Liv. 42. 34), who rose framilesto primuspilus CaesarBC 1. 46; 3. 53BG 6. 40)
commonly promoted meab virtutem as did Vespasian and TitlB) 6. 135; 6. 53; 7. 15).

*E.g., C. Velius Rufusl(S 9200;AE 1903, 368) and L. Aconius Statul@l XI 5992). Cf.
Breeze & DobsorRoman Officers and Frontierd39; Maxfield,Military Decorations 186-187, 243-244.
On centurions failing to mention earlier career, see below, n. 118.
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dress, centurions proudly bore their varidosaovertop of their armour. In several

cases, moreover, their career and achievements are represented visually only by these
decorationg? In an institution that honoured and glorified martial prowess and bravery
in all ranks,donaand the prestige associated with them likely helped to defitie ank

and authority’ It is no surprise, then, that these awards were fiercely competed for by
both soldiers and officers, simultaneously drawing from and encouraging a competitive
atmosphere that was a hallmark of Roman warfare and a major motivating factor in the

legions of the Republic and Principate.

2.4 Competition in Combat

Martial competition is often seen as characteristic for many cultures, especially
among those broadly described as “heroic societies.” In such societies, physical strength
and martial prowess were marks of recognition in one’s household and community.
Individual contests between warrior elites were especially common in military
traditions®® This phenomenon included not only the fierce combat between opposing
champions, but also rivalry within an army. Such rivalry is famously idealized in the
lliad, and was praised in wars between Greeleisand the Hellenistic armies that

followed®® It has been often argued, however, that such martial competition was

E.g., Appendix A, figs. 14, 17. On how thaekenawere displayed, see also Appendix B, 288.
*Ondonadefining rank and status, see below,%&5-

82Gat, War in Human Civilization215-217; A. MaclIntyreAfter Virtue: A Study in Moral Theary
3" Ed. (Notre Dame, 2007), 121-130. For idealized elite warrior comb#hén cultures, see chapters in
War and Society in the Ancient and Medieval Wodsis. J. J. Farris, “Japan until 1300”, 60-67; D.
Webster, “Ancient Maya Warfare” 345; G. Halsall, Warfare and Society in the Barbarian W&50-900
(London, 2003), 193; J. Lyn®attle: A History of Combat and Cultu(Boulder, 2003), 939.

%3Greek: Homll. 2.362-366; 8. 253-257; 13. 446-447; Hdt. 7. 226-277¢T6u31. 3; PlutAges
18. 3;Pel 19. 4;Phil. 7. 4-5. On the likelihood of ritualized competitiaty(ov) between Greeks of
opposing sides, see J. C. Dayt®he Athletes of War: An Evaluation of the Agonistic Elements in Greek
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particularly prominent in the Roman military tradition, in whgtbria andfamawere
sought through individual bravery and hawehand combat? While many Roman
narratives tended to focus on the competition between social elites, writers such as Sallust
projected this desire f@loria in combat on all Roman citizens in earlier times:

At first, the young man, as soon as he could to endure war, learned martial arts

through labour in camp, and took greater pleasure in elegant arms and war horses

than in prostitutes and the pleasure of feasBut among them the great contest

was for glory, and each sought to strike an enemy, to scale a waih bedeen

while performing such deeds. This they regarded as wealth, fine fame, and great

nobility.®®

Although Sallust has in mind primarily the young members of the Roman
aristocray rather than its broader citizenry, a formgtdria was indeed contested within
other ranks of the Roman army. Caesar employs a highly stylized and heroic narrative in
his account of two centurions in combat against the Nervii in 54 BCE, T. Pullo and L.
Vorenus. These two centurions were long-time competitors with each other. Caesar
describes their colourful behaviour:

While the fight proceeded fiercely before the fortifications, one of them, Pullo,

said, “Why do you hesitate, Vorenus? What better opportunity for showing your

bravery do you want? This vedyy will decide our contests.” After he said this,
he advanced beyond the fortifications, and rushed against the section of the

Warfare (Toronto, 2006)passim Macedonian: ArrAnah 1. 21. 1-3; 2. 27. 6; 7. 5. 4-6; Diod. 2. 25. 5. On
competition more generally between Greek soldiers, see LeBdatiers and Ghostesp. 45-47, 103-105,
127-128.

®E.g., Siccius Dentatus (Dion. Hal. 10.36-7; Phi 7. 29); M. Valerius Corvus (Aul. Gell. 9.
11. 5); T. Manlius Torquatus (Aul. Gell. 9. 13); M. Claudius Marcelldst(Rarc. 2. 1). Cf. R.Cowan,
For the Glory of Rome: A History of Warriors and Warfékendon, 2007), 102-12, 129-183; Rosenstein,
Imperatores Victi: Military Defeat and Aristocratic Competition in the Middle and Late Republic
(Berkeley, 1990), 117-121. Stoff;De honore certabant et dignitat&'ruppe und Selbstidentification in
der Armee der romischen Kaiserzeit” in Rémisches Heer und Gesellschaft: Gesammelte Beitrage 1991-
1999(Stuttgart, 2001), 108-129. On greater prominence in RomarGitesek culture, see J. E. Lendon,
“War and Society” in CHGRWI, 503-516.

®Cat 7. 4-6:iam primum iuventus, simul ac belli patiens erat, in castris per laborem usum
militiae discebat, magisque in decoris armis et militaribus equis quam in sciytis eonviviis lubidinem
habebant... sed gloriae maxumum certamen inter ipsos erat.: se quisque hostem ferire, murum ascendere,
conspici, dum tale facinus faceret, properabat. eas divitias, eam bonam famam magmainititatem
putabant.
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enemy forces that appeared densest. Nor did Vorenus remain within the rampart,

but, mindful of everyone’s high opinion, followed...and both having slain a great

number, they retreatl within the fortifications amid the highest applause. Fortune

thus dealt with both in this rivalry and contest, that one rival was an aid and a

safeguard to the other, nor could it be determined which of the two appeared

worthy of being preferred to the ottf&r.
Caesar’s account recalls epic combat in the lliad, where Greek and Trojan warriors spur
one another in competition for honour and renowp, kAéoc).b” This was, of course,
Caesar’s intent — to relate the noble deeds of his soldiers to epic battles of the past, and to
demonstrate the fierce rivalry between his soldiers in winning approval from their
commander and peers. It is noteworthy, however, that the lone vignette of this kind in
Caesar’s commentary features neither aristocratic commanders and tribunes, nor rank and
file soldiers, but centurions.

Beyond the individual desire for prestige or material reward, however, a
competitive atmosphere in the legions is argued to have practical military advantages,
since friendly competition can create bonds of friendship and cohesion within military
units, as well as help to define the identity of the unit as a WhoMexander appealed
to specific individuals and units in his army to foster competffooldsworthy in

particular has argued how Roman legionary commanders also actively encouraged

competition by recalling the reputations of specific legions and individuals within them

58CaesBG 5. 44:Ex his Pullo, cum acerrime ad munitiones pugnaretur, “Quid dubitas,” inquit,
“Vorene? aut quem locum tuae probandae virtutis exspectas? Hic dies de nostris controversiis iudicabit.”
Haec cum dixisset, procedit extra munitiones quaque pars hostium confertissma est visa ieimp
Vorenus quidem tum sese vallo continet, sed omnium veritus existimationem subsedgiterambo
incolumes compluribus interfectis summa cum laude sese intra munitiones recipient. Sic fortuna in
contentione et certamine utrumque versavit, ut alter alteri inimicus auxilio salutique essetdiedjcari
posset, uter utri virtute anteferendus videretur.

°E.g.,Il. 12. 269-276, 310-328; 13. 150-154; 15. 285-299141-168. On competing for honour
and renown, see A. W. H. Adkins, ““Honour’ and ‘Punishment’ in the Homeric Poems,” BICS7 (1960),
30-32.

%8 ellett, Combat Motivation43-52.
%Arr. Anah 2. 10. 2.
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before or during battle in order to spur the soldiers and create a stronger sense of pride
and military identity’°

For the centuriort;being seen” was not only a contest for the attentioroné’s
commander in hope of receiving material reward, therefore, but essential to validating the
centurion’s position in the eyes of both other centurions and his soldiers.”* Centurions of
the Republic in particular were outstanding participants in the pursgibiod. For
Caesar, this competitive behaviour was exactly what he expected of them, and Pullo and
Vorenus are not alone among centurions whom Caesar praise¥ fém . skirmish
preceding the great battle at Munda in 45 BCE, two other of Caesar’s centurions, seeing
their soldiers in danger, threw themselves into the middieedtay. They died “in the
cause ofjloria.””® Centurions could be expected to measure their bravery not only
among each other, but with members of other ranks as well. Livy, who projected the
aggressive and competitive nature of centurions very early into Roman history, describes
one vying forgloria in Scipio Africanus’ siege of Carthago Nova, in 209 BCE.”* In this
case, the centurion was not even competing with a Roman citizen, but a sailor from an
allied state. At Gergovia, the centurion L. Fabius would not allownaliesto scale the

city’s walls before him.”

E.g., CaesBG 1.40-1; 8.19; Taddist. 3. 23-24; 5. 16Agric. 26. 2; JosBJ 6. 142. See
Goldsworthy,Roman Army at Wa248254; “Community under Pressure,” 201-202; S. P. Oakley, “Single
Combat in the Roman Republic,” CQ 35. 2 (1985), 392-410. On the potentially destructive product of this
competition, however, see Lend@yldiers and Ghostd85-7, 254-256, 431-432, and below, Chapter
Three.

"ICf. Lendon,Empire of Honour239: “esteem and disapproval of fellow members was a
tremendously powerful force.”

"“Other examples in Caes&C. 1. 46; 3. 53BG. 2. 38; 5. 43; 6. 40; 7. 4Hisp. 25.
SCaesHisp. 23:desideratus gloria se efferentes
Q. Tiberilius (Liv. 26. 48). See also Liv. 8. 8. 18-

’See above, 21.
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Not every centurion, of course, was so interested in glorious formalities of
competitive combat. In a twist to the traditional “David and Goliath” contest, Josephus
describes an enormous and haughty Jewish warrior who challenged any Roman to meet
him in single combat. An arrogant Roman cavalryman, whom Josephus claims was
motivated by contempt for the giant’s lower social stature, accepted the challenge and
was killed. Josephus praises instead Priscus, a centurion who then stepped forward and
simply slew the giant with a dart while the latter celebrdteHere Priscus appears to
have sacrificed personal adulation for efficiency in order to termihatgiant’s jeering
of nearby Roman soldiers.

Competition within a unit, of course, can sometimes have its drawbacks, since it
can lead to contention rather than cooperation among soldiers. Lendon sees this as a
problem particularly in the Roman legions, where the soldiers’ desire to prove their virtus
sometimes conflicted with a commander’s desire for strategies and caution — the Roman
soldier did not see himself as part of a team, and he was not considered as such by his
superiors.” As we shall see, however, although competition and individual aggression
among soldiers might stress discipline, for centurions, such behaviour was essential to
their leadership and success as officers, since it both strengthened their military authority,

and helped the soldiers’ overall performance on the battlefield.

2.5 L eader ship in Combat
Long before Ardant du Picq and Clausewitz, ancient writers emphasized the

importance of psychological factors in warfare. Although some Greek and Roman

®Jos.BJ 6. 175.
""Soldiers and Ghostd85-187. See discussion below, Chapter Three.
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authors focus on logistics and more tactical elements of psychology in war (e.g. the use
of surprise, numbers, noise), others, such as Xenophon, Caesar, and Onasander, place
great weight on morale in achieving victdfyOne traditional morale-building strategy

that persists to this day is for commanders to be seen by their subordinates. It is often
critical to preserving their authority and lends moral strength to their leadétship.
Commanders must demonstrate that they too bear a proportionate burden of labour and
war. This was well understood by commanders in the ancient world. Mesopotamian and
Egyptian kings went to great pains to depict themselves at the forefront of their soldiers’
battles®® The kings of Sparta fought and sometimes died alongside his fellow sofdiers (
6pomL).81 Philip Il of Macedon, moreover, proudly bore the scars of battle that helped to
strengthen his position as king. His heir, Alexander, took this kind of leadership to

extraordinary lengths, leading charges of the companion cawékye{ioot) and sallie

"®XenophonCyr. 1. 6. 12-19; 8. 5. 1%nah 3. 1. 42. CaesaBG 6. 39; 7. 53 BC 1. 71; 3. 84.
OnasanderStrat 10. 25-5; 13. 1-3; 24. 1. Skéendon, “Rhetoric of Combat”, 290-296; Goldsworthy
Roman Army at Warl19. Clausewitzvrote on the morale elements of war and the “military spirit.” See
On War M. Howard & P. Paret trans. and eds. (Princeton, 1976; 1984,),188488). Du Picq:Battle
Studies: Ancient and Modern Battle N. Greely & R. C. Cotton trans. (Harrisburg, 1946), esp-1656.

Onas. 42. 2; 33. 1. See Marshalen Against Fire105: “The need that a commander be seen by
his men in all the circumstances of war may therefore be considered irreducibR. S. RushHell in
Hurtgen Forest: The Ordeal and Triumph of an American Infantry Regithaatrence, 2001), 92-93;
Kindsvatter American Soldigr229-245.

8see, for example, Steles of Eannatum of Lagash (2460 BCE); Naramdikanl (225418
BCE); Dardusha, of Eshnunna (1790-80 BCE); In the Egypt Oldd¢img the king monopolized the role
of warrior, as in the Narmer Palette. Cf. Bahr&ituals of Way101-10, 133-54; W. Davi§/asking the
Blow: The Scene of Representation in Late Prehistoric Egyptia(Barkeley, 1992), 16263.

8gpartan myth (PluAgis21) held that enemies were reluctant to lay hands on a Spartan king in
battle, but several were indeed killed. Blutarch: On SpartaR. Talbert trans. (London, 2005), 240, n.
32.
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in sieges that nearly killed him on numerous occastor@everal Roman commanders

from the early Republic likewise are recorded both fighting and dying in the fronfines.
By the middle-late Republic, however, a different portrayal of the Roman

commander emerges. No longer expected to engage ind:hiadd combat, legionary

commanders (often consuls) are better described as “military managers” than heroic

leaders. Famous is P. Cornelius Scipio Africanus’ own reported distinction between the

two: “My mother bore me as a general, not a warrior.”®® Still, there remained an ideal for

the good Roman general. Marius perhaps best fit the standard description:
And though the war brought many hardships, he neither shunned any great labour,
nor disdained any that were small, but surpassed the officers of his own rank in
giving good counsel and foreseeing what was advantageous, and vied with the
common soldiers in frugality and endurance, thereby winning much goodwill
among them...and it is a most agreeable spectacle for a Roman soldier when he
sees a general eating common bread in public, or sleeping on a simple pallet, or
taking a hand in the construction of some trench or palfSade.

Symbolic acts such as sharing the soldiers’ diet, sleeping on the ground, assisting in

manual labour all of these could be expected from Roman gen&taiszen in modern

armies, officers who are never required to participate physically in battle nonetheless fe

8philip (Dem.Nic. 53.8); Alexander (ArrAnah 1. 13-16; 6. 8-11). On this ethos in the Greek
world, see E. Wheeler, “The General as Hoplite” in V. D. Hanson ed., Hoplites: The Classical Greek Battle
ExperiencgLondon; New York, 1991), 12760.

8Eg., P. Decius Mus (Liv. 8. 8. 4-12) in 339; M. Claudius Marse{liiv. 20) in 222; C.
Flaminius in 218 BCE (Liv. 22. 6. 1).

8Frontin. Strat 4. 7. 4:lmperatorem me mater, non bellatorem pep@it. military managers, see
Janowitz,The Professional Soldig21-35.

®Plut. Mar. 7. 2-3:kai ToAAX TOD TOA€poV duoXeQT] PEQOVTOG, OVTE TWV HEYAAWY TV TIOVWV
UTOTEE0AG OVTE TV UIKQWV ATAELDOAS, AAAX TOVG eV OHOTIOUS eVBOVALR kKAl TTEovolg ToD
ovpdEégovTog VTTEQBAAAOHEVOC, TTEOG D& TOUS OTOATIWTAG UTTEQ eVTEAE(NG Kol KAQTEQIAG DA EVOG,
evvolav £€oxe MOAANV " avtoic...dLotov d¢ Pwuaiow Oéaua otoatiotn otoatnyos é00iwv év del
KOLVOV &QTOV 1) KaTakeitevog €Tl oTiAdog eUTeA0DS 1) TteQL TapQelay TIva Kal Xapdkwoty £0you
ovvePATTOUEVOC.

% ee,“Morale,” 210-212; LendonEmpire of Honour241 Compare with Hannibal (Liv. 21. 4. 5-
7), Caesar (Suebiv. lul. 57), Tiberius (Vell. Pat. 114. 1-3), Corbulo (TAnin 13.35), Hadrian (HA

Hadr. 10. 2). See also Onas. 42i&bv y&Q tig TOV 1]yEUdVa TORTOV £YXEQOLVTQ Kkl OtL det oTevdeLv
EuaBe kai ur) motelv 110éoON kat anel@etv €poBrom.

79



the need at least to maintain the image of physical fithess and of performing military
tasks themselves. Examples incl@émeral Patton’s conspicuous display of his sidearm
in the Second World War, or air force commasddesire to fly their own plané’

Roman commanders too were expected to lead through personal example, and
occasionally, Roman commanders are recorded fighting actively in the frofft IBiech
commanders, however, were exceptional rather than the norm during the late Republic
and Principate, and the scattered accounts of them in the textual record are probably
meant to highlight their rarity. Personal example by a commander became limited more
often to placing himself near danger and encouraging or spurring the troops in front of
him, rather than engaging themselves in hi@rldand combat. Indulgence in the latter
was sometimes seen as foolhardy, and a commander’s death or mere rumour of it could
spread panic throughout the arfflyA Roman commander was not expected to be an
Alexander.

The characterizations of centurions in combat are quite different. Not only were
these officers expected to place themselves in danger near the front line, but to be the first

to engage the enemy and the last to retreat. Unlike expectations for the military tribunes

87Cf. Janowitz The Professional Soldigd7-48.

8Marius fought (PlutMar. 20. 6) but also declined a challenge (PWar. 25. 2; Frorin. Strat 4.
7.5), as did Octavian (Pluint 62. 3). See also Pompey (Pleomp 7. 2; 19. 2), M. Antonius (ApBC
4. 111), Germanicus and Drusus (Sl 3;Clau. 1), and TitusBJ5. 40-66, 69-97).

89See Onas. 32. 1-3; 33. 1-6; Polyb. 10. 13. 1-5. Caesar placed hieeethe front line but did
not fight handto-hand (e.g.BG. 2. 25). Cf. LendonSoldiers and Ghost259-260, with n. 46; McDonnell,
Roman Manlines41, 247, 293819.There is little evidence that emperors fought in the battle line until
the third century. See Campbdtimperor and the Roman Arpy6, 65;Teach Yourself to Be a General,”
13-14. On panic caused by the death of a commander, sd&J®236238; Tac.Hist. 4.34. Cf. J. D.
Montagu,Greek and Roman Warfare: Battles, Tactics and Trickeoypdon, 2006), 3B9.
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and commander, bravery among centurions did entail tehend combal® This
expectation can be understood largely with the centurions’ subordinates in mind.
Centurions who hurled themselves into an enemy line were not only seeking individual
gloria in “competitive male excellence,” but attempting to produce a collective,
psychological effect on their soldiers. Both ancient and modern military writers have
often interpreted battles as fluid and sporadic, where enthusiasm and confidence or
discouragement and panic could quickly turn the outcome. In such situations, the natural
fighters who engaged in skirmishes on their own initiative were critical to maintaining
the confidence of their comrad¥s For the Roman army of the Republic and early
Empire, the centurion was expected to be the natural figphtezxcellence

Although centurions’ aggressive behaviour has been interpreted as being
motivated primarily as a desire fgloria, the situations in which these acts occurred are
consistently those where their legion or unit was in desperate straits. The actions of one
of Caesar’s favourite centurions, P. Sextius Baculus, are illustrative. In 57 BCE, when
his twelfth legion faced a desperate situation in a battle on the edge of the Sambre River
against the Nervii, Baculus, already dazed and wounded in several places, nonetheless
noticed many of his men beginning to break. He rushed to the front line in order to spur

the soldiers and nearby centurions to hold their gr8rithis same Baculus, now a

9SeeCaesar’s criticism of their inexperience and cowardlines8&i 1. 39. See also Keppighe
Making of the Roman Army0, 98:“They seldom displayed initiative or courage; at worst they were
cowardly and unreliablg See also below, Chapter Four, 1P34.

Goldsworthy,Roman Army at Wa248, 257. On sporadic nature of Roman warfare, see Sabin,
“The Face of Roman Battle”, 14-15. On the quick turns between confidence and panic, see Lendon,
“Rhetoric of Combat”, 293-299.

%CaesBG 2. 2225. “Baculus” is the Latin equivalent of the Spartan caneaxtmoia.
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nearinvalid, was later critical to saving Q. Cicero’s camp against the advancing
Sugambri in 53 BCE:
Concerned for his own and everyone else’ safety, he went forth unarmed from his
tent. He saw that the enemy were close at hand and that the issue was in great
danger. He snatched arms from those closest, and stationed himself by the gate.
The centurions of the cohort that was on guard followed him; they sustained the
battle together fioa little while. After receiving many wounds, Sextius’ spirit
weakened; he was barely saved, drawn off by the soldiers’ hands. Because of this
respite, the others steeled themselves enough to venture to take their place on the
fortifications and offer the appearance of defenders.
Similarly, in a vicious fight between the legions of Vitellius and Antonius Primus during
the second battle of Bedriacum (CE 69), the latter’s seventh legion was badly mauled,
having lost sixprimi ordinescenturions, as well as its eagség(ila). Another
primuspilus Atilius Verus, threw himself alone into the enemy, retrieved the eagle, and
fell after killing many of the enem¥. Julian, the centurion in the Jewish War whom
Josephus praises, likewise made his aggressive attack when he saw his own soldiers
giving ground to the defendets.
Although the deaths of combat officers can be psychological blows to the spirit of
their subordinates, they have equal potential to infuriate them; soldiers could be inspired
to avenge the fallen leaders, and their deaths could assist an army’s fortunes. A

description of British soldiers’ reaction to the death of their captain during the Crimean

War is illustrative: “The men rushed in the direction in which it was said he was, and

%CaesBG 6. 38:Hic diffisus suae atque omnium saluti inermis ex tabernaculo prodit: videt
imminere hostes atque in summo esse rem discrimine: capit arma a proximis atque in p@sta; cons
consequuntur hunc centuriones eius cohortis quae in statione erat:gEulisa proelium sustinent.
Relinquit animus Sextium gravibus acceptis vulneribus: aegre per manus tractusrsétuatspatio
interposito reliqui sese confirmant tantum, ut in munitionibus consistere audeant speciemqueutafenso
praebeant

%“Tac.Hist. 3. 22. Other examples of centurions using the standard to raigjrftalegionaries:
Liv. 25. 14; 34.46, CaesBG 4. 25; Dio 74 6. 6; Fronin. Strat 2.8. 1-5.

%BJ6. 81.
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literally lifted the enemy from the field with the bayonet.”®® Roman commanders could
expect this attitude from their soldiers as well. Caesar cites approvingly his soldiers’
aggressive behaviour against Pompeian troops in another skirmish before Munda, during
which the soldiers avenged deaths of the two centurions who had sacrificed themselves
the day beforé’
Similar to the divine sanctioning of the centurions’ disciplinary role,*® their
charges against the enemy seems to be given religious significance, in that their
behaviour parallels the tradition of Rom@&votia Devotiowas understood to be a ritual
self-sacrifice by a Roman commander, in which, having made a formal prayer to offer his
life and that of his enemies to the gods of the Underworld in exelfanthe army’s
victory in battle, he would throw himself at the enemy line. It was apparently performed
by several Roman commanders in the early Republic, such as P. Decius Mus and his
descendants. While devotioby commanders is exceptionally rare in the literary record,
the idealized behaviour of some centurions in combat appears to echo this practice. C.
Crastinus, th@rimuspiluswho fought and died for Caesar at Pharsalus, is presented most
dramatically in Plutarch (described here as C. Crasgianus
The first to rush out from Caesar's lines was Caius Crassianus, a centurion
commanding one hundred-and-twenty men, who was fulfilling his great vow to
Caesar...and stretching out his right hand he cried: “You shall have a splendid

victory, Caesar, and you shall praise me today, wheflwer ér die.” Mindful of
these words, he rushed forward, drawing many with him, and threw himself into

%T. Gowing,A Soldier's Experience or, a Voice from the RaiNattingham, 1900), 110-111. Cf.
Turner,Gallant Gentlemen199200.

9CaesHisp. 24:Ita pridie duorum centurionum interitio hac adversariorum poena est lita
the two centurions, see above, n. 46.

%See above, Chapter One, 43-46.

%0On formula and examples dévotio Liv. 8. 9. 6-8; 8. 1011-12; 10. 28. 16L7; Cic.ND 2. 10;
Tusc. Disp 1. 89;Fin. 2. 61; Dio. 40. 43. On its rarity in the evidence, see McDorRRelhan Manliness
200.
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the middle of the enemy line. The opponents immediately took to their swords
and many were killed, and while Crassianus was forcing his way forward and
cutting through the front ranks, one of them thrust his sword into his mouth with
such force that its point drove through the nape of his ff8ck.
Crastinus’ sacrifice lacks the formal ritualistic elements of the early acts of devotio
described by Livy, but the parallel is clear. Just as centurions succeeded the formerly
aristocratic role in hantb-hand combat, their idealized aggression in battle might also be
portrayed by Roman commanders and writers as a real continuation of the semi-mythical
devotio What appear to be suicidal charges by Crastinus, Verus, Julian, and others,
therefore, might very well have beirendedby these centurions as just th.
While ancient authors mention the centurion’s competitive desire for gloria,
therefore, they simultaneously stress the necessity of the centurions’ actions as a boon to
their subordinates. In this sengigria had collective as well as individual implications
for centurions. Even the brave actions of Pullo and Vorenus, whose number-counting
slaughter of Gauls at first seems little more than a competitigintirs, were nonetheless
performed in specific circumstances; their legion under Q. Cicero was in a desperate
situation, outnumbered and besieged by the Nervii led by AmbiSri€enturions who

failed to live up to this responsibility effectively relinquished their authority to command.

Showing fear in battle in front of one’s own soldiers especially demanded harsh

19|yt Pomp 71: modroc ék tic Kaioagoc dpdAayyog ¢£édoapie Tdioc Koaooavoe, avdo@vy
EkaTOV elkooL AoXaywv, HeyAANV drodidovg vrooxeotv Kaloagt... 6 d¢ v deflav moteivag dveénoe;
Nuwmoeig Aaumnowg, @ Kaloag; épe d¢ 1) Ovia THEQOV T) VEKQOV EMALVETELS. TOUTWV TWV AOYWV
HEUVNULEVOC EEWQUNOE KAl OLVETIEOTIAOATO TTOAAOVG Kl TTROCEPaAe KaTta HéoOLS TOVG TTOAEHIOUG.
Yevouévou d¢ toL aywvog evOUg év Eldeot kal MTOAAWY Povevouévwy, Blaldpevov mEdow Kol
dLAKOTITOVTA TOVS TEWTOVS VTIOOTAG TIC WOEL Dk TOL 0TOUATOG TO EIPOC,WOTE TNV ALXUNV TEQATATAV
AVAOXELV KATAX TO LVIOV.

1%0on devotioand possible use of it by centurions, see CoWwanthe Glory of Romes1-62, 85-
91, 203, 206. On “heroic” and “altruistic” suicide and its religious, social, and psychological impact in
combat, seé. W. Riemer, “Durkheim's "Heroic Suicide" in Military Combat,” AFS25.1 (1998), 103-20

192BG 5. 44. See also heroic end of L. FabiB&(7. 50).
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punishment as was the case of the aforementioned Vibilliugrithespiluswho was
executed byustuariumfor retreating before his soldiers in batff{2.

For centurions, therefore, competitive acts of bravery were desirable not only for
the sake of personal prestige and status, but also the combat performance of their soldiers
— it ensured the confidence of nearby subordinates while concomitantly asserting their
status as preeminent fightéP4. The dual nature of the centurion’s responsibilities in
combat, moreover, is effectively illustrated by the visual memorials to their acdiomes:

militaria.

2.6 Defining the Centurion through Dona Militaria

While failure in leadership during combat could be harshly punished, centurions
were well rewarded for living up to the ideal. As Rome’s military institution evolved into
the standing legions of the Principate, their aggressive behaviour continued to be
encouraged as a defining aspect of their rank. The evolutidonaf militariaduring the
Principate helps to demonstrate this point. As a more elaborately structured system of
ranks and careers developed in the Roman army of the Principate, so too did the system
for awardingdong and these decorations helped to define the centurionate. In the mutiny
on the Rhine frontier in CE 14, for example, Germanicus attempted to address his
soldiers’ grievances toward their superiors by revising the list of that legion’s centurions.

Each centurion, after giving his name, rank, and origin, was then asked to account for the

19%35ee above, Chapter One, n. 73.

1%This point is argued most strongly by Goldsworthy. See “Community under Pressure,” 199,
207-208;Roman Army at Warl65, 264. See also Felthe Structure of Violence: Armed Forces as Social
System¢Beverly Hills, 1977)71, for distinction between officer and leadArleader in battle “is a
member of a caste whose authority is based on the belief that its partiouddiqualities dominate the
environment and that the inspiration of its particular example can overbomgedtest quantitative odds.”
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number of campaigns in which he had served, his courageous exploits, dnddhe
had received for these acts. Only if his account was satisfactory to the soldiers, and he
was supported by the military tribunes, did he retain his f¥&nK:enturions in the
legions of the Principatieequently mentioned or depicted thdwnain commemorative
inscriptions. In some cases, thenathemselves were the only indicators of their
military service or rank?®

More generally, decorations and ornaments are important symbols for defining
and expressing authority and experience within a social ¢féup. military institutions
specifically, different decorations can even reinforce different types of behaviour
expected from varying ranks. In several modern armies, for instance, divisions of
decorations were made between those “soldier-saving” awards that were given to
soldiers, and “war-winning” given to officers. During the First World War, the Victoria
Cross tended to be awarded to British rankers for exceptionally aggressive acts in the face
of the enemy, while officers received them for other acts of leadéfShfuch a scheme
developed too in the Roman army. The rewards that centurions were eligible to receive,
therefore are highly revealing of the legions’ expectations for them in battle.

The oldest Roman military decorations comprised different croeorsiias,
which, at least during the Republic, seem to have been awarded regardless of rank

according to specific actions. The golden croeargna aureqwas the lowest order,

105Tac.Ann 1. 44.

1% g., T. Calidius Severus (Appendix A, fitf), whose visual component shows only his body
armour,vitis, greaves, and helmet with transverse crest; L. Blattius Vetus (Appenfilix A7), lacks the
inscription entirely, but depictdong vitis, shield, sword, greaves. Cf. L. Kepp@glonisation and Veteran
Settlement in Italy47-14 B.C.(London, 1983), 46.

07Bourdieu,0utling, 165.
108 ellett, Combat Motivation207208.
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and was given for general bravery. The rampart croalhafis) was awarded to the first
soldier to storm an enemy encampment, while the wall crowmglis) went to the first
to scale a fortress or town wall. Centurions are recorded competing as early as the Punic
Wars for the lattet® The civic crown ¢ivica), often compared by modern scholars to
the Victoria Cross of the British Army, was awarded specifically to someone who saved
the life  a fellow Roman citizen, and was “the most glorious award that can be
bestowed for military valour.”*'® By far the rarest award, however, was the grass crown
(obsidionalig. It could only be awarded through acclamation by the entire Roman army,
and was given to those credited with saving not just an individual, but the entiré*army.
Lesser decorations for general acts of bravery included glikete¢ag, armbands
(armillae), and necklaceddrqueg, while newer awards that were developed during the
Principate included the silver standavexillum), and the silver speangsta purd.**?

In the Republic, all ranks theoretically were eligible to receive awards that were
based on merit whether aniles centurion, or tribune, the first witnessed scaling a given
wall could receive theorona muralis'*® The Principate, however, brought major

changes to the award system. Together with establishing a more formal system of ranks,

it is also clear that awards were becoming far more rank-specific. Equestrian and

199Q. Trebellius competed for thruralisin ScipioAfricanus’ siege of Carthago Nova (Liv. 26.
48).L. Fabius was the first to scale the wall at Gergovia, fatally, and against Caesar’s orders, (Caes. BG 7.
47).

11%in. NH 16. 3:militum virtutis insigne clarissimunfFor general account aforonae seeNH
16. 3, passim; Polyb. 6. 39; Dio. Hal. 10. 37; Aul. G&ict. Att.5. 6. 13-17; MaxfieldMilitary
Decorations 67-81. On comparisons to the Victoria Cross, see ParkerRoman Legion228-229.

Mplin. NH 22. 6. The award does not seem to have survived past the réiggwsftus. See
Maxfield, Military Decorations 67-69.

"2\ axfield, Military Decorations 82-95; WatsorThe Roman Soldie15117.

3t would seem that one required a witness to confirm the exploit. See lexain@p. Tiberilius
(Liv. 26. 48).
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senatorial officers (tribunes and legates) no longer received lower awardsrbkes
while militeswere now ineligible for most of theoronaeand newly established awards
like thehasta puraandvexillum Even awards within the centurionate were
differentiated, with only the highest-ranking centurions i ordinesand the
primuspilus being eligible for théasta puraandvexillum***

By the Flavian dynasty, set patterns and progressions for awards at all levels
emerged, and certadonaseem to have become awarded without the specific actions
that they once required. wiles for example, could not receivecarona muralis while a
centurion could do so, but without ever having scaled an enemyWwalk the Roman
army developed during the Princiapte, therefore, their award system also became more
systematized and complex. This process has been interpreted as an ossification or
“routinization” of dong whereby a system that once awarded decorations according to
charismatic acts and authority gave away to a more rationalized system of award by
rank!'® Nevertheless, however much the systentdésrabecame “routinized” during
the Principate, the criteria for awardidgnaseems to have remained relatively flexible.
No evidence suggests that either seniority or direct commission from the otagstes
were determining factors for centurions to woronae Generally, although rank might
determine the specific awards for which a man was eligible, specific acts of bravery that

singled out an individual remained the most important critefrion.

"4\atson,The Roman Soldiefl14-115. This process parallels the gulf in rank between awfrds o
the Military Medal and Distinguished Service Order in the British Army. See Maxf#lidary
Decorations 63; WatsonThe Roman Soldigf. 14.

Maxfield, Military Decorations 56,
1%PhangRoman Military Servicel97

"awarded for acts of bravery, thmrona aureavas most commonly won by centurions. As
Maxfield notes, however, we should be cautious with this evidence,ntarions and higher officers are
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Even in a system of decorations increasingly determined by rank, analysis of the
specificdonafor which the centurions were eligible remains instructive. Similar to how
centurions could both suffer and administer institutional punishment, in receiving
decorations they again seem to occupy an intermediate position between ranker and
aristocratic officer. On the one hand, unlike tribunes and legates, centurions were eligible
for the lesser decorations tofrques armillae, andphalerae Although their
commemorative inscriptions tended not to mention lower ranks that they might have
occupied, centurions still took pride in thlenathat were more associated with those
ranks, frequently citing them in inscriptions and bearing them on their cuirasses in visual
commemoration$t® On the other hand, centurions were also eligible for higher awards
for which militeswere not, including the varioe®ronae vexilla, andhastae purae It is
noteworthy that the lowest rank ever to receive theqarena obsidionalisa decoration
awarded to some of Rome’s most famous commanders of the Republic, was a
centurion™*

The history and traditions of different awards likely also continued to encourage
certain kinds of behaviour. While it is doubtless true thattinena muralisandvallaris
seem later to have been awarded without the specific requisite of storming a wall or
encampment, the decorations still carried a history and distinction for highly aggressive

individual action. It should not surprise that the varicm®nae once awarded during

over-represented in the epigraphic evidence.Ni#iary Decorations 48, 136, 185-187. Cf.
DomaszewskiDie Rangordnungl10.

185ee Dobsow: Breeze, “The Rome Cohorts and the Legionary Centurionate” in Roman Officers
and Frontiers 88-112, esp103 Maxfield, Military Decorations 184. Centurions awardeamillae,
phalerae andtorques Tib. Claudius Vitalis ILS 2656); Petronius Fortunatus (CIL VIII 21IL;S 2658); C.
Velius Rufus (LS 9200;AE 1903, 368). Displayed on cuirasses: Appendix A, figs. 2-31748.

19T he primuspilusCn. Petreius Atinas in 101 BCE (PINH 22. 5-6). Other recipients mentioned
by Pliny include the famed L. Siccius Dentatus, P. Decius Mus, Q. Fabikista Scipio Aemilianus,
Sulla, and Augustus.
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the Republic for outstanding examples of individual bravery, appear most commonly
awarded during the Principate to centurions rather than tribunes or other senidf¥anks.
Even as the Roman system of awards began to designate dertato different ranks,
therefore, centurions appear to have remained pre-eminent in receiving decorations that
were traditionally rewarded for aggressive, individual bravery.

The distribution oflona militariaeffectively illustrate what was expected by the
Roman military from centurions in combat. Although eventually acquiring a rank and
status in the imperial legions that made them eligible for the decorations of equestrian
and senatorial officers, they nonetheless continued to receive and advertise the
decorations of theniles This makes sense when considering the ideal for centurions as
combat officers. They were simultaneously expected to be leaders with the tactical
function of commanding thegenturiae yet also individual combatants with equal if not

higher expectations of bravery than the soldiers under their charge.

2.7 Conclusion: The Roman Combat Officer

Personal, aggressive leadership in combat helped to define the centurionate. An
idealized conception of them as experienced yet highly aggressive officers in combat was
well established by the late Republic, and persisted in literary narratives of the Empire.
Even as the centurions progressively acquired greater pay, status, and logistic
responsibilities, they themselves emphasized first and foremost whatever recognitions
and decorations they had acquired in war. This ideal was encouraged not only through

promotion and public recognition basedfortia facta but also by an institution that

120statius Marrax alone won fivaureae(ILS 2638). See also Lepidius Procul@l( XI 390; CIL
XI 391); Velius RufusILS 9200;AE 1903, 368); Sex. Vibius Gallu€IL 111 13648;IGRRIII 1432;ILS
2663).
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supported competition for martial prestige at all ranks. From the centurion’s perspective
as an officer, however, the most important product of this behaviour was the respect to be
earned from their subordinates. As combat officers, centurions were expected not merely

to place themselves in dangefor this was an expectation for a commander-tbat to

distinguish themselves consistently and actively in the “killing zone.”*?*

Such a style of leadership, however, obviously came with great cost to individual
centurions. Despite the bravery of Julian in the siege of the Temple Mount, Josephus
describes this centurion’s fate after he slipped on the stoned courtyard and was set upon
by the defenders:

He received very many strokes of these iron weapons on his shield, and he often
attempted to get up again, but was hurled down by those who struck at him. Yet
as he lay, he stabbed many of them with his own sword. He was not killed
quickly, since all the parts of his body where he could be mortally wounded were
covered by his helmet and cuirass; he also drew his neck closer to his body, until
his other limbs were splintered, and no one dared to come to help him, so that he
then yielded to fate. he left behind a very great fame, not only among Romans,
including Caesar himself, but also among his enefffes.

Some might be tempted here to recall the words with which General Pierre Bosquet
described the Crimean War’s infamous Charge of the Light Brigade: “It is magnificent,

but it is not war- it is madness.”*%*

12lKilling zone: KeeganFace of Battle1044105. Cf. “Killing field” in Hanson, Western Way of
War, 197-209. On the importance of risk and sacrifice for combat dfficérKindsvatterAmerican
Soldiers 238-242.

122876. 1. 8:0 6¢ moALV HEV T Buoe@ oldNEoV E£edéxETO, TOAARKIS DE AVATTNVAL TTELRATAG
U7t TOL MAT00UG TV TUTTTOVTWV AVETEATN, KAl Kelpevog & Suwe Evutte T Eidel TOAAOVG: 00DE YaQ
&vnoéon taxéwe T@ Te kodvel Kal T Bwoarkt ey HEVOS TAVTA TA KAIQLX TTQOS OPAYTV KAl TOV
avxéva OLVEAKWV: HEXOL KOTITOREVWY AUTQ TV AAAWV LEA@V Kal HUNdEVOS TTQOCAHDVAL TOAPWVTOG
&védwke... uéylotov ov apa Pwpalolg kail Kaloagt pévov aAAX kai tapa Toig moAepiolg kAéog
KATAALTIQOV.

123C est magnifique, mais ce n’est pas la guerre - c'est de la folieQuoted in R. D. Heinl,
Dictionary of Military and Naval QuotationgAnnapolis, 1966), 346.
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Certainly, this idealized behaviour sometimes deprived veteran officers of their

lives and the legions of experienced and valuable leaders. In addition to the danger to the

centurions themselves, moreover, this individual, often competitive behaviour could

sometimes prove counter-productive. This has been argued to have been the case at

Gergovia, when a centurion’s eagerness proved destructive to his unit and to the siege,
much to Caesar’s frustration.** Much later, commanders such as Wellington shared
Caesar’s frustration. Bravery was useful, but only in the right circumstances, since a
display of thoughtless bravery could damage plans and wasté4ivesboth Roman
myth and juridical opinion, moreover, even brave actions that ended in successful
outcomes were intolerable if done against orders. The Roman military hero, Cn.
Domitius Corbulo, made this expectation clear in Armeniagonauspilus Paccius
Orfitus, whom he forced to camp outside the ramparts as punishment for attacking

Parthian troops against ordéf8.

Such aggressive behaviour, moreover, appears opposed to the characterization of

centurions explored in the previous chapter as stern disciplinarians, officers who brooked

no disobedience. This contrast is noted especially by Lendon, who argues that these two

conflicting characterizations result from a cultural tension in the Roman army between

ideals ofdisciplinaand virtus.**’ This tension that he describes is similar to what military

theorists sometimes described as institutional or organizational strains, the innate yet

often contradictory systems of authority and behaviour that some theorists see as

12CaesBG 7. 52. See Lendooldiers and Ghost221222.
2Turner,Gallant Gentlemen152.

128\lodestinusPig. 49. 16. 3. 15; Livy 8. 7. 17. Orfitus: Taknn 13. 36. 5.
12’Soldiers and Ghostd 78, 210-211. See below, Chapter Three.
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inevitable, yet often necessary in many military organizations. The next chapter will
consider this characterization of the Roman army in the context of organizational strains

and military authority of the centurionate.
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Chapter 3: The Centurion’s Military Authority

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapters have demonstrated that two prominent idealizations of
legionary centurions emerged from the Roman army of the late Republic and Principate.
On the one hand, they were praised and feared in literature as stern officers, obedient to
their superiors’ commands and brutal in disciplining transgressing subordinates. Not
only were centurions responsible for carrying cagtigatioin the legions, but
representations of them and thatis, especially in visual commemoration, were
circulated to an extent that by the first century CE they emerged as symbolic adversaries
of disobedience towards the army and the emperor. On the other hand, centurions were
strongly characterized by an individual, seemingly undisciplined, aggression. Although
highly valued in the legions for their experience, they were honoured above all else in
literature and commemorative monuments for personal bravery and fierce behaviour in
combat. This personal style of leadership was seen to be an essential method for
centurions to earn praise both as individual fighters and as combat leaders.

Both of the previous chapters, moreover, have discussed how these idealizations
of the centurion are taken to reflect structural problemgans in the Roman army’s
organization, practices, and success from Republic to Principate. First, the idealization of
centurions in visual commemoration and literature as both obedient disciplinarians and

aggressive individual combatants reflects what some Roman military studies describe as



a tension between traditional virtues that emphasized both the heroic, individual pursuit
of gloria, and those that valued instead self-restraint, obedience, and rational planning.
Lendon, for example, asks: “If the Roman army excelled as the only modern institution in
a savage world, could it be that it excelled also by preserving the culture of a savage tribe
in an increasingly modern world?”! Harris sees something similar: “In many respects,
their behaviour resembles that of many other non-primitive ancient peoples, yet few
others are known to have displayed such an extreme degree of ferocity of war while
reaching a high level of political culture.”?

Second, the centurion’s association with corporal punishment is seen to contradict
more normative codes of discipline and obedience that apparently developed during the
Principate. This strain appears to fit with a problem explored in modern studies of
combat motivation and military sociology, which describe a strain between strategies that
seek to exact compliance from soldiers through coercive methods of “domination” and
those that employ normative or indirect methods of “manipulation.”® Expressed in terms
of Classical Greek thought, the authority of Roman officers relied on a precarious balance
between forcef(i«) and persuasiom¢i0).*

These apparent problems illustrated by the centurionate are relasuirch as

they both concern Roman military authority and the different ways it could be expressed:

"Lendon, “Rhetoric of Combat,” 325.

“War and Imperialism53. Cf. LendonSoldiers and Ghostd63-232, 310-313; Phangpman
Military Servicel5-25, 43-53, 73, 100-101; Harrt®Readings,” 300-320, McDonnell, Roman Manliness
62-71, 195-205, 300-310; Keegdtlistory of War 265266.

%E.g., Keijzer Military Obedience33-51; M. D. Feld,The Structure of Violengé&3-27, 71-75;
Kellett, Combat Motivation41-52, 90-135, 152-159; LynBayonets of the Repuhliz2-40, 97-100; R.
Gal, “Commitment and Obedience in the Military: An Israeli Case Study,” AFS11.4 (1985), 554-556.

“Cf. Saller,Patriarchy, 143: “Words, not the whip, are the appropriate mode of treatment for the
honorable freeborn in the household, just as in the public sphere”
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did Roman military culture idealize one kind of military behaviour or style of leadership
over another in different periods of Rome’s history, perhaps reflecting changing attitudes
in its military culture and structure? Or, if these different ideals were consistently
expected and encouraged during both the Republic and Principate, is it even feasible that
an officer such as the centurion would be expected to embody both simultaneously?

This chapter addresses these questions by examining the centurionate as a case for
the relationship between authority, obligation, and coercion in Roman military culture,
and how military authority could be generated and expressed during the late Republic and
Principate. It describes first the role of certain theoretical models by Weber and
Bourdieu, as well as more specific works of military sociology, have contributed to
framing these contradictions in the Roman military’s ideologies and practices, and how,
in each case, the centurionate seems to illustrate the problem. The chapter argues,
however, that the centurion’s idealized military traits, as expressed in textual and
epigraphic evidence, are illustrative not of contradictions in Roman military thinking, but
rather of a military practice that helped to nullify potential strains in the Roman military
hierarchy. Concepts of normative and coercive strategiegiws anddisciplinawere,
for centurions, complementary rather than contradictory ideals that were crucial to

preserving ties of obedience betweenrthiesand their superiors.

3.2 Categories of Authority
To explain the willingness of an individual or group to accept subordination,
Weber stressed that fear and expediency were insufficient bases for power. Legitimate

authority (egitime Herrschalt he argued, must be accepted as a valid norm, and the
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willingness to submit to that authority requires a belief in the legitimacy of its sdurce.
“Authority,” however, erroneously suggests a single rather than the multiple, overlapping
practices for defining and preserving certain social and institutional relationships. Weber
outlined three main categories of legitimate authority (rational-legal, traditional, and
charismatic), and described them explicitly as “idealtypes,” (reinen Typehmeant to

promote systematic analysis. He cautioned, therefore, against attempts to insert whole
and concrete historical realities into one of these t§pes.

Despite the caution expressed both by Weber himself and later scholars about the
universal application of theseinen Typenthese categories have continued to influence
understanding of authority and legitimacy. Many studies continue to frame Roman
military, political, and social institutions according to at least one of themseveral
studies of more modern military organizations, moreover, bases of legitimacy for a
western officer’s command has been expressed in one of three ways: a system of rational
rules, a personal authority based on tradition, or personal authority based on heroic
charism& More generally, one of the consequences of applying Weber’s distinct, social

categories to studies of the Roman army (among other military institutions) is that one is

5Economy and Societ®7, 946-948, 953-954errschaftis often translated as both “domination”
and “authority” in Weber’s work, since he himself stressed different components of Herrschaftat different
times. I translate it here as “authority” to distinguish it from a sense of “domination” used by other authors
in this chapter (e.g., Janowitz, Feld), where thaes® closer to Weber’s definition of power (Machi). On
this translation, SeEconomy and Societ$3, with n. 31.

®Economy and Societ@215-216. On these types, see 24b-

E.g., P. Veynel.e pain et le cirque: Sociologie historique d'un pluralisme polititReris, 1976);
R. P. SallerPersonal Patronage under the Early Empftegambridge, 1982), 79.. Holscher, “The
Transformation of Victory into Power: From EveatStructure,” in Representations of Wa2748. Cf.
PhangRoman Military Service21, n. 28. For analysis and criticism of the use of Weber, sé&inlidy,
Ancient History: Evidence and Modé€New York, 1985), 88-03, and esp. Lendon, “The Legitimacy of
the Roman Emperor,” 53-58.

8E.g., Janowitz & LittleSociology and the Military EstablishmeBtd ed. (Beverley Hills, 1974),
43-65; G. Teitler,The Genesis of the Professional Officers’ Corps (Beverly Hills, 1977), 14.
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inexorably persuaded to see military authority according to several, distinct categories.
These different forms of authority are argued to transform according to changes in a
military institution’s structure of ranks, status and skills of its members, technology, size,

and broader culture. The existence of multiple forms of authority within an institution,
therefore, can lead to contradictory ideals and practices, or what Janowitz once described

. o . . . 9
in the military as “organizational strains.”

3.2.1 Primitive Aggression versus Rational Discipline

The Roman army is often viewed to be more sophisticated and professional in its
organization, equipment, skill-structure, and discipline than any army preceding it and
many following it’® Recent studies, however, have argued that its comparatively modern
organization and discipline coexisted with an extremely violent and primitive emphasis
on individual combat. Even during the Principate, as Rome’s army settled into the role of
a “peacetime” army of occupation rather than a “wartime” army of conquering,11 the
historical-mythical bravery and aggressive spirit of soldiers and commanders of the early
Republican army continued to be idealized. The legions’ overall success arguably relied
on cultivating ths traditional “fighter spirit.” Weber once described this as a tension
between the primitive, individual bravery and disciplined, organized behaviour in the

Roman army. It was the product of the routinization from charismatic to rational-legal

°Cf. Janowitz,The Professional Soldig8-51.
YSee above, Chapter One, 32.

YFor changing role of the army, see BatBon, “The Roman Army: Wartime or Peacetime
Army,” in D. J. Breeze & B. Dobson eds., Roman Officers and Frontie(Stuttgart, 1993), 11328,
Keppie,Roman Army At Wab1-57, 146, 174. Cf. L. de Bloi$Army and Society in the Late Roman
Republic” in Kaiser, Heer und Gesellschaft1-31.
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systems of authority, which he related to a strain in warfare between the charisma of
individual action and the cohesiveness of rational discipfine.

Weber’s understanding of this tension between charisma and rational discipline in
the Roman army’s development from the Republic to Empire remains influential. Phang,
for example, sees the Roman army possessing aspects of all three types of legitimate
authority. While the Republican army was initially more charismatic and patrimonial, it
became increasingly rational-legal and bureaucratic. Religious and sacred aspects of
Republicardisciplina militaris the early commanders’ unlimited imperiumand use of
donatives, aristocratic competition fgioria, and other elements of earlier Roman
warfare all became routinized under the more bureaucratic army of Augustus and his
successors. The elite that dominated the Roman army rationalized traditional ideologies
towardsdisciplina militaristo preserve the army’s cohesion. “Disciplina militaris,”
Phang states, “was a legitimating ideology, in Weberian terms, that practically routinized
the ‘charismatic’ nature of the late Republican warfare, though it did not realize the
Weberian ideal type of rational discipline.”13

Moreover, because the Roman army operated on more than one system of
authority, Phang asserts that there was a strain created by an emphkasis daring
the Republic that was less compatible with the “rationalized” and professional army in

the Empire:“A practically Homeric virtus was inconsistent with social control, which

2Economy and Societ§150-51. Weber thought to have originated with the heavily-aedou
Greek hoplites and Roman legionaries. Cf. 1498-It is the fate of charisma to recede before the powers
of tradition or of rational associatiariThis waning of charisma generally indicates the diminishing
importance of individual action Cf. 954, 970-971, 980.

¥phangRoman Military Practice21-29, 35-36. On modern militaries as Weberian-type
bureaucracies, sé& L. Lang, “Values: The Ultimate Determinants of Commitment and Legitimacy” in
Legitimacy and Commitmer80.0On military strain between the discipline of armed forces and
bureaucratic rationality of the state, and the brutality and destructivengasfare, seél. D. Feld,The
Structure of Violence: Armed Forces as Social Syst&meerly Hills, 1977), 14.
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requiredmodestialobedience, respect for authority) in soldigfs Phang places the
centurions of the imperial legions squarely on one side of this strain. Weber’s types of
legitime Herrschaftre evoked to contrast the centurion’s charismatic authority, earned
through aggressive actswaftus, with the more rational-bureaucratic authority of the
emperor and the army’s elite commanders.*®

Strong objections, however, have been raised to describing the Roman army
during the Principate as rational or bureaucratic, since there is also strong evidence for
the continuing importance of patronage and personal connections in developing the
military authority of commanders and emperors. More to the point, we should exercise
greater caution in applying a sense of legal-rational authority extensively to organizations
that were somewhat amateurish by modern standards, and to an emperor and aristocratic
elite who sought more personal, social, and uniquely Roman distinctibosasand

gloria rather han “strategies of legitimation.”*®

While strict categories of legitimate
authority may be rejected in describing Roman military culture and organization,
however, Weber’s understanding of the conflict between charisma and discipline has
remained the basis for discussions of the strains or tension between theineoaf
the single combatant and the Roman ethasisaiplina
Lendon asserts that an inconsistency is apparent when considering idealizations of

the centurionate in particular. Polybius describes the officer’s ideal traits during the

second century BCE:

Mbid., 73.

Bibid., 99-100The prestige of masculinity suggests that charismatic authority (vested in the
personality rather than in the social status or legal powers) persistedRotman command.

'®Lendon, “The Legitimacy of the Roman Emperor,” passim; Empire of Honour13-24. Cf. Saller,
Personal Patronager9-103; James, “Writing the Roman Legions,” 39-41. On role of patronage, merit, and
seniority in the centurionate, see below, Chapter Four.
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And they want the centurions not to be so much daring and danger-loving as men
ready to lead, steadfast and profound rather than spirited; not carelessly eager to
attack or engage in battle, but even when pressed and overwhelmed, to endure and
die for their duty"’

For Polybius, centurions were ideally steadfasti¢uoc) rather than daringdpaooc)
or danger-lovingqﬁt)\owivévvog).18 Polybius’ ideal centurions appear to contrast those
whom we have seen praised later by Caesar, Tacitus, and Josephus. Several solutions are
suggested to address this apparent contradiction. One is that Polybius’ ideal is more
Spartan than Roman, and is reflective of a Greek military thinking that focused on
organization and avoidance of positive and negative excessésdqovvn).'®

More recently, however, Lendon has described this contradiction as the product of
“a military culture at war with itself” between the contradictory ideals of virtus and
disciplina This contradiction played out ihetdevelopment of the Roman army’s social
and institutional ranks. There was a shift in Roman military culture whereby young
aristocrats, formerly idealized for their courage in the early Republic, were replaced as
exemplars ofirtusin Caesar’s day by legionaries and centurions of more humble
background, who themselves formerly had been exemplaisayplinaand obedience.

Centurions and thmnilites, in turn, were eventually supplantedvirtus by auxiliary

17F’Olyb. 6. 24. 9PovAovTaLd’ elvar Tovg TAELAEXOUS 0VYX 0UTWGS BRaoels kait GPLAOKLVDUVOUS WG
1YeHOVIKOUG kal otaoipous Kal Pabeic paAdov taic Ppuxaic, ovd’ €€ akepalov TMEOOTITTELY T
KATtapxeoOat TG HAXNGS, ETMKOATOVHEVOUS d¢ kal TtieLopévoug VTTOpEVELY kKal amoBvrjokely DTEQ TG
XWOAG.

*McDonnell,Roman Manliness$5.

Lendon, “The Rhetoric of Combat299-300. He is supported by Rosenstéiperatores Victi
96: “The cardinal virtues in a Roman soldier werdollow orders and stand his ground at all costs.” This
is consistent with Polybiu$(52; 6.54). See alsdicDonnell,Roman Manlines$4, 71, for a definition of
virtus that attempts to encompass both aggressive and enduring aspeatagé co
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soldiers during the later first and second centfirin setting apart the individual,
competitivevirtus of centurions andilitesfrom the collectivalisciplinaand rational
planning of the tribunes and commander, Caesar’s own admonition of his soldiers and
centurions after the failed assault on Gergovia is illustrative:

As much as he admired the greatness of their spirit, since neither the fortifications

of the camp, nor the height of the hill, nor the wall of the town could impede

them, to the same extent, he condemned their licentiousness and arrogance, since

they believed that they knew more than their general about victory and outcome

of affairs; and that he desired from his soldiers forbearance and self-control no

less than courage and excellent spirit.

In this sense, a tension betwesrnus anddisciplinain the Roman army persisted
through changes to its recruitment and organization under Marius, Caesar and other late-
Republican commanders through to Augustus and his succésgssan commanders’
authority and success relied on their ability to balance their use of rational planning and
disciplined cohesion with their soldiers’ own desire to perform aggressive feats; the
commander complemented the aggressive attitudes of the soldiers with his own tactical
preparation$’

The ideals o¥/irtus anddisciplinaaccordingly developed not only into an

ideological tension in Roman military culture, but also as an institutional one between

2 endon,Soldiers and Ghostd 78, 218-220, 242-248. Phafpman Military Service99-100,
likewise identifies centurions be more closely with ithiétes.

ZCaesBG 7. 52:quanto opere eorum animi magnitudinem admiraretur, quos non castrorum
munitiones, non altitudo montis, non murus oppidi tardare potuisset, dpete licentiam arrogantiamque
reprehendere, quod plus se quam imperatorem de victoria atque exitu rerum sertiireexid; nec
minus se ab milite modestiam et continentiam quam virtutem atque animi magnitudinem desiderare

#Changes to recruitment and organization: $adj. 84-86; PlutMar. 9, 25; PlinNH 5. 25;
Frontin.Strat 4. 1. 7. Caesar: Suétil. 24. 2; Augustus: Suedug 38. 2; 49; AppBC5. 3;Dio 52. 27-28;
54. 25. 5; 55.23.1. Successors: Taen 4. 4; JosBJ 3. 70-107; SueDom 7.3. See KeppieMaking of the
Roman Army57-79, 132t98.

%gee speech by Aemilius Paulus in Polyb. 3. 109, which makedigtiiection. McDonnell,
Roman Manlinesg 1, notes that CaesaBG 1. 13, 40; 7. 22, 2BC 1.58; 3.73) sometimes contrasts the
traits ofdiligentia, consilium ratio, andscientiaof commanders with thértus of themilites Cf. Lendon,
Soldiers and Ghost®11, 230231.
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military ranks. In the armies of the late Republic and Principate, centurions are
established witlmilitesas somewhat volatile, yet necessary champions of aggressive
courage, to be harnessed by the more rational, discipline-oriented legates from the
aristocracy. While described effectively as opposing traditional, almost unconscious
ideals ofvirtus anddisciplinathat manifest themselves as a tension specifically in the
Roman army, this tension is directly related to another strain commonly seen in modern
militaries: the conflicting institutional emphases on personal initiative versus rigid
obedience, or between strategies that indirectly encourage soldiers to fight and risk their

lives in combat, and those that more directly coerce them.

3.2.2 Domination versus Persuasion

An enduring challenge for military organizations and theorists concerns the most
effective strategies in acquiring compliance from soldiers. Lynn has arranged these
strategies into three categories: coercive (physical and psychological intimidation),
remunerative (material incentives), and normative (symbolic rewards and punishments,
social commendation and condemnatihMost armies have tended to combine these
strategies- all three of those mentioned were employed in the Roman legions of both the
Republic and Principaf&. More often, however, studies of modern military institutions
have proposed broader, more binary concepts of disciplinary strategies that draw either

explicitly or implicitly from Weber’s essential distinction between power (Machi and

#Bayonets of the Republiz3-26, adapted from SVestbrook, “The Potential for Military
Disintegration” in S. Sarkesian ed., Combat Effectiveness: Cohesion, Stress, and the Volunteer Military
(Beverly Hills, 1980), 244-278.

®For general discussion on coercive, remunerative, and normative striigQ@san army, see
Goldsworthy,Roman Army at WaR50264.
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authority Herrschaf): obedience versus commitment, external versus internal discipline,
dominating versus manipulative methods. The view that most armies have employed
both in varying degrees is considered the basis for organizational strain in military
institutions?®

The first chapter briefly discussed the concept of the distinction between
domination and manipulation in discussing military discipline. The goal of domination is
unquestioning obedience from soldiers “mechanical compliance.” Direct orders are
issued without need for discussion or persuasion concerning the final end, and the system
employs negative sanctions and threats (often physical) to elicit the desired behaviour.
Domination is often equated with institutional discipline, a coercive type that belongs to
the institution and is external to the individual soldier. Manipulative or persuasive
strategies, in contrast, are thought to appear more legitimate in the soldiers’ eyes,
employing more normative techniques that emphasize consensus and group goals. Rather
than seeking mechanical compliance, the army encourages individual initiative and
practices that generatehesion and morale, pride in one’s unit and its history, bonds of
loyalty between soldiers, adlesire for victory.lt is likened to a form of “positive” or
“self-discipline.”27

Studies ofnilitary discipline and obedience agree that an officer’s authority
cannot rely on negative sanctions alone. Keijzer’s assertion is illustrative: “Ultimate

dedication cannot be obtained solely by application of penal sanctions. They will be

%E.g., Feld;The Structure of Violencé@4, 27, 94H. Levine, “Between Social Legitimation and
Moral Legitimacy in Military Commtiment” in T. C. Wyatt & R. Gal eds.,Legitimacy and Commitment in
the Military (New York, 1990), 10; Gal{Commitment and Obedience in the Military,” 554-555. For
MachtandHerrschaft see above, n. 5.

?’See above, Chapter One.
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ineffective unless there is a general acceptance of the necessity of obedience and a social
climate in which one’s fellows as well as one’s superiors serve as checks on a tendency to
infraction, and, ultimately, infraction is inhibited by the individual’s conscience.”?®
Janowitz likewise argued that evolving views towards discipline have led to a shift from
domination to a greater reliance on manipulative metfibds.

This narrative appears to fit well with developments in military discipline and
justice in western armies. The use of brutal punishments that included flogging,
mutilation, burning, and death began to decline during the eighteenth century, while
capital punishment became rare by the ninete®@nfbefinitions of discipline, however,
continued to emphasizket“dominating” aspect: a strict adherence to rules, regularity,
subordination, and unquestioned obedience to established goverfiridmet First World
War is commonly seen to have put an end to the emphasis in many European armies on
mechanical compliance based on strict adherence to orders. British officer manuals made
this shift explicit: “Obedience is not the product of fear, but of understanding...as

obedience is a moral quality, so must punishment be the same, for it is resorted to to

foster and nurture it

Z\ilitary Obedience50. Cf. Lynn,The Bayonets of the Republ86-37.
#Janowitz,The Professional Soldie8. See also arguments in Kell&pmbat Motivation89-93.

Frey,“Courts and Cats”, 5-11; Gilbert,“The Changing Face of British Military Justice” 80-82.
On discipline of Revolutionary French army, see Lyfime Bayonets of the Repub®Z-118, 24“Military
punishments remained, but they became more a matter of justice than of compulsion...Discipline was
expected to be mainly self-imposeéd.

3IE. A. Ellis, “Discipline: Its importance to an Armed Force and the Best Means of Promoting or
Maintaining It in the United States Army,” Journal of Military Service Institutiod6 (1895), 213. Cf. M. B.
Stewart, “The Army as a Factor in the Upbuilding of Society,” Journal of the Military Service Institu&s
(1905), 391-404.

%Quoted in KellettCombat Motivation92.
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A concept of “positive” discipline thus emerged, emphasizing perseverance,
psychology, morale, and initiative. Treatises from the Second World War on the topic
continued this trend, emphasizing morale, pride, and self-discipline as the keys to good
discipline: “At its best, [discipline] is instilled and maintained by pride in oneself, in
one’s unit, in one’s profession; only at its worst by a fear of punishment.”®* The change
in attitudes is attributed to several factors, including changing attitudes in society at large,
social origins of recruits, and conditions of combat, especially technology of firepower.
For increasingly professionalized and specialized armies, then, indirect and
manipulative strategies are argued to appear more legitimate and to be more successful in
acquiring compliance and superior performance from soldiers. This apparent shift in
favour of disciplinary strategies from domination to manipulation, however, has not
eliminated the need for coercive strategies in military institutions, and there remains the
need for a relative balance between negative sanctions and positive inc&ntives.
According to Janowitz’s model, the persisting debate concerning the correct conditions in
which to relax or reassert formal discipline causes the organizational strain that is seen to
be so common in military institutions. It is a “contradictory interplay of the two styles

initiative and consultation one the one hand, rigid subordination and unquestioning

%E. Wavell,Soldiers and Soldiering.ondon, 1953), 116. Cf. A. W.ane, “The Attainment of
Military Discipline,” Journal of Military Service InstitutioB5 (1944), 119. On the “winds of reform,” see
Turner, Gallant Gentlemen194.

K eijzer, Military Obedience 35. Social origins of recruits: Fre$Gourts and Cats,” 5.
Conditions of combat and technology: S. L. A. Marshdin Against Fire22-23, 4447.

3¢, Kellett, Combat Motivation133; Keijzer Military Obedience50; M. v. CrevaldFighting
Power:German and US Army Performance, 1939-1®¥Bstport, 1982), passim. Problems with this view:
O. Bartov,Hitler’s Army, 3059.
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compliance on the other hand” Military institutions, however, can and do function
despite these internal straitfs.

As we have seen in the first chapter, this traditional view of a strain between
coercive and normative strategies of discipline has been applied to the Roman army as

well 37

and again the centurionate appears to illustrate the strain. Although centurions
were idealized for their individual aggression and employed strategies meant to motivate
their subordinates indirectly, such as leading by personal example in combat, they were

also portrayed as exceptionally brutal in their reliance on coercive discipline.

3.3 Military Authority in the Centurionate

The centurionate, then, appears to represent a structural problem in Roman
military culture, in which different emphases on self-discipline and aggressive courage,
or domination and manipulation, created a contradiction or strain in its ideologies and
practices of leadership, discipline, and behaviour in combat. There are several
fundamental problems, however, in applying such strict categories of authority and social
practices to Roman military culture. We have already seen in the first chapter that
modern definitions of coercion and domination are often too absolute to apply to Roman

disciplinary methods and ignore the social context of corporal punishment in the legions.

%Keijzer, Military Obedience47. Cf. Janowitz & LittleSociology and the Military
Establishment43-44, 54, 62.

37 See above, Chapter One, 32-33.

%E.g., BrandRoman Military Law80: “The authority of the centurion was purely disciplinary.
His badge of office was a vine stafit(s) with which, through personal chastisement, he compelled instant
obedience to his commands.”
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The centurion’s punitive authority also displayed productive and manipulative aspects
and had ideological associations beyond their immediate victims and autfience.

By the same token, the entire distinction between domination and persuasion has
also been challenged, since so-called normative strategies can be interpreted to possess
violent, dominating elements. Phang, for example, has recently argued that certain
behaviour and disciplinary strategies of Roman commanders during the Principate, while
seemingly normative, were actually a form of violence through which the elite dominated
their subordinates. These practices designed to help the elite acquire compliance from

Roman soldiers are equated withat Bourdieu called “symbolic capital.”

3.3.1 Symbalic Violencein the Roman L egions

For Bourdieu, definitions of capital and interest were far too restricted because
social practices were being examined through a capitalist lens, which recognized no other
economic activities than those that are economically self-interested and geared towards
maximizing material profit. This definition, he argued, effectively renders practices not
perceived to be oriented towards this goal as gratuitous or econondisattgrested®
Many social practices in pre-capitalist societies such as ancient Rome are thus described
as “traditional” or “value-rational” and understood to be embedded within political,
social, and religious customs and institutions that are indifferent or even opposed to the

economic capital of a market econoffiyMore problematically, this narrow definition

*Discipline and Punish27, 58.
“°Bourdieu,Logic of Practice 112-1130utling, 176-177; Moorg“Capital” 101.

“IAn obvious product of this division is the lomganing “Modernist-Primitivist” debate in studies
of ancient economies. Cf. Finley e@ihe Blicher-Meyer Controvergiew York 1979); J. Andreau,
“Twenty Years after Moses 1. Finley’s The Ancient Econoriiyn W. Scheidel & S. v. Redden eds., The
Ancient Econom{New York, 2002), 332; R. Saller, “Introduction,” 1-12, andD. P. Kehoe, “The Early
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“can find no place in its analyses, still less in its calculations, for the strictly symbolic
interest which is occasionally recognized...only to be reduced to the irrationality of
feeling or passion.”*? Bourdieu, therefore, advocated a more complex account of the
relationships between dominant and subordinate groups and individuals, in which one
should understand any resource, including non-material goods, which functions as a
social relation of poweascapital?®

The fundamental difference between Bourdieu’s concepts of strictly economic
and symbolic capital lies in the fact that the self-interested nature of the former is obvious
while that of the latter is latefit. Practices that acquire symbolic capital must appear
unselfish or unmotivated by considerations of personal advantage. In military practices,
for example, the power of command over individual soldiers often works best when it is
masked or invisible, since orders that appear arbitrary and self-interested can provoke
greater resistance. The power of a superior officer relies on persuading inferiors to
devote themselves to the sup€ranterests, while at the same time masking the
dissymmetry of the relationshfp. This “symbolic violence,” as Bourdieu called it,
causes arbitrary relations of power to become misrecognized or euphemized as self-

evident and virtuou®

Roman Empire: Production,” 543-569, inThe Cambridge Economic History of the Greco-Roman World
W. Scheidel, I. Morris & R. Saller, eds. (Cambridge, 2007).

“2Bourdieu,0Outling, 177.
“3Swartz,Culture and Power42.
“Moore, “Capital,” 103.

“*Bourdieu,Outling, 181. Cf. Servarl,e Soldat Citoyei1780), quoted in Foucauljscipline and
Punish 102403: “A stupid despot may constrain his slaves with iron chains; but a true politician binds
them even more strongly by the chain of thein ideas...this link is all the stronger in that we do not
know of what it is made and we believe it to be our own work.”

“O1bid., 167-169. Cf. Moore:Capital” 104-105; Hoy,Critical Resistance64. FoucaultDiscipline
and Punish 303) described this processrasmalization Lendon Empire of Honour23-24) suggests this
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The Roman world arguably saw little distinction between symbolic and economic
capital. Although typically expressed in terms of social status, historians have long noted
the various ways through which members of the Roman aristocracy sought to strengthen
their prestige, which could be represented materially by the size amiddagf one’s
domusthe size of one’s retinue of slaves and clients, Orin the style and quality of one’s
clothing. Patron-client relationships, imperial cult, triumphs, and gladiatorial exhibitions
— practices in the Roman world generally describerins of an individual or group’s
concern fodignitas gloria, orhonos- were, among other things, socially or
economicallyinterestedractices geared ever towards strengthening one’s social
position?’

Among the most important of these practices for the aristocracy was participation
in warfare. Military achievements were transposable (and often essential) to an
aristocrat’s success in holding public offices, and even those who did not personally
engage in hantk-hand combat nonetheless earned praise for membership in a legion that
secured a military victor§? Roman emperors similarly sought to bolster their prestige
through military practices. Legionary worship of the emperors’ genii, depictions of the

emperor in martial settings, and the personal presence of the emperor on military

concept in his description of the Roman honour system, which offers a “face-saving” way to describe
obedience, subjugation, and authority.

“’Patron-client relationships: CiEam 10. 10. 1; SerClem 1. 13. 5; PlinEp. 1. 7. 2; Dio 53. 4.
1;ILS 6093-116. Cf. Symelhe Roman Revolutigi®xford, 1939), 349-386; R. MacMulleGorruption
and the Decline of Rom&lew Haven, 1988), 77-84, 96-121. Cities competed for dedicatirgesno
Tiberius (TacAnn 4. 55). On Imperial cult, c6.R. F. Price Rituals and PowefCambridge, 1984), 65-
77. Triumphs: PlutPomp 31. 4; Suetlul. 18, 37; JosBJ 7. 116; TacAgric. 44. Cf. M. BeardThe Roman
Triumph(Cambridge, 2007), 7-41. On prestige and symbolic interest genseslgsp. Lendolmpire of
Honour, 30-106; PhangRoman Military Servicel80-182; SwartzZCulture and Power42;

“®Harris, War and Imperialism17-41; Holscher “The Transformation of Victory into Power,” 27-
48; C. Nicolet,World of the Citizen in Republican Roiti@ndon, 1980), 108:09;123-125; Goldsworthy
Roman Army at WaR65-266;McDonnell,Roman Manlinessl85.
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campaign were practices intended to establish his broader, political authority over his
soldiers, civilian subjects, and potential enenfifes.

Phang explicitly identifies Roman aristocratic goals and practices in warfare with
Bourdieu’s concepts of social practice. The strategies of leadership described in the
previous chapter, such as the commander being present near the front line or sharing his
soldiers’ labours, for example, should be understood as forms of symbolic violence.
Fundamental to these strategies was the promotion of a disciplinary ideology in the
legions that rendered respect for authomiyp(estiy, courage in battlev{rtus) and
prolonged physical workidbor) as virtues to be praised by all soldigrdn Phang’s
scheme of Roman military authority, the corporal punishment that the centurion
represented was a form of archaic and illegitimate cruelty at odds with the more rational,
bureaucratic institution into which the legions had apparently transformed during the
reigns of Augustus and his successors. More to the pointasliect, blunt form of
domination conflicted with the more indirect, symbolic practices employed by the Roman

elite.

“90On worship, see above, Chapter One, 45-46. Martial depictions of esperiade the
Augustus of Prima Porta, the Cancelleria Relief of Domitian, the Colurragdn, and the Arch of
Septimius Severus at Rome. Cf. Camplgthperor and the Roman Arii42-148. Presence on
campaign: Caligula (Suetal. 43), ClaudiugSuet.Claud 17), Trajan (Dio 68. 6-9), M. Aurelius (Dio 72.
11), Septimius Severus (77. 11-15; Herod. 3. 8). Bn the emperor’s relationship to the army more
broadly, see CampbeEmperor and the Roman Arpy, LendonEmpire of Honour250-260; Phang,
Roman Military Service33-35, D8-109, 240.

*%Phang, however, generally avoids Bourdieu’s specific terminology, substituting “prestige” for
symbolic capital, and “subordination” for symbolic violence, in order to avoid anachronism. See Roman
g . y
Military Service 34.

*!SeeRoman Military Servigel55-162, 199-200, 201-226. On positive associations of discipline
and conformitysee SallCat 11. 5-6; CicCat 2. 2. 10; TacAnn 1. 16, 19, 28Hist. 1. 5; 2. 19Agric.
16. 3-4 Dio 52. 14. 3; 76. 15. 2; Herod. 3. 8. 5. Cf. GaefipEmperor and the Roman Arpi81203
Mattern,Rome and the Enemi41.
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While Phang’s application of Bourdieu’s concepts of symbolic practices in the
Roman legions is innovative, there are several problems with this model of Roman
military authority. First, Bourdieu saw these two forms of violence (i.e., overt and
symbolic) as neither separate nor contradictory, but interrelated and mutually supportive.
As he assertSThere is an intelligible relation — not contradiction- between these two
forms of violence, which coexist in the same social formation and sometimes in the same
relationship...this coexistence of overt, phgsieconomic violence and the most refined
symbolic violence is found in all institutions characteristic of this economy, and at the
heart of every social relationship.”* To describe an opposition between formal and
symbolic aspects of Romaliscipling therefore, creates exactly the kind of crude
distinction in social relations of power that Bourdieu refutes.

More problematically, Phang’s interpretation is based solely on perceptions of
elite and imperial attitudes toward military virtues and identities, and how these
ideologies were “imposed” on soldier and subject; it argues for a sort of ideological
hegemony, a top-down understanding of structures and ideologies of power in which the
subordinate or dominated groups are “socialized” into identifying with the established
order and thereby reproducing its dominant posittothe Roman army, however,
should not be viewed as a monolithic institution with only a top-down ideology, with one
group’s interests dictating the rest.* There can be multiple forms of subjugation within a

social group or institution, and they do not all begin at the center with the Roman

52Bourdieu,Outline, 191.

*PhangRoman Military Service21: “Ideology socializes the dominant and subordinate classes to
identify with the established order.”

*4On differing provincial, regional, and regimental interests, see |. Halyesyduction: The
Roman Army as a Communityin A. Goldsworthy & I. Hayesds, The Roman Army as a Community
(London,1999) 7-14.
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emperor and aristocratic elt®.Roman military ideals and dispositions toward authority
and leadership, rather, could be influenced by other ranks of the legions, and it may be
this multiple application of symbolic violence at different levels which rendered the
legions so formidably and persistently resilient.

It is unclear what kind of “symbolic capital” legionary centurions might have
sought acerding to Bourdieu’s scheme, and the prestige accrued from military
achievements was certainly far more limited beyasdurions’ military careers than
those of their aristocratic superiors. While centurions were militarily and socially
subordinate to the senatorial aristocracy and emperor, however, they nonetheless needed
to express their own authority relative to their subordinates, and they thus contributed to
how Roman military discipline and leadership in combat could be expressed. What made
their contribution particularly meaningful to the Roman military was their intermediate

position between these bases of military authority.

3.3.2 The Sword and the Stick

To understand the ideological bases of the centurions’ military authority, we need
to understand that all features of a centurion, from behaviour to physical appearance,
were part of a military practice with long-term as well as immediate goals in asserting
their intermediate position in the legioriBhe centurions’ disciplinary functions and
reputation are more obvious. The execution or threat of physical punishment provided a
vivid and effective method for centurions to assert their authority and subordinate their

soldiers to the legionary hierarchya soldier obeyed because he was physically

*°0n multiple directions of power, see Fouca8lciety Must Be Defende2d-30.
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compelled to obey. Thatis, therefore, became crucial to symbolizing the centurion’s
disciplinary function, and the execution of that function acquired a sense of virtue, as
well as social, religious, and political meaninthe centurion and higtis, for all its
coercive implications, nevertheless became a positive articulation of Roman authority.

The less obvious but arguably more important method through which centurions
asserted their authority in the legions, however, is illustrated best in their idealized
behaviour in combat. As combat officers, many of whom were fonmiges, centurions
had to associate themselves with the interests of their subordinates, and sometimes paid a
personal price in doing so. The price for a middle-ranking officer went beyond the
occasional gesture of shared labour, or distribution of booty from a commaihder
required that centurions demonstrate that they possessed the very virtues that
corresponded to their rank and stafli€aesar’s account of Pullo goading his fellow
centurion, Vorenus, into rushing into the enemy line of Nervii, colourfully illustrates thi
expectatiort’ Centurions ideally earned their place in the legions by being the last to
retreat, the first to scale a wall, or a willingness to throw themselves against an enemy
when their own soldiers’ spirit was waning.

Of course, that combat officers were sometimes expected to fight and die as a
duty of their rank is not a practice unique to Roman or even ancient armies. As late as

the Second World War, American company commanders led their units from the front,

*’see BourdieuQutling, 193-194C. C. Moskos & F. R. Wood, “Institution Building in an
Occupational World” in The Military: More than Just a Job(®Vashington, 1988980, 287: “Leadership
must affirm altruistic norms at the micro or small-unit level. Socializationgleglds much more powerful
than socialization by word.”

*’See above, Chapter Two, 74-75. Caesar here parallels his centurions wétho8arpd Glaucus
in thelliad (12. 310-328) when the former reminds Glaucus that theit gl@ee of honour, wealth, and
prestige are earned by their fighting strength and leadership in battle.
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and both they and their NCOs suffered casualties disproportionate to their s8ldiers.
evaluating American performance in the Second World War and the role of modern
combat officers, however, Marshall even argued that they should not take unnecessary
risks because of the negative effectlasir soldiers’ morale:

The small unit commander who practices self-exposure to danger in hopes of

having a good moral effect on men, instead, frays the nerves of troops and most

frequently succeeds in getting himself killed under conditions which do no earthly
good to the army...A commander cannot rally his men by spectacular intervention

in the hour when they have lost their grip if they have grown accustomed to

seeing him run unnecessary risks in the average circumstances ofbattle.

This opinion appears to have been shared by American rank and file themselves.
Soldiers both appreciated and expected their officers to lead by example and be willing to
sacrifice themselves, but had no tolerance for recklessness or “glory hounds.” Necessary,
calculated risks were acceptable, but a dead officer cannot command %hyone.

According to this assessment, a centurion’s competitive exploits in combat cannot inspire
soldiers if they no longer seem extraordinary, or result in the centurion’s death.

Roman centurions and soldiers, however, would likely have disagreed with this
assessment, since there are not only immediate, tactical but also long-term, social
consequences of these practices. If one considers centurions’ exploits not merely as
attempts to acquire individugloria or inspire soldiers in specific battles, but as acts that
were part of a continuing practice in asserting their military authority, such behaviour

appears less wasteful. For an intermediate officer who lacked his aristocratic

counterpart’s ability to acquire soldiers’ obedience through appeals to ancestry, legal and

**Rush,Hell in Hiirtgen Forest91, 301-316; KindsvatteAmerican Soldiers229-245. For British
army, see TeitleiGallant Gentlemen284-285.

*Men Against Fire186-187.
80K indsvatter, American Soldier235-241.
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political authority, or the promise of land and great material rewards, such individual
actions were critical to asserting his authority over his soldiers. The cost of this practice
to the legions and individual centurions could indeed be high, but arguably remained
more economical when compared to the dangers facing centurions who relied too often
on more brutal strategies in asserting their authority.

What has been described by both ancient and modern writers as acts of altruistic
leadership and competitiwértus, or the desire to promote the appearance of reciprocity
with subordinates, therefore, were more complex in their §oaéhile a centurion’s
decision to charge on the battlefield was affected by other factors, from the desire for
personal glory to the rush of adrenaline before the onslaught of close-ordered combat,
centurions perhaps also saw the need to use such exploits to fulfil expectations of their
rank® This practice is characteristically similar to the normative strategies expressed in
military theory, in that the centurion persuaded his soldiers to accept his dominant
position and obey his orders through indirect means that masked his interests and goals.
It was less immediate and direct than the threat ofitls but just as effective in
asserting their position in the legionary hierarchy.

Bourdieu’s warning against reducing certain social practices to “the irrationality
of feeling or passion” is relevant here. “Rational” is a highly idiosyncratic and contextual
concept, and we should be cautious in limiting the centurions’ aggressive actions in

combat strictly to the heedlegstus of a heroic fighter, or the unconscious product of a

®10n reciprocity, Lang“Values,” 23, discusses the importance “equilibrium” or “what one gives
to an organization and expects in retti@f. definition of “transactional leadership” in J. M. Burns,
Leadership(New York, 1978), passim, esp24-

520n effect of the conditions of close-ordered battle in Greek and Romaareyaée
Goldsworthy,Roman Army at Wan91-227; HansonWestern Way of Wa86-104.
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primal Romarferociathat more rational legionary commanders needed to harness and
then steer in the right directiGf. As officers, centurions too were expected to understand
the consequences of their actions for their personal authority, and to perform a role that
strengthened the relationship between soldiers and commanding officers.

This point also addresses the question as to whether a contradiction existed
between the Roman idealswftus anddisciplina The question is characteristically
similar to a traditional subject for military leaders: How does one teach independent-
minded soldiers to exercise self-discipline and accept commands? Put in another way,
what is the correct balance between promoting individual judgment and initiative, yet
also obedience, discipline, and unf§Marshall noted this earlietWe say that we want
men who can think and act. We are just as steadfast, however, in proclaiming that the
supreme object in training is to produce unity in action. These two aims are not mutually
exclusive; in fact, they are the complementary halves of an enlightened battle
discipline.”65

The complementary aspect of Marshall’s “enlightened battle discipline” seems
also to have been expected from Rome’s middle-ranking officers. Valerius Maximus
praises at begth the brave deeds of Scaevius, a centurion in Caesar’s British expedition

whom Caesar himself promoted. The characteristics that Caesar emphasizes are

instructive:

®30n applying “rationality” to military practices, see Lee, “Warfare and Culture,” 1.

84See KellettCombat Motivation293, on findindine between “fear of misdirected violence and
their recognition that if a man’s will to fight is the ultimate decider of battles, they should cultivate an
aggressive spirit in their troopCf. R. A. Herrera, “Self-Governance and the American Citizen as Soldier,
17751861,” JIMH 65.1 (2001)35-39.

®Marshall,Men Against Fire133. Soldiers surveyed in the US Army about ideal traits in combat
effectiveness ratettourage and coolness” two times higher that all other factors combined. Cf. R. A.
Beaumont & W. P. Snyde¥Combat Effectiveness: Paradigms and Paradoxes,” in S. C. Sarkesian ed.,
Combat Effectiveness: Cohesion, Stress, and the Volunteer M{Baxerly Hills, 1980), 25.
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You were great in battle, but even greater in recallingltbaplinaof a soldier.
And so, with your words and deeds honoured by one of the greatest judges of
virtus, you were promoted to the centurionte.
Scaevius earned his promotion to the coveted centurionate by demonstrating
simultaneously qualities in both forbearance and courage. Dionysius of Halicarnassus
projects this dual criterion for promotion to the centurionate back even to the age of the
Roman monarchy: “Out of all the centuries those greatest in war were chosen as
centurions, and each of them took care that geituriaeshould be obedient to the
orders they receiv&®’ To contrast this praise, one needs to look no further than Caesar’s
own criticism and demotion of three centurions during his African campaign a generation
earlier:
T. Salienus, M. Tiro, and C. Clusinus, you have risen in rank through my
indulgence rather than your own courage, and having attained the rank, you have
demonstrated neither excellence in war, nor good conduct in peace, and have been
more enthusiastic in sedition and inciting your soldiers against your general than
in showing forbearance and moderation. | therefore judge you unworthy of
leading the ranks in my army.. .58
Unlike Scaevius, the centurions Salienus, Tiro, and Clusinus had failed to demonstrate

the twin ideals expected of their rank: individual bravery on the one hand, and

forbearance and restraint on the offfer.

6 val. Max. 3. 2. 23magnus proelio, sed maior disciplinae militaris memoria. itaque ab optimo
uirtutis aestimatore cum facta tum etiam uerba tua centurionatus honore d<on>dta su

87 Dion. 4. 17. 4 Aoxayol &' ¢E amavtwov emuAexOEVTES O Yevvardtator T TOAEa TovG diovg
ékaotoL Adxoug evmelBeis Toig mapayyeAdopévols mapeixovto. The Greek termoyayde alternates with
the more preciséxatévtagyog in describing centurions, in contrast to the alternate terms for tribune,
ta&lagxos andyicgxos. Compare above passage with Dion. 11. 60. 5. See H. J. Masw®k Terms for
Roman Institutions: A Lexicon and Analy§i®ronto, 1974), 163.

8 B Afr. 54: Tite Saliene M. Tiro C. Clusinas, cum ordines in meo exercitu beneficio, non virtute
[sitis] consecuti ita vos gesseritis ut neque bello fortes neque pace boni aut utiles fuerégiein
seditione concitandisque militibus adversum vestrum imperatorem quam pudoris neogesfigeritis
studiosiores, indignos vos esse arbitror qui in meo exercitu ordines ducatis

8 Other examples of Caesar’s praised centurions for steadfastness as well as aggressiveness. See
CaesBG2.25; 5. 35; 6. 3810.
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The Roman military ideals ofirtus anddisciplina therefore, while seemingly
contradictory in their application, were nonetheless complementary in their objective, and
were expected simultaneously from their middle-ranking officers. This is nowhere more
apparent than in the many funerary inscriptions to centurions from the late Republic and
Principate. The centurion is shown bearing\uitis in one hand and hgdadiusin the
other, representing how his military authority relied on both discipline and bravery.

This representation differs from that of the combat officer of British army during the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, who did not carry weapons, but bore a cane or
“swagger stick,” with which he differentiated himself from his soldiers.”* Roman

centurions during the Principate, in contrast, bore the samilthe stick, and they were
praised for upholding the kind of courage and competitiveness idealized by Caesar, yet

also the discipline and forbearance idealized earlier by Pol{bius.

3.4 Conclusion: An Intermediate Form of Military Authority

As expectations for the centurionate reveal, Roman ide&ista$ anddisciplina
were not understood necessarily to be mutually exclusive or in conflict, either between
ranks or within one. Rather than being seen to embody a etagthat existed in an
adverse (if necessary) tension with the rational planninglesegplinaof commanding
officers, centurions in both textual and visual evidence appear to have been useful

representations for an army that saw these virtues as both ne@ssenynplementary

E.g., Appendix A, figs. ¥
"ISee Janowitz & LittleSociology and the Military Establishmed01.

"Discipline and forbearance: Frontttrat 4.7.8; JosBJ 6. 262; PlutGalba18. 4, 26. 50tho
13. 5; TacAnn 1. 66;Hist. 1. 56; 3. 22; 4. 19; Ved(il. 2. 14. 3-8. Courage and competitiveness: Bds.
4.37; 6. 81, 175; Ta&Ann 15. 11;Hist. 3. 17 Val. Max. 3.2. 23 Dio 68. 22b. 3; 79. 6.
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in its centuriong® Moreover, centurions were not strait-jacketed to one cultural ideal or
the other. Which style of leadership centurions adopted was determined at least as much
by their own evaluation of their strength and position relative to their soldiers at a given
time and place their individualjudgment- as on notions of broad development in

Roman military culture from Republic to Principafe.

The interpretation that an organizational strain between strategies of domination
and manipulation existed in the Roman army and was detrimental to its functioning,
moreover, mischaracterizes what were two differing strategies of asserting a Roman
officer’s military authority. The formal, coercive discipline described as “domination”
still required consensus and persuasion, and had a broader intention than the punishment
of an individual soldier. Conversely, practices designed to persuade Roman soldiers to
obey their centurions more indirectly, such as personal acts of valour in combat, although
not overtly coercive, were nonetheless a form of dominatithe goal of both strategies
was the legionaries’ subordination and compliance. Simply put, such categories as
“normative” and “coercive” were not that far apart in Roman military thinking, and
reinforced, rather than conflicted with, each other.

Of course, as Caesar’s demotion of the three centurions in his African campaign
demonstrates, a gap obviously existed between the ideal and reality of their behaviour
many centurions doubtless did not fit either ideal. Rosenstaimntion about
extrapdating Roman soldiers’ behaviour from how it appears in literature is appropriate:

“The point here is not to assert that Roman soldiers consistently lived up to these high

GoldsworthyRoman Army at Wa281. Cf.McDonnell,Roman Manliness303-304; Phang,
Roman Military Service287.

"See Lee, “Warfare and Culture,” 3: “culture provides a repertoire of choices; it does not limit
individual possibility, but it shapes individual vision.”
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ideals. In may cases they probably did not.”’> Moreover, this dual image of the

centurion comprises but a single and exhortative perspective of the rank that hardly tells
the full story. As Lynn might put {€ there is a mismatch between discourse and reality,
between the traditional centurion depicted in glorious haftnd combat and the
experienced officer during the Principate, who followed established military careers,
enjoyed lavish pay and prospects relative to his soldiers, and performed many logistic and
administrative tasks beyond the realm of warfare. These aspects of the centurionate also
helped to formts identity and authority, and need to be addressed. The next chapter will
begin by examining the centurionate as an institution in its own right, with distinct

careers, criteria for promotion, levels of expertise, and corporate identity, and argues that

the centurions formed the primary corps of officers in the Roman legions.

Imperatores Victi97-98.

Lynn, Battle, xix-xxii.
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Chapter Four: Vir Militaris

4.1 Introduction

A professional command structure is widely seen to be an essential component for
any complex military institution. By the Principate, although the Roman army comprised
many positions above the rankrofles each with separate titles, distinctions, and
functions, there was no word in Latinrfofficer,” and little evidence to suggest a
Roman concept of a defined cadre of officers or “officer corps” that was distinct in status
and function from the rank and file. The apparent lack of such a structure in the Roman
legions clearly raises questions concerning their organizational structure and ideological
underpinnings, such as in what rank military expertise was concentrated, or whether
ranks were distinguished primarily by social status, seniority, or merit.

Several reasons for the difficulty in describing officership in the Roman legions
are readily apparent. The most obvious is that the Roman army was never “built from
scratch.” In typically Roman fashion, rather than possessing any kind of constitution or
organizational blueprint, its military institutions developed gradually from Republic to
Principate in their organization, hierarchy of command, recruitment, and functions. A
larger problem, however, concerns just how to evaluate ranks in the Roman army
according to criteria established through any but modern military definitions. One such
concept is the “officer corps” itself. Some studies have had little problem in describing a

Roman officer corps, although they might disagree on who comprised its membership.



Delbrick, for example, considered such a corps to have developed during the Second
Punic War, but for him, the centurionate of the Principate best characterized officership.
Smith, meanwhile, in his study of the army of the late Republic, limited that distinction to
the legates, prefects, and tribune®thers resist using the term entirely, defining the

ranks instead more loosely as a “hierarchy of command,” or according to social status —

an “officer class.”” There is also disagreement about the use of the term “professional”

when describing officers and soldiers in the Roman army. Several studies have already
guestioned using such a term to describe offices and duties that should be understood as
social rather than professional distinctions in the Roman world.

These challenges are nowhere more acute than in analyzing the centurionate.
Scholars have struggled to define centurions consistently according to their prescribed
duties, the size of the units under their command, or their perceived social status.
Centurions have been associated with both modern combat and staff officers, as well as
commissioned and non-commissioned officers (NCOs). Their functions, meanwhile,
have been equated with modern infantry ranks as varied as first sergeant, sergeant major,
captain, major, and colon&lThe variety of conclusions shows that these modern
constructs can bring us no closer to answering fundamental questions about the structure

of the legionary centurionate: What were the criteria for promotion to and within the

!Delbriick,History of the Art of Wat, 336-33811, 162-163; SmithService in the Post-Marian
Roman Army64.

Hierarchy of command: GoldsworthiRoman Army at WaB83-37, 116. LendorSoldiers and
Ghosts 220, 231, defines an officer class of senatorial and equestrian familiestdistin the centurions,
who were drawn from the humble background of the soldiers.

3E.g., LendonEmpire of Honour21, 247. See also De Blois, “Army and Society,” 30; Alfoldy,
“Das Heer in der Sozialstrtik des Romischen Kaiserreiches” in Kaiser, Heer und Gesellscha7.

“As NCO: JonesThe Later Roman Empiré34. First Sergeant: DelbriidKistory of the Art of
War |, 429-436. Sergeant Major: Parkéhe Roman Legion80-31. Captain, major, and colonel: Dobson
“The Empire” in Warfare in the Ancient Word. Hackett ed., (London, 1989), 205; BraRdman
Military Law, 52. Cf. WatsonThe Roman SoldieB7.
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rank? What level of skills and experience could they acquire, and how did this affect
their place in the legion’s command structure? Was there a unified understanding of the
centurion’s status? Answering these questions requires a closer examination of textual

and epigraphic evidence of their careers, duties, and expectations.

While the previous three chapters demonstrated how the centurionate helped to
define Roman military ideals in discipline, combat, and leadership, the current chapter
examines the centurions’ place in the legion’s command structure and their importance
for understanding Roman attitudes towards officership. First, it evaluates what criteria
we must use in describing officership and professionalism in the Roman army of the late
Republic and Principate. It then compares the criteria for promotion to and within the
centurionate with those of higher ranks in the legions, and evaluates the level of expertise
and experience to be found in this rank. Lastly, it demonstrates how the rank was defined
by attractive material and social benefits, but also by unique traditions. Altogether the
chapter demonstrates that the legionary centurionate possessed levels of experience,
expertise, and corporate identity that were unique in the Roman military command
Stricture, and argues that those best described in modern terms as “officers” were to be

found in the legions’ middle ranks.

4.2 Criteriafor a Professional Corps of Officers

Military and sociological studies have proposed extremely vigorous definitions of
professionalism that consider the concept according to its institutional forms (i.e.,
associations, licensure, and a code of ethics), in which professionals are identified by

their exclusive possession and application of special skills or knowledge acquired
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through training. Huntington formulated arguably the most influential model for
professional officership, which comprises three fundamental characteristics: expertise in
a specialized skill or knowledge, corporateness, and responsibility to society &t large.
Huntington’s model of military professionalism is widely adopted, and although it has

been critiqued and occasionally revised, it commonly remains the starting point of
discussiorl.

By most of these criteria, no Roman ranks of officers can be described as
professional- the Roman world lacked such modern structures as educational institutions
and a centralized state, as well as a high degree of standardization and bureaucratization.
We should, however, be wary of such firm definitions that exclude all but the most
modern institutions, to the detriment of our study of ancient ones. Different societies
conceive of professionalism or amateurism differehtly.

The label of “professional” has long been applied to the Roman military, but its
beginnings and criteria are debated. Earlier scholars argued that the great generals of the
late Republic, such as Marius, Caesar, and Pompey, established the first professional
armies, comprising an increasing number of volunteer soldiers who served for extended

periods of time far from Italy. Other studies credit Augustus with professionalizing the

°A. Abbott, The System of Professiof@hicago, 1988), 5-9. D. M. Snideékrmy Professionalism,
the Military Ethic, and Officership in the 21st Cent(Garlisle, 1999), passim.

®Huntington,Soldier and the Stat&-18.

Cf. Janowitz & Little,Sociology and the Military Establishmed6-46; Teitler,The Genesj$-7;
J. W. HackettThe profession of arms: the 1962 Lees Knowles lectures given at Trinity College, Cambridge
(Washington, 1986), 3:4. Serensen, “New Perspectives on the Military Profession: The 1/0O Model and
Esprit de Corps Reevaluated,” AFS20.4 (1994), 599-61 M. B. Skelton, “Huntington and the Roots of the
American Military Tradition,” JMH 60.2 (1996), 325-338.

®Naiden, “The Invention of the Officer Corps,” JHS7.1 (2007), 40.

°E.g., DelbriickHistory of the Art of War411-425, esp. 414; Parkd@ihe Roman Legion86.
Smith, Service in the Post-Marian Armg4.
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Roman army by establishing more consistent grades of pay, length of service, promotion,
chain of command, and the use of the cohort as the primary tacticHl hitst scholars,
however, see a gradual transformation to professionalism from the Republic to
Principate. As early as the second century BCE, soldiers such as Sp. Ligustinus, who
continually volunteered for service in the Roman army and made it his permanent
occupation, were “near-professionals.” The reforms by the triumvirs, Augustus, and his
immediate successors provided the institutional structures required to professionalize the
army!

The debate as to which ranks of officer deserve to be called professional exists
partly because none of these studies explicitly define their criteria for professionalism.
For the most part, it seems that when contrasted with the term “amateur,” the term
“professional” is used here synonymously with “primary occupation.” In this sense, a
Roman professional officer committed himself primarily to long-term service. While this
criterion distinguishes the established legions of the Principate from those that had been
levied annually during the Republic, it does not attempt to distinguish officer from
soldier. It is perhaps more fruitful, therefore, to determine the existence of a corps of
officers in the legions. It its most basic form, a corps of officers includes the following
components: a system of ranks, titles, and promotion based on merit and experience as
well as social status; members often possessing technical expertise or training in specific

tasks; a distinct group with its own identity within a society or military institution.

1%E g, Kiesling, “Corporal Punishment,” 242: “The early Principate completed the transformation
of Roman legions into longervice professional army.” Cf. W. Eck, The Age of Augustug™ Ed. (Malden,
2007), 114-122; Phangoman Military Discipline3, 24; Dobson, “The Roman Army: Wartime or
Peacetime Arm3”, 111-128.

YK eppie,Making of the Roman Arm§5: “The Romans adopted professional attitudes to warfare
long before the army had professional institutions.” Cf. Goldsworthy Roman Army at WaB3-34.
Maxfield, Military Decorations 29. On Sp. Ligustinus, see Liv. 42. 34.
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4.3 The Legions’ Commanding Officers

Military service was a traditional role for the Roman aristocracy in the Republican
period. Down to the end of the second century BCE, a period of sestrmengiun of
ten years was nominally required for future senaforisegates, those men of senatorial
rank delegated by a consul or praetor to command parts of a legion for limited periods of
time, only emerged in the late third to early second centuries BCE, as Roman armies
campaigned increasingly farther away from ltaly. Legates were typically appointed by
the senate according to a magistrate’s advice, and were usually in the course of a
senatorial career, perhaps in between offices. They often had limited military
experience?

The next most senior officers of the middle to late Republic, the military tribunes,
had to be at least of equestrian birth. All tribunes were traditionally required to have
served five years in the army, while more senior tribunes had served for tefi*years.
While the rank possessed great prestige, the tribunes’ duties appear to have been largely
administrative. They are described helping to select soldiers throudhettieisand
maintaining general supervision of training and affairs in camp, such as directing the
sacramentunand passing on orders and watchwords from commander to centurions.

They are recorded most often giving advice in the legionary commander’s council

A R. Birley, “Senators as Generals” in Kaiser,Heer und Gesellschaf®s.
13Ct. Keppie,Making of the Roman Arm@9-40.
“polyb. 6. 19. 1.
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(consilium.® Their function in battle, however, is unclear. Young tribunes of the early
Republic are recorded engaging in individual combat, and suffered high casualties in
military catastrophe¥ They are also seem occasionally to have been given temporary
commands over legions and detachments, as well as communicating the commander’s
orders in battle to individual maniples or cohdftsThese latter practices, however,
became rarer by the second century BCE, when legates were increasingly prominent.
Tactically speaking, moreover, it is clear that it was the duty of centurions rather than
tribunes to command the maniples or cohorts inda4ttl

Augustus and his imperial successors reformed and regulated many elements of
the military hierarchy, including, finally, the assignment of individual commanders to the
legions™® Although legions became permanently commissioned, with their own names,
symbols, and traditions, the part-time structure of the higher ranks remained. Until the
Severan dynast,the legateship remained exclusively for senators who were appointed
by the emperor himself. Their commands seldom lasted longer than twG'years.
Granted, there are examples of commanders who spent longer periods of their career in

military service. Some men, such as Cn. Domitius Corbulo, Cn. Julius Agricola, and

Dilectusand camp administration: Polyb. 6. 19-26, 33-39; 10. 20. 1; Riv38; 26. 51; 44. 33.
Consilia Polyb. 8. 7. 5; 11. 25; CadBG 4. 23; 5. 28; Liv. 25. 23. On training, see below, Chapter Five,
182184.

¥Handto-hand combat: Liv. 7. 9-10; 7. 26; CaBsHisp 25. Casualties; Liv. 10. 20; 21. 59; App.
Mithr. 89; CaesBG 5. 15. See Lendogoldiers and Ghost219, n. 14.

17P0be. 14. 3; 18. 21; Liv. 7. 34; 8. 25; 10. 14, 44. 36. CBE&s2. 26;BC 1. 21.
®polyb. 6. 24; Liv. 25. 14. Cf. See KeppMaking of the Roman Arm@9-40.

%This development followed Caesar’s ad hocuse of legates in the Gallic and Civil Wars. See
Maxfield, Military Decorations 23; KeppieMaking of the Roman Arm§32136.

Increasing numbers efuitesbegan to occupy commands and governorships under Septimius
Severus. See Campbdiimperor and the Roman arn¥04408. Cf. Smith, “The Army Reforms of
Septimius Severus,” Historia 21. 3 (1972), 48500.

ZICt. G. Alféldy, Epigraphische StudieHI (Kéln, 1967), 85; Campbell, “Who Were the Viri
Militares?”, JRS65 (9175), 19.
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Julius Quadratus Bassus, held more than one command and acquired reputations for their
military abilities?* These commanders, however, appear to have been the exception
rather than the ruf@

Legions now had six military tribunes, one of whom was of senatorial rank
(laticlavug and the other five equestrisangusticlavi). Both typically held this rank in
their legion for one year onfif. The senatorial tribunate required no prior military
experience. It seems to have existed primarily as an opportunity for young aristocrats to
acquire some military experiengarifna rudimentabefore moving on to higher public
offices and military commands. Equestrian tribunes typically served as commanders of
auxiliary cohorts before becoming tribune, so they possessed some prior military
experiencé® Their duties appear to have remained largely administrative, including
supervising official discharge of soldiers, overseeing distribution of food and supply, and

leading major religious ceremonies in cafp.

#Corbulo: TacAnn 13. 8. Agricola: TacAgric. 18. 4-6. Bassu$IR? | 508.

ZFor interpretation of a favoured class of senatorial men with a distincithikigry career (so-
calledviri militares), see: Syme, “The Friend of Tacitus,” JRS47 (1957), 131135; G. Alfoldy, “Die
Generalitit des romischen Heeres,” BJ 169 (1969), 23346. Campbell, “Who Were the Viri Militares?”,
12-31, casts doubts on the existence of such a group. See, however, Birley, “Senators as Generals,” 116-
117.

#Few men served more than once. Notable exceptions include AgricolaA@fac5; PIR, |
84); Hadrian HA Had. 2. 2); Minucius Natalisl[S 1061). Cf. CampbelRoman Armyno. 103. Necessity
likely compelled soméaticlavi, however, to serve beyond this twelwenth period. See Birley, “Senators
asGenerals,” 101-105.

%E g.,1LS 1066, 1071, 1077. On gaining experience, see Buet.38. 2; TacAgric. 5. On
laticlavusas “senator designate,” see WebsteRoman Imperial Army117.

%E g.,ILS 2720, 9007, 9471; CampbeRAno. 106-109. Prior service auxilia became
customary during reign of Claudius (Suétaud 25. 1). Many, however, did not progress to the legionary
tribunate. Cf. Birley, “Septimius Severus and the Roman Army,” in Roman Army Paper21-40.

*Discharge and judicial duties: Taknn 1. 37, 44. Other duties were prescribed later and
recorded in the DigesMacer49. 16. 12. 2). See DevijveéiDie Aufgabe eines Offiziers im romischen
Heer Kommentar zu Aemilius Macer, Dig.XLIX, xvi, 12,& The Equestrian Officerd-15. Cf. Roth,
Logistics 273. On short tenure of tribunate, see Campbell, “Who Were the Viri Militares?”; Gilliver, “The
Augustan Reform,” 190.
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In a speech ascribed to C. Marius, Sallust criticizes the amateurish nature of the
late Republican system by having Marius compare his military experience with that of
more aristocratic candidates:

| pray you, ponder well whether it would be better to change your minds and send

on this or any similar errand one of that cluster of nobles, a man of ancient lineage

and many ancestral portraitdut no campaigns; with the result that, no doubt,

being wholly in ignorance of the duties of such an office, he might hurry and

bustle about and select someone among the people to act as his adviser. In fact, it

very often happens that the man whom you have selected as a commander looks
about for someone else to command Aim.
Sallust’s assessment has given fodder for continued debate in current scholarship
concerning whether or not there was a regular scheme of promotion for higher officers,
and just how “amateurish” were such officers. Historians as early as Delbriick have
emphasized the amateurism of the higher commands with the professionalism of lower
ranks such as the centurionate, and have argued that the commander was more or less
interchangeabl&’ This assessment goes too far, since it ignores the important actions
that legionary commanders performed before battle (e.g., reconnaissance, forming the
line of battle) as well as more intangible elements in leadership that could prove crucial

in battles. As Goldsworthy notes, legions with experienced soldiers and lower officers

were still likely to lose battles if their commanders were w8ak.

#3all. lug. 85. 10-11Quaeso, reputate cum animis vestris, num id mutare melius sit, si quem ex
illo globo nobilitatis ad hoc aut aliud tale negotium mittatis, hominem ueteris presapiaultarum
imaginum et nullius stipendi: scilicet ut in tanta re ignarus omnium trepidet, festinet; aliquam ex
populo monitorem offici sui. Ita plerumque evenit, ut, quem vos imperare iussisbsjrigpgratorem
alium quaerat.

k. E. AdcockThe Roman Art of War under the Repulgki@rvard, 1940), 101; Delbriick,
History of the Art of War429436.

®Reconnaissance: Ca@&G 1. 21-22; 5. 36 FrontirStrat 1. 2; JosBJ 5. 52-53; 7. 190; ArTact
1; Dio 68. 31. 3. Line of battle: Cad®G 1. 24-25; FrontinStrat 2. 3; Arr.Tact 12; See Goldsworthy,
Roman Army at Wal16-170, esp. 12549.
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Others have argued that patronage (particularly by the emperor) played a more
important role than seniority or merit in promoting tribunes and legates. While
acknowledging that career patterns exhibit certain regularities, Saller and Campbell have
argued that there is little evidence to suggest any scheme based on seniority and merit
(which in itself is difficult to evaluate), or that there was any deliberate attempt to ensure
regular experience. Many men of equestrian and senatorial background were fast-tracked
to commands through their relationships with the imperial fafilyhe desirable
qualities for such officers as described in official and personal correspondence by such
authors as Pliny and Fronto generally emphasized competence, loyalty, education, and
“charm” more than military experience or experti¥e.

James has taken this argument the furthest, arguing that, as part of wider Roman
society, a system of patronage was crucial to determining promotion and military
authority not only among the equestrian and senatorial ranks, but all levels. Using the
eighteenth century British navy as his model, James argues that personal interest between
patron and client (i.e., officer and soldier) was accepted as normal, and by no means
necessarily detrimental to an officer’s authority. “All officers,” James argues, “were
inevitably placed in the position of patrons of their men, and were expected to look after

their interests and to see that they were rewarded materially for their loyalty and zeal;

*3aller:Personal PatronageB0-103, 110; Campbell: “Teach Yourself,” 13-22. Cf. E. Birley,
“Senators in the Emperor’s Service,” PBA (1953), 197214; W. Eck, “Beforderungskriterien innerhalb der
senatorischen Laufbahn, dar gestellt an der Zeit von 69 bis 138 n. Chr.”, ANRWII.1 (1974), 158-228.

%E.g., PlinEp. 2. 13; 3. 2; 3. 8; 4. 4; 7. 22; 8. 12; FroAm Amic 8; TV II, 225; TV IIl 660. Cf.
CaesBC 3. 92; Cic.De Imp. Cn. Pomp28; Acad 2. 2; Salllug. 85. 10-12; TacAnn 4. 6;Agric. 9; Suet.
Aug 88. On the “gentlemanly” traits of commanders, see Birley, “The Commissioning of Equestrian
Officers” in Documenting the Roman Armi¢18; Stoll, “Offizier und Gentleman,” 144-145.
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their authority, and sometimes even their lives, depended on their ability to fulfill this
role, as much as on discipline or any other factor.”®
Other studies, however, have strongly argued against the idea of the amateurish
Roman officer or that the Roman legions lacked formal career patterns or criteria for
promotion. Imperial legates had to govern their province as well as command their
legions, so that tactical expertise was hardly the only criterion for the post. “Merit,”
expressed as experience serving as commander or tribune and success in military
campaigns, moreover, seems to have helped one’s promotion, and if war or major
campaigns were a possibility, emperors might select and transfer qualified men with
care?* Birley has shown evidence for some regularity in appointment, particularly in
regions such as Britain, which required men of greater military experience. Finally,
Romans would not have understood the distinction between such modern concepts as
amateur and professional, and we can hardly refer to Roman commanders as amateurs,
since no military academy existed anywhere to train commanders until moderftimes.
Neither interpretation can be confirmed because of the limitations of our
evidence. Members of the Roman aristocracy rose through both the traditional, senatorial
careers as well as through the more rapid posts offered personally by the emperor. While

some of these candidates theoretically could have acquired the skills and knowledge

suitable to their posts, however, our sources give no sense of formal criteria either during

#James, “Writing the Roman Legions,” 40-41. Cf.Rome and the Sword69. His use of the
British navy as parallel is based on interpretation by Rodgeoden Walls274-303. See, however, D. K.
Benjamin & A. Tifrea, “Learning by Dying: Combat Performance in the Age of Sail,” JEH 67.4 (2007),
9681000, esp. 991.

%E.g., Sex. Tulius Severus during Bar Kochba revolt (Dio 69. 13. 2). Cf. G. Alsldy, “Consuls and
Consulars under the Antonines; prosopography and history,” AncSoc7 (1976), 263299; Dobson, “Wartime
or Peacetime Army?”, 123.

#Birley, Locus virtutibus patefactus2um Beforderungssystem in der Hohen Kaise(@ptaden,
1992), passim, esp. B; “Senators as Generals,” 116-117.
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the early or later imperial period, and what criteria did exist were likely hard to efforce.
Whatever the experience or skills that some men acquired before reaching the senior
military offices, the reality remains that there is insufficient evidence to suggest that the
Roman army ever developed a system of promotion or training for its equestrian and
senatorial officers. Although commanders could consult military treatises and acquire
advice from more experienced lower officers, there was “no formal process for educating
officers in ordnance, tactics, and strategy, and no systematic means for testing the quality
of aspirants to top commands.”®’ What is more, the limited tenure of a legionary
command and the high number of men who occupied the rank prevented the Roman
military from developing an experienced pool of high-ranking officers, such as the
“Royal Companions” (¢taigot) of Macedonian king®®

Indeed, the absence of such an institution during the Principate was likely
intentional. Emperors by no means wished to develop a corps of experienced, expert
commanding officers comprising equestrian or senatorial men, since such officers could
become too popular or powerful and thereby threaten the authority and position of the
emperor®® In this sense, while some Roman aristocrats of the Principate did have a

“military career” of sorts, most were, in all but the strictest sense of the term, amateurs in

%Eck, “Professionalitit als Element der politisch-administrativen und militarischen Fiihrung. Ein
Vergleich zwischen der Hohen Kaiserzeit und dem 4. Jahrhundert n.Chr.” in P. Eich et al. Der
Wiederkehrende LeviathaBfatlichkeit und Staatswerdung in Spatantike und Frither Ne{iteitielberg,
2011), 97114,

3"Campbell, “Teach Yourself to Be a General,” JRS77 (1987), 22. Cf. 14-18, 23. Authors of
surviving military treatises include Onasander, Julius Africanus Frontirelsn Arrian, Polyaenus,
Hyginus, and Vegetius.

#Goldsworthy,Roman Army at Watl22. Cf. Campbell, “Who Were the Viri Militares?”, 22-27;
Alfoldy, “Das Heer in der Sozialstrtuk,” 336-337.

%9A perception most common in Tacitusgric. 39;Ann 2. 5; 11. 19). Cf. SmittService in the
Post Marian Army73; Birley, Locus virtutibus patefactus, 9; Campbell, “Teach Yourself,” 27; Stoll,
“Offizier und Gentleman,” 150: ,,Die Monarchie hatte im Grunde vielleicht auch gar kein Interesse an
einem reinen Berufsoffizierskorps*
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respect to their criteria for promotion, experience, length of their service, and idematity as
distinct group.

The higher ranks of the legions, therefore, were defined primarily according to
social status and comprised men of generally limited military experience. That the
Roman army had no training or standardized career structure for its higher ranks does not
mean, however, that it had no corps of officers. The lack of any defined high command
necessarily placed a greater burden on the skills and experience of the legions’ middle-
ranking officers. As early as the middle Republic, centurions such as the legendary Sp.
Ligustinus were choosing to make the army not only their career, but also their chief
means of self-identificatioff. Tacitus later tended describe such individuals as “military
men” (viri militares), and he applied this title less to senators like Corbulo than to those
centurions who had risen to the rankpdfuspilus** Unlike legates and tribunes,
moreover, comparatively regular criteria and avenues of promotion developed for
centurions. What skills or knowledge that they could not gain by an education through a
military academy, many were nonetheless obliged to gain instead through decades of

daily practice*?

4.4 The Centurionate as a Corps of Officers
4.4.1 Careersand Promaotion
Establishing the existence and development of a Roman military career structure

for the more junior ranks of the Roman legions during the Republic and Principate has

“Liv. 42. 34,
“Tac.Ann 4. 42. 2:15.10. 1, 67. 3Hist. 3. 73. 2. Cf. Birley, Locus virtutibus patefactus, 11.

“20n importance of experience in improving combat performancefiodrship, see Benjamin &
Tifrea, “Learning by Dying,” 975.
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occupied scholars of the Roman military since the nineteenth century. There are no
extant diaries of Roman soldiers, and no literary or epigraphic evidence has revealed the
existence of a single, mandated or strictly-defined set of standards for promotion and
transfer within the legions. Despite the notoriety of the Roman army’s record-keeping in
administrative accounts and rosters, moreover, details actually appear to have been rather
flexible or inconsistent, depending on the period and loc&fidn.attempting to build
schemes for Roman military careers, therefore, scholars have been obliged to compile
epigraphic evidence from broad geographic and chronological sources that detail
individual careeré? This in itself is potentially a problem, since different legions across
the empire might have varied in their organization and promotion practices. As James
has argued, there was arguaidbysingle, monolithic “Roman army,” but rather many
armies®

In addition to the caution needed for drawing conclusions from such a broad
spectrum of evidence, it should also be remembered that soldiers and officers might
choose to omit aspects of their careers in commemorative inscriptions, making it even
more difficult to discern how they rose to their posittdnAs we shall see, the
centurionate presents a particular challenge because of the varietyuitioneh

backgrounds and careers, especially during the Principate.

“3Evidence on diligent record-keeping in Végjl. 2. 19 and UlpiarDig. 39. 1. 42 is supported by
Watson,The Roman Soldieb3. Seehowever, Phang, “Military Documents, Languages, and Literacy” in
Companion to the Roman Arn86-305.

*“Prominent works in this vein include Domaszewgkg Rangordnungand articles in E. Birley,
The Roman Army: Papers, 1929-198688); M. P. Speiddkoman Army Studigd984); D. J. Breeze &
B. DobsonRoman Officers and Frontiek4993); M. A. SpeidelHeer und Herrschaft im rdmischen Reich
der hohen Kaiserze{2009). On centurions in particular, see Dobdgaie, Primipilares Summerly
“Studies in the Legionary Centurionate”; Richier, Centuriones ad Rhenum

*James, “Writing the Legions,” 38-39.

“*Maxfield, Military Decorations 184; LendonEmpire of Honour247. See also above, Chapter
Two, n. 118.
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During the mid-late Republic, centurions were not appointed as permanent
officers, but were chosen together with their soldiers for Rome’s army through the annual
levy (dilectug. While the exact workings of this process are obscure to us, ancient
literary sources suggest that the military tribunes had assigned soldiers according to their
four classes of age and wealttel{tes hastatj principes triarii ). The latter three classes
eadt elected twenty centurions, each pair of whom led maniples of 60 to 120 men, while
the most prestigious of all centurions, grenuspilus joined the commander’s body of
advisors ¢fficium).*’

Military experience and a reputation for personal bravery are cited by ancient
authors as the primary factors in the selection of centurions in the Republican*period.
While Dionysius attributes the origin of tddectusall the way back to Rome’s
monarchy, his depiction of centurions, like those of Livy, often reflects his own time
during the first century BCE Despite Livy’s record of the complaints by centurions for
being recruited into new campaigns without recognition of their prior position, there is no
evidence to suggest that any standard or coherent system of promotion for centurions
existed in the Republican army. Even for those centurions during this period who
volunteered for additional campaigns, there was no guarantee that they would occupy the

same rank as befor.1t was only during the initial stages of the Principate, as part of the

“'Dion. Hal. 9. 39; Polyb. 6. 19.-124; Cf. KeppieMaking of the Roman Arm@3-35.
“8See above, Chapter Two.
“Dion. Hal. 4. 17. 4; Liv. 42. 34. Cf. Polyb. 6. 24. 1-2; Cads. 45.

*Despite the centurions’ complaints, Livy states that the consuls conducted the dilectus“with
much more carthan at other times” (multo intentiore quam alias cura habebaree above, n. 11. Cf.
Patterson “Military Organization and Social Change” in J. Rich & G. Shipley edsWar and Society in the
Roman WorldLondon,1993) 99.
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general reforms of the army under Augustus, that more consistent patterns of promotion
to the centurionate seem to have developed.

There appear to have been many criteria for entry into the centurionate during the
Principate. As discussed previously in Chapter Two, promotion for martial exploits and
general acts of bravery remained an important factor. Ancient authors record many
soldiers promoted to the centurionate for courage in cornbatiftutern), while
certurions themselves recorded their promotion according to brave expbofisr(ia).>*

When Germanicus was compelled to revise the list of his legions’ centurions in the
aftermath of the Rhine mutiny in CE 14, the number of a centurion’s military campaigns
and decorations was made an important criterion for him to remain in s&rvice.

There is abundant evidence, however, that some men became centurions through
social connections. As early as the late Republic, Cicero mentions the centurionate being
put up for sale by Roman command&raiVhile Cicero depicted such promotions as
either shameful or reflective of darker times, the practice hardly seems uncommon,
particularly during the Principate. Pliny is quite casual in describing how he secured a
position in the centurionate for a friend, Metilius Crispus, although he remains vague in
how he did so. There is no evidence that Crispus had prior military expetfence.
Epigraphic sources suggests that many centurions were recruited directly from civilian

life (ex paganus One such centurion was directly appointed to the centurionate at only

®lSee above, Chapter Two, 68:7
**Tac.Ann 1. 44.
*3Cic. Pro Lege Man37;in Pis. 87.

*Plin. Ep. 6. 25. 2. See also example of L. Decius Longinus (Notizie degli Scavi 12)18,@ C.
Publilius Semptimus iBirley, “Promotions and transfers in the Roman Army Il: The Centurionaté
Carnuntum Jahrbucfi (1963-64), no. 2f. Gilliver, “The Augustan Reform,” 191.
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eighteen years of age. Obviously, he had not acquired much (if any) training and
experience. Former magistrates of local city counoildifies decurionupand men of
equestrian rank who joined the centuriona® €quite Romanare especially common
among these centurions who are directly promoted from civilian postfioRatronage

and social connections, therefore, do not appear to have been viewed as an illegitimate
way to secure a position in the centuriortate.

That said, epigraphic evidence clearly suggests that the majority of centurions
were promoted by rising through various ranks below the centurionate in the legions and
other military branche® First among these was the rankmfmunis These soldiers
were not offered higher pay, and the position did not technically entail a promotion, but
they were privileged because the rank exempted soldiers from heavier fatigunesg
graviora).>® After serving as aimmunis a soldier then might join the rank of
principales Perhaps representing a closer parallel in both status and duties to modern
NCOs, these subaltern officers received increased pay and had specific administrative

and combat duties. Most prestigious and well understood today are the standard-bearer

SSCIL 111 1480; ILS 2654.

%8S 2654-56; Dio 52. 25. 7; Juv. 14. 193-9; Sibt.Gram24; HA Pert 1. 4-5;ILS 2656. Cf.
CampbellEmperor and the Roman Arpy03-104 Dobson, “Legionary Centurion or Equestrian Officer?
A Comparison of Pay and Prospects” in Roman Officers and Frontierd86200; Alfsldy, “Das Heer in der
Sozialstruktuy” 37. On direct appointment to auxiliary centurion from civilian (ex pagany see J. F.
Gilliam, “Paganusn B.G.U., 696,” AJP 73. 1 (1952), 65-68.

5’Cf. Suet.De Gram.24;HA, Vit. Pert 1. 4-5. See also examples in GoldsworfRgman Army at
War, 31; Dobson and Breeze, “The Rome Cohorts and the Legionary Centurionate” in Roman Officers
103-104; Ddson, “The Roman Army: Wartime or Peacetime Army?”, Ibid., 125-126; WatsonThe Roman
Soldier, 87.

8For a general overview of the path to the centurionate, see Breeze, “Organization and Career
Structure” 11-56, and Maxfield’s useful diagram in Military Decorations 26-27. See als®peidel, “The
Tribunes’ Choice in the promotion of Centurions,” ZPE 100 (1994), 469-470.

*9See list oimmunesn PaternusDig. 50. 6. 7. Each legion had roughly 620 of such men. Cf.
DomaszewskiDie Rangordnung45-47; WatsonRoman Soldier75-86; M. A. Speidel;Specialisation
and Promotion in the Roman Imperial Army” in Heer und Herrschaft440-444. For Roman army fatigues,
see DaviesService in the Roman Army3-68.
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(signifer) and eagle-beareaquilifer). Other ranks, however, whose exact functions are
unclear, inakde “staff orderly” (beneficiariu3, scout §peculatoy, officer of the

watchword {esserariug and a “senior administrative clerk” (corniculariug.?® Highest

in rank below the centurionate was the centurion’s own deputy and second in command

of hiscenturig theoptio. Achieving this rank seems to have marked a soldier for
promotion to the next available vacancy in the centurictate.

While the majority of centurions rose through legionary ranks, additional military
avenues were available. Some men were promoted directly to the centurionate from the
legionaryauxilia, as well as theigiles, urban cohorts, and the Praetorian Gfard.
Promotion to the legionary centurionate sometimes also involved temporary transfer to
other units. One could, for example, serve as an officer iaukiéa (e.g., decurion)
before transfer back to the legions and promotion to the centurfSnate.

The more clerical duties of the centurionate, including requisitioning supplies,
assigning duties and fatigues, correspondence between outposts, and approving transfers

ensured that literacy must have been an important criterion for pronibtitime

®“They were roughly 48principalesin each legion, who were given between one-and-a-half
(sesquiplicariu¥to two times @uplicariug normal pay. See Breeze, “Pay Grades and Ranks below the
Centurionate” in Roman Officers and Frontier§1-63. Orbeneficiarii see below, Chapter Six, 235.

®The position directly before centurion was often referred tapéis ad spem ordinisSee
Breeze, “Pay Grades,” 61, Watson,The Roman SoldieB5.

%2From theauxilia: CIL VIII 2354; ILS 2544.Vigilesand Praetorian Guard: Campb&H nos. 89-
91. Sixteen years service in the Guard could grant one promotion to thealggienturionate. Cf. Dobson,
“The Significance of the Centurion,” 154-158; H. G. Pflauml_es Carriéres procuratoriennes équestres
sous le haut-empire romaiWols. 1-4 (Paris, 1960-61), nos. 32, 36, 50.

83CIL VIII 2354. Cf. P. Southeri;he Roman Army: A Social and Institutional Hist@irgndon,
2008), 138.

®SeellLS 2658;CIL IV 3340;BGU 423 (Campbell Roman Armyo.10); P.Mich. VIII 466
(Roman Armyo. 36). KeppieMaking of the Roman Arm$79, estimates that, on average, a man with
good conduct and literacy could expect to reach the centurionate in 15-2@f/ealisted service. Cf.
Gilliver, “The Augustan Reform,” 191, J. N. Adams,“The Poets of Bu Njem: Language, Culture, and the
Centurionate,” JRS89 (1999),126.
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evidence suggests, indeed, that many centurions, particularly in the African and the
eastern provinces, seem able to write in both Latin and Gte€keir duties in

organizing the construction of camps and other physical structures, moreover, also called
for some knowledge in a variety of rudimentary technical skills in engine®rifis

was especially true for anyone hoping to become camp prpfeeféctus

castrorum/legionis As the legions took on more constabulary functions, therefore, a
general goal seems to have been to provide most prospective centurions with training in
both military and administrative task.

There appear to have been several levels of promotion within the centurionate
itself. By the period of Caesar at the latest, it was common for legions to be organized
into cohorts rather than maniples, and by the Flavian period, the legion assumed the form
it would more or less maintain for two centuri@sLegions had a nominal strength of
4500-5000 soldiers, divided into ten cohorts. The tenth to the second cohorts comprised
six centuriae each nominally comprising eighty soldiers and commanded by a centurion.
The centurions in each of these cohorts were given symbols and titles according to their

position in the linehastatus posterighastatus prioyprinceps posterigrprinceps prior

5R. Rebuffat, “L’armée romaine a Gholaia” in Kaiser, Heer, und Geselleschad?2; M. A.
Speidel, “Das romische Heer als Kulturtrdger” in Heer und Herrschaftc32. PhangMilitary Documents,”
301, claims “Centurions and clerks represent a Latin-literate elite”

0n camps, see below, Chapter Five, 184-
5Breeze “Organization and Career Structure,” 270; Speidel, “Specialisation,” 448.

®8For general discussion on legionary organization, see Domasz®isRangordnungl-121;
M. P. SpeidelThe Framework of an Imperial Legig@ardiff, 1992), passim; Keppi®aking of the
Roman Army33-35, 64-65; Lendorgoldiers and Ghost222-231. See also references in Goldsworthy,
Roman Army at War 3, n. 3. For complications in determining this skhift, Wheeler, “Battles and
Frontiers,” 648-649.
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pilus posterior andpilus prior.?® The first cohort of a Roman legion, however, seems to
have been larger, with a strength of 800 soldiers divided among onlyeinteriae Its
centurions, th@rimi ordines were the most prestigious in the legion, and they received
double the pay of the other centuridfis.

The most senior member of thami ordineswas theprimuspilus Epigraphic
evidence suggests that this was only a one-year appointment, although it could be held
more than oncé&" In addition to leading the@enturiain the first cohort, they had several
responsibilities in provisioning the legion and supervising traiffinj.was an extremely
prestigious rank, since it offered even greater pay (roughly sixty times that of a legionary)
and held the honour of being strongly assediavith the legion’s aquila. Perhaps most
importantly to a soldier who had risen through the ranks, the position guaranteed
enrolment into the equestrian class upon completion of séfviBecause of the
opportunity to rise in social class, the titleppimuspilusitself was special. While it

could not be inherited, it was nonetheless commonly referenced when honouring sons,

%K eppie,Making of the Roman Arm$3-66. GoldsworthyRoman Army at Warl3-14. For
associated symbols, see M. P. Speidel, “The Centurion’s Titles,” Epigraphische StudieKlll, (K6In, 1983),
43-61; J. C. Man, “Legionary Centurial Symbols,” ZPE 115 (1997), 293298.

“Based on camp plans at Inchtuthil, Novaesium, and Caerleon, thedjsiaiesfrom
Lambaesis under SeverGIL VIII 18072), and references in Pseud. HMtil. Castr. 3. 4; CaesBC 3. 91;
Veg.Mil. 2. 7-8. See Keppidjaking of the Roman Arm§74-179; WebsteRoman Imperial Armyl114.
For doubts, see Goldsworthigpman Army at Wal4, . n. 7. For debate as to whetherghmi ordines
also comprised thgilus prior of the other cohorts, s@& Sarnowski, “Primi ordines et centuriones legionis
| Italicae und eine Dedikation an Septimius Severus aus Novae in Niedermd&$&rn5 (1993), 205-
219; GoldsworthyRoman Army at Warl5; RichierCenturiones468472.For pay, see data collected in
D. Rathbone, “Warfare and the State” CHGRWII 161.

"See DomaszewsKdie Rangordnung11217; Dobson, “The Primipilares™ 143.

2T, K. Kissel,Untersuchungen zur Logistik des rémischen Heeres in den Provinzen des
Griechischen Ostens27 v. Chr.-235 n. Ch(St. Katharinen, 1995), 161-166; Rotlogistics 274.

SFor pay and relationship with tlzgjuila, see below, Chapter Five, 175, 200-201. On social
origins, see Le Bohetmperial Roman Army74-78. Promotion to equestrian claGH. X1 5992;ILS
2226;Cic. Phil. 1. 19; CaesBC 3. 104.
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sonsin-law, and other descendants. Like the titleadsularis it defined the centurion
permanently, regardless of a change in wealth or transition to a civilian Eareer.

By the reign on Claudius, formprimipili (primipilares)”® could also undertake a
second career of sorts. Many served immediately after gsabéectus castrorumOur
evidence for this officer’s duties is limited, but it appears that he was third in rank to the
legate andaticlavustribune during the Principate. According to Vegetius, he oversaw
camp construction and maintenance, sanitation, artillery, and other logistié®taRtkeir
proven loyalty and long service also mawignipilaresonly candidates for important
military positions at Rome, such as the tribunes and prefects of the Praetorian Guard,
vigiles, and urban cohorts. After this, they could becpmmuspilusfor the second time
(primuspilus bisoriterum). Those few who reached this rank were favoured for some of
the most important (and desirable) equestrian appointments, such as the imperial
procuratorships, and the prefecture of Edypt.

The system of promotion within the levels of the centurionate is unclear.
Following Vegetius¥il. 2. 21), earlier scholars argued for a schematic system of
promotion, whereby one began as a centurion in the tenth cohort, and would be promoted

through each consecutive cohort until reachingptimai ordines’® Doubts have been

"CIL XIll 6752; RIB 1713;IGRRIII 472, 474; IV 617 See Dobson, “The Primipilares” 140-146.

The titleprimipilaris was introduced in the reign of Augustus. On this rank angpots, see
Dobson, “The Primipilares” 139-152; Maxfield,Military Decorations 34-35; KeppieMaking of the
Roman Army1764177.

"Veg.Mil. 2. 10. TacitusAnn 12. 38) records them directing the construction of forts. Earliest
attested example is Vespasius Pollo, maternal grandfather of VespasiaW¢éSpeit. 3). Cf. Dobson,
“The Significance of the Centurion and ‘Primipilaris,”” 146-148; RothLogistics 272.

"AWebsterRoman Imperial Army118-119; MaxfieldMilitary Decorations 34-36. Examples of
primuspilus bisn Dobson, “The Significance of the Centurion,” 171-172. About 30-32% of procurators in
empire were former centurions. See data in H. G. PfliesiProcurateurs Equestr¢Baris, 1950), 179-
188. Egypt: Brunt;'The Administrators of Roman Egypt” in Roman Imperial Themge236;

®Die Rangordnung93-94; ParkerThe Roman Legion84.
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raised that such a schematic system of promotion existed, however, since there is no
evidence for differentiation between the centurions of the tenth and second cohorts in pay
or status’? It is more likely that the centurions of the second to tenth cohorts were equal

in rank, yet differed in seniority. Promotion within the centurionate, then, amounted
primarily to reaching therimi ordinesand, finally, theprimuspilus®

Courage in combat seems to have remained important for promotion within the
centurionate, and commanders are known to have promoted centunpoimsuspilusfor
specific martial exploits during both the late Republic and Princfda@pportunities for
many centurions to demonstrate their bravery in combat to their superiors, however, must
have been limited by the declining frequency of major military campaigns during the
Principate.

Epigraphic evidence indicates that an important criterion for promotion to
primuspiluswas seniority through length of service. Unlike the equestrian and senatorial
officers above them, as well as tinditesbelow, there was no limit to the centurions’
term of service in the Principate. mMilesenlisted in the ranks for up to twenty-five years
of service before honourable dischariger(esta missjo According to the author of the
Historia AugustaHadrian felt compelled to issue an edict concerning the length of

service in the legions:

"WebsterThe Roman Imperial Army14; Richier Centuriones476498

89T, WegelebenDie Rangordnung der rémischen CenturionBhD diss. (Berlin, 1913), passim;
Birley, “Promotions and Transfers in the Roman Army II: The Centurionate” in The Roman Army206-
220, esp. 206; Dobson, “Legionary Centurion or Equestrian Officer?”, 190 with n.25, and 194-196;
Speidel, “Roman Army Pay Scales” in Heer und Herrschaft372.

81l iv. 42. 34; CaesBG 6. 40:BC 1. 46; 3. 53; JoBJ. 6. 135; 6. 53; 7. 15. Exemplary careers
include those of C. Velius Ruful. G 9200;AE 1903, 368), L. Aconius Statur&€IL XI 5992), and T.
Aurelius FlavinusILS 7178 AE 1961, 208). See above, Chapter Two,/@3-
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Furthermore, with regard to the length of military service, he issued an order that
no one should violate ancient usage by being in service at an earlier age than his
strength warranted, or at a more advanced one than common humanity
permitted®
In most cases of centurions receivimgnesta missichowever, they do not mention any
fixed term of servic& Many were definitely not discharged after twenty-five years, but
served well beyond that duration, some even into their sixties, seventies, and even
eighties®® The youngest attestgtimuspiluswas already forty-nine, while the oldest
was seventy-eighf> Juvenal jokes about sexagenarians still waiting for promotion to the
position®®
While centurions are counted among many cities’ magistrates and benefactors, as
time went on, there seem to have been fewer than might be expected for men of their
status and potential wealth on retirement. We can speculate that this is at least partly
because the length of service for centurions might have left some too elderly to embark

on much of a municipal career. Some centurions, indeed, apparently did not retire at

all.®” Formilites, death during military service has been estimated at roughly fifty

8HA, Hadr. 10. 8:De militum etiam aetatibus iudicabat, ne quis aut minor quam virtus posceret,
aut maior quam pateretur humanitas, in castris contra morem veterem versagehatque, ut sibi
semper noti essent, et eorum numerus sciretur

83CIL 11 4514; 111 6234; 12411; VIII 2354; 70808E 1924, 85.

84Seventy years old: T. Flavius Virili€(L VIII 2877; ILS 2653). Eighty: Petronius Fortunatus
(CIL VIl 217; ILS 2658). Cf. GoldsworthyRoman Army at WaB2; Birley, “Promotions and Transfers”
in Roman Army Paper219-220.

#1LS 2461 andCIL 111 11301. On duration of centurionate and ages, see esp. RiCkietyriones
512514;Birley, “Promotions and Transfers,” 219-220.

8Juv. 14. 197-1981t locupletem aquilam tibi sexagesimus annus / adf&ee also Suetal. 44.
1, in which Caligula gives forced pensions to manypldhipili for being “too old and infirm.” Cf.
Dobson, “The Primipilares” 141-145.

8Dobson, “The Centurionate and Social Mobility,” 104-105.
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percent?® That centurions served longer than the stanaésdiq however, and were not
only exposed to the same conditionsrates but in battle could suffer casualties
disproportionate to their number, suggests that death rather than discharge terminated the
military service for many. More than any officer, centurions were wedded to the-army
the centurionate was quite literally a lifetime career.

The primipilate, therefore, can be interpreted somewhat as the “cherry on the
cake” — the reward for long devotion and service to the legions. The average age of those
who reached this prestigious position has two implications for promotion in the
centurionate. First, therimipili during the Principate were potentially very different
from those of the Republic, such men such as Baculus and Crastinus, whom Caesar
describes fighting with such vig8t. This is not to say that girimipili during the
Principate were necessarily too old to fight properly, since these officers are still attested
fighting and dying in battlé® Moreover, while the thought of men of such age actively
fighting in the modern military would seem impossible, older commanders, officers, and
soldiers who participated actively in combat are commonly attested in the Greek world as
well, and, in some cases, such men even formed elite’iirfisll, we may guess that
olderprimipili were likely more common in quieter areas of the empire, and the prestige

of the rank during the Principate appears to have been more closely associated with

8A. R. Burn, “Hic Breve Vivitur A Study of theExpectation of Life in the Roman Empire,” Past
and Present (1953), 10. See further study in Dobson, “The Centurionate and Social Mobility,” 102, n. 2.

89See above, Chapter Two, 69, 82-
%E.g., TacAnn 13. 36. 5Hist. 3. 17, 22

IE.g., Philopoemon (PIuBhil. 18. 1), Agesilaos (XerAges 2. 28). For elite units, see Diod. 19.
41. 2 and PlutEum 16. 4 on Alexander’s phalanx of “Silver Shields,” who served at least into their
seventies. On this phenomenon generally, see Hawéestern Way of Wa89-95.
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experience and long service than with the martial exploits of their Republican
predecessor¥.

Second, that seniority played a critical role in the ascension to the highest ranks of
the centurionate suggests also that the kind of patronage that accelerated the military
careers of many aristocrats through the higher ranks was less important to promotion
through centurionate. Younger, direct appointees to the post from aqgoitgsand
local community magistrates were common, but these men hardly fit the image of the
high-ranking centurions who had served in one fashion or another for decades. The most
prestigious ranks of the centurionate seem not to have been reserved for fast-tracking
equestrians, but for those men who had advanced through the ranks and devoted most of
their lives in loyal military service to the emperor.

Alfoldy has argued that one’s rank in legionary hierarchy, expressed through
duties, privileges, anteporate characteristics, corresponded with one’s position in the
social hierarchy of the civilian sociely. This seems to have been only true to a point,
however, since the centurionate does not fit well with this scheme because of both its
varied composition and criteria for promotion. Unlike the higher officers and lower
legionary ranks, whose membership was strictly defined by social status, the centurionate
included men of both equestrian and non-equestrian status. It comprised a variety of
officers with different skills and social backgrounds, some of whom had risen through the
lower ranks because of their martial prowess, technical skills, or seniority, while others
through social connections. Although evidence suggests that there was not a single,

predetermined path of promotion either to the rank or within it, the greater emphasis on

920n age oprimipili, see Dobson, “The primipilares” 145-146.
9Das Heer in der Sozialstrukiis, 37-39.
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experience and seniority than social status likely ensured that the majority of regular
centurions had served for well over a decade in various ranks and functions, with many
senior centurions remaining in military serfor most of their lives? The potential
experience and expertise to be found in this group, moreover, were crucial to Roman

legionary command structure.

4.4.2 Military Expertise

Almost any definition of officership requires that its members possess a relatively
high level of expertise in some field. For centurions of the Republican period, this
expertise lay primarily in the experience acquired through marching and fighting in
formation that they had gained through service in the rank and file. The increasing
diversity in the legions’ activities and in its soldiers’ careers during the Principate,
however, illustrates how many centurions were now assuming logistic and clerical
responsibilities that required expertise in areas beyond toamaikd combat. While the
broad array of the centurion’s more “administrative” responsibilities during the Principate
will be addressed in the sixth chapter, their increasingly prominent role in military
leadership is relevant here to evaluating their status as a corps of officers.

Despite Livy’s idealized portrayal of grizzled, veteran centurions such as
Ligustinus, many centurions during the middle Republic were often still the same age or
even younger than the tribunes and consuls who commanded their legions. During the

later Republic, however, this trend reversed, and centurions’ experience and continuity of

%Keppie,Making of the Roman Army79. Dobson, “The Significance of the Centurion and
‘Primipilaris’ in the Roman Army and Administration” in Roman Officers and Frontierd 78-180,
estimates that ninety posts as legionary centurion and seven as Praetaiam degilable each year. Of
these, Dobson suggests that roughly seventy were fonifitrs, seventeen were Praetorians, and ten were
commissioned.
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service became vital as increasingly younger and less experienced tribunes served in the
military for no longer than three years A vivid example of this discrepancy is recorded
by Pliny the Elder. In 102 BCE, the soldiers in a legion under the command of Q.
Lutatius Catulus were in a panic and cut off from retreat by the marauding Cimbri. Cn.
PetreiusAtinas, the legion’s primuspilus was forced to kill the tribune whose indecision
was endangering the legion, and he then single-handedly led it to safety. Rather than
being punished by Catulus for killing his superior officer, Atinas was awarded the rarest
decoration of the Roman military at the time: toeona graminea According to Pliny
the Elder, this was the only recorded occurrence in which the decoration was awarded to
an officer below the tribunaf&.

The story of Atinas’ “fragging” of his commanding officer is extraordinary in
itself, but it also highlights what was becoming an increasingly common disparity in
experience between many tribunes and centurions during the late Répubjiearly
the Principate, the average age of new recruits to the legions was now between eighteen
to twenty-two years, and most men promoted through the ranks to the centurionate had
already served between thirteen to twenty years. Promotion to the centurionate beyond
this age appears to have been Pre.

Arguably the most valuable area of military expertise for centurions was their

ability to deploy and maintain the cohesion of their units in battle. While some

%Campbell Emperor and the Roman Arg06; K. Gilliver,“The Augustan Reform and the
Imperial Army” in Companion to the Roman Armi1. For Caesar’s own contrast between his centurions
and tribunes, seBG 1. 3941.

%Plin. NH 22. 6.
9CaesBG 1. 39-41 provides a commonly cited example.

%Richier, Centuriones512-514; CampbelEmperor and the Roman Arpy03; KeppieThe
Making of the Roman Army79. See esp. Breeze, “The Organization of the Career Structure of the
ImmunesandPrincipalesof the Roman Army” in Roman Officers and Frontier89.
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commanders are portrayed as fighting with their soldiers, most placed themselves behind
the line in order to change orders in the course of battle and direct reserves asheeded.
Roman military treatises stress that legions had divisions, each with their names,
numbers, and officers, primarily so that they might receaworders quickly. The
legionary commander was to give every order or countersign through his officers rather
than by himself. To do otherwise, Arrian asserts, demonstrates a commander’s
inexperiencé®® Roman commanders usually gave orders through music (horns),
messengers (by horse), and visual gestures (fires and starf@ar@sinmanders could
also convey orders vocally, if close enough to their soldférin any case, legionary
officers below the commander were clearly essential to communicating and executing
these orders.

Just how the manipular system functioned in Republican warfare is confusing.
While centurions commanded the two halves of each maniple, it is unclear if any one
officer had general command over each entire manipl&@actically, the maniples were
designed primarily for a straightforward advance and crash into enemy lines in an open
space. The cohort system, however, which was fully developed by the time of Caesar
and appears to have become dominant during the Principate, was far more flexible and

organized, and could deal with smaller groups of concentrated enemies in more difficult

“Fighting with soldiers: see above, Chapter Two, 78-80. From behindBRUut43; CaesBG 7.
85; BC 3. 93-94; TacAgric. 35-37; Dio 56. 13. Cf. GoldsworthiRoman Army at Wail504154.

100 rr, Techne Taktik&; OnasStrat 25. 1.

19%p|yt. Crass 25. 6; VegMil. 3. 5; OnasStrat 25. 2-3; 26. 1; Cf. Le BoheThe Imperial
Roman Army4950

1025ee PlutMar. 45; CaesBG 2. 20-26:Afr. 16; TacAnn 1. 65;Hist. 3. 24; OnasStrat 33. 6.

193 eppie,Making of the Roman Arm$9-40, and RotH,ogistics 261, suggest that tribunes may
have performed this function, but Polybius, who describes the tribunes’ duties at length, makes no mention
of this. Cf.B. Isaac, “Hierarchy and Command Structure in the Roman Army” in The Near East under
Roman Rule: Selected Papékeiden; New York; Kdln, 1998), 389.
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terrain’® It is in this system that centurions became essential not only in communicating
but in executing tactics on the battlefield.

Legionary soldiers did not identify themselves in inscriptions by their cohort,
however, and unlike other Roman military divisions, the cohort hageniusin military
cult!® As Isaac has noted, moreover, if the cohort was primarily a tactical rather than
administrative unit, then why, unlike the legi@enturia auxiliary cohort and cavalry
wing (ala), did it not have its own commanding officer? Despite the shift from maniple
to cohort the centurions continued to be designated in manipular terms, hiaatad,
principes andpilani.*®® Goldsworthy, among others, has attempted to solve this problem
by positing the most senior centurion of each colmiug prior or primuspilug as its
nominal commander’’

There is insufficient evidence, however, to conclude that the senior centurion led
each cohort, that cohorts operated very independently on the battlefield, or that there was
an intervening officer between the legate and centurions. In modern military terms, when
deployed in cohorts, the legion had a regimental colonel and fifty-nine captains or
company commanders, but no battalion commanders in between. Similarly, although
lower-rankingprincipaleslike theoptio helped the centurions in maintaining the line of

advance, there is little to no sense of importance of officership below the centurion, such

199\, J. V. Bell, “Tactical Reform in the Roman Republican Army,” Historia 14.4 (1965), 410-
412; GoldsworthyRoman Army at WaB3-34.

19See“The Cult of the Genii in the Roman Army and a New Military Deity,” ANRWii. 16.2,
1544.See also below, Chapter Five, 1998.

1%The termpilani became synonymous with thrérii by the second century BCE.

19Goldsworthy,Roman Army at Wan3-16, 131133 Cf. WebsterRoman Imperial Army120;
Breeze, “The Organization of the Legion: The First Cohort and the Equites Legione$ JRS59 (1969), 55;
Keppie,Making of the Roman Arm®8; Richier Centuriones536.
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as we might attach to a modern platoon or squad comm&fid@ather than saying that
the legion was an army of ten cohorts, therefore, we should saytifidigion was
essentially a force consisting of sixty centuries, some of them of doubl&%ize.

Thecenturiawas smaller in scale than many modern military companies, but it
was a subdivision generally common to ancient arfifeésclepiodotus claims that a
unit roughly of such number was the maximum size in which one could hear equally well
commands coming from different directiol$. The centurion thus commanded a unit
whose size and deployment was designed at least in part to strengthen combat
performance in a system of warfare that generally lacked sophisticated communication in
the middle of combat.

The deployment of the Roman legion in either cohorts or maniples, therefore,
appears to have placed most of the tactical responsibilities on the middle-ranking
centurionate. While this does not necessarily mean that centurions exercised tactical
independence over thaienturiaeand cohort in pitched battle, they assumed a great
responsibility alone in bringing their soldiers to the point of battle and holding them
there. Adjusting the rate of advance, direction, intervals, and formation of a company of
men of 80-150 soldiers within a larger cohort required skill and experience, especially on
uneven ground. The failure of one cohort to hold an enemy back allowed the opposing

forces to breach the line, causing panic and disintegration. A failureenftariaon the

108Isaac, “Hierarchy and Command Structure,” 393-399; Gilliver, “The Augustan Reform,” 192.
199 |pid., 399.

10 g., in ancient China, such as in the Western Zhou, where unite diumdred were led by a
“centurion” (baifu zhang See Yates, “Early China,” 13-18. See also the classical Spartan army, which had
a unit grevrnkootie) led by anevinrovtie (Xen.Lac. 11. 4; Thuc. 5. 68. 3). Cf. J. F. Lazenbhe
Spartan ArmyWarminster, 1985), 5-11. Ptolemaic armies were divided into centuriby kd
ékatovragxoc: N. SekundaHellenistic Infantry Reform in the 160s BGdansk, 2006), 364.

MAasclep.Tact 2. 9.
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extreme flank to hold its position often led to the enemy rapidly rolling up the entire

line 1*?

While no legionary centurion attended a military academy, combat experience
(whether in pitched battle or sthacale conflicts) was generally a quality that centurions
needed to possess.

Tactical expertise also made centurions invaluable to legionary commanders as
sources of military advice. Roman commanders had a military coaoosi(iunm) that
they could summon at any time either to ask for advice or to convey &ters.
Centurions had long been important resources to these councils. In the legions of the
middle Republic, the first centurion to be elected duringltleetushad the privilege of
attending councils** As early as 212 BCE, a centurion, Q. Naevius, was widely credited
and apparently decorated for innovating tactics in fighting Campahiai@mmanders
of the first century BCE onward often secongeidhipili and other centurions to their
consilium™*® These officers could offer political as well as military advice. Cn.
Calpurnius Piso was convinced by his centurions to seize the province of Syria illegally
following Germanicus’ death in CE 19. Vespasian, meanwhile, invited his most

distinguished centurions to his council in CE 69 to determine his course of action in the

coming civil wars:*’

“Richier, Centuriones536-537; GoldsworthyRoman Army atvar, 138-140, 176-182; Sabin,
“The Face of Roman Battle,” 1-17. See, also E. Wheeler, “Firepower: Missile Weapons and the ‘Face of
Battle”” in E Dabrowa edRoman Military StudiegKrakéw, 2001), 169-184. Cf. MeneniuBig. 49. 16. 6.
3: Qui in acie prior fugam fecit, spectantibus militibus propter exemplum capite puniestdus

"30nasandertrat 3. 1) calls this council thevvedooc. Cf. GoldsworthyRoman Army at War
131-132.

polyb. 6. 24.
13 jv. 26. 4; Val. Max. 2. 3. 3; FrontirStrat 4. 7. 29.

Hesee, for example, Plugull. 28. 5; CaesBG 3. 5; 5. 28-30; Jo8J 6. 262; TacAnn 2. 76;Hist.
3. 56; 4. 19; ArrEct 22; VegMil. 2. 21.

"M ac.Ann 2. 76;Hist. 2. 81.
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Centurions certainly seem to have had little hesitation in arguing with their
superior officers or commander in these sessions. Caesar port@ysilaimheld by
the legates Lucius Aurunculeius Cotta and Quintus Titurius Sabinus over how to address
the revolt of the Eburones under Ambiorix in 54 BCE. Cotta, the tribunes, apdrthe
ordinescenturions all argued against the more senior Sabinus that they ought to remain
fortified in camp. Sabinus fatally overruled théti.In describing the legion’s
subsequent ambush and annihilation, Caesar picks out two centurions by name:
Eventually, T. Balventius, who the year before had Ipenuspilus a brave man
and one of great authority, was wounded in both thighs with a javelin; Q.
Lucanius, of the same rank, while fighting most valiantly, was killed while
coming to his son’s aid when he was surrounded by the enemy.119
The grim fate awaiting those who ignore teions’ advice is a motif in Tacitus.
He portrays Vitellius as especially culpable. After the defeat of his legions by Primus
Antonius at Cremona in CE 69, “singular bravery” was shown by Julius Agrestis, a
centurion who volunteered to visit Antonius’ camp in order to determine his strength.
Vitellius was not happy with what he had to report:
Agrestis returned to Vitellius, and when Vitellius denied that what he reported
was true, and even accused him of having been biibedplied “Since you have
need of some greater proof, and | have no further use to you than by my life or
death, | will give you proothat you can believe.” Having thus departed, he
confirmedwhat he said by a voluntary deatfi.

Ignoring Agrestis’ advice, Vitellius led his meagre forces against Antonius “against the

judgment of the most experienced among the centurions, who, had they been consulted,

18 CaesBG 5. 2831.

198G 35: Tum Tito Balventio, qui superiore anno primum pilum duxerat, viro forti et magnae
auctoritatis, utrumque femur tragula traicitur; Quintus Lucanius, eiusdem ordoriissime pugnans, dum
circumvento filio subvenit, interficitur

120rac. Hist. 3. 54:Agrestis ad Vitellium remeavit abnuentique vera esse quae adferret, atque ultro
corruptum arguenti 'quando quidem' inquit ‘'magno documento opus estjusei@m tibi aut vitae aut
mortis meae usus, dabo cui credas.' atque ita digressus voluntaria mortérdictait.
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would have told him the truth.”*** Casperius, a centurion at the Roman fortress at
Gorneae, was similarly ignored in CE 51 when advising against accepting peace with
Rhadamistus, who had seized the throne of Armenia from Mithridates, an ally of Rome.
According to Tacitus, the disregard for his advice led to the murder of Mithridates and
the resulting power vacuum in Armerifa.

In addition to centurions being granted licence to express opinions independent of
their superiors, they were often given independent military commands. Centurions had
long been compelled to take charge of a military situation in the absence or death of their
superiors. The earliest attested case occurred after the Roman defeat at the Baetis river in
211/212 BCE. With the death of the army’s two commanders, Cn. Cornelius Scipio and
P. Cornelius Scipio, primuspilus L. Marcius Septimus, took charge of the remnahts o
the legions and stabilized a Roman front on the Ebro River until the arrival of Scipio
Africanus the following year. He continued to lead an army under Scipio, and even
forged a treaty with the defeated city of Gades on his own authoti§imilarly, after
the destruction of Varus’ legions in CE 9, Caedicius, a centurion of tipeimi ordines
rallied the survivors under his command and prevented the Germanic tribes from
besieging theurvivors’ fortress until reinforcements could arrive with Tiberitfs.

Centurions did not find themselves with command responsibilities only through
emergencies, however, since it appears common for centurions to be formally granted

commands of their own. Caesar had appointed his centurions to command individual

2Hist. 3. 56:peritissimis centurionum dissentientibus et, si consulerentur, vera dicturis
2Ann 12. 4547.

123Cic. Balb. 34; Liv. 25. 37; 26. 2, 20, 37; 28. 14-35 passim; 32. 2 (2. 37) refers to Marcius
only as arequesrather than @rimuspilus This impression seems confused, given Livy’s reference to his
years of service and the low position of his bighgm pro fortuna in qua erat natus maigris

12Eronin. Strat 4.7. 8.
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ships and naval squadrons in his maritime campaigns, both in Gaul and during the Civil
Wars. This practice was formalized in the Imperial army to create the raektofio
classicus®® Octavian, moreover, after his annexation of Africa in 42 BCE, placed a
former centurion, C. Fuficius Fango, in charge of the provifite.

The changing nature of Rome’s military responsibilities during the Principate
guaranteed many centurions the opportunity for extended independent military
commands and special missions in which they were given tactical initfative.CE 22,
for example, Junius Blaesus, the proconsul of Africa, split his legions into smaller units
led by centurions who were ordered to hunt the insurgents of Tacfarinas. The
aforementioned Casperius was likewise seconded to a garrison at the Roman stronghold
at Gorneae during the Armenian crisis in CE 51. In this case, the centurion had a say in
how to address a critical and immediate strategic situ&tioRrimipili, especially,
exercised important military commands. Perhaps the best example is that of C. Velius
Rufus. As grimuspilusin the Twelfth Legion Fulminata, he was put in command of a
special detachmentéxillatio) formed from nine legions for Domitian’s German
campaign in CE 83. This was after he actetha“army commander” (dux exercitugin

Africa, when he had been sent to crush Mauretanian resistance.

128G 3. 14;BC 1. 57.Classicus|LS 2231;CIL XVI 12, 14; Fink,RMD no. 204-205. CD. B.
Saddington;‘ClassesThe Evolution ofhe Roman Imperial Fleets” in Companion to the Roman Army
211.

12Djo 48. 22. 1; AppBC5. 3; Cic. Att. 1410.2. Cf. BroughtonMRRII, 373.
12Richier, Centuriones539-545.
128Tac.Ann 3. 74; TacAnn 12. 45. Cf. PlinEp. 10. 27-28; Jos8J. 3. 59; 5. 43, 287-288.

2°AE 1903, 368ILS 9200 IGLS VI 2796. See also Tatlist. 1. 87;CIL VI 2589; 11 6183;ILS
2287 9193. Orprimipili in charge of military supply lines and harbours, Beléehne, “War and
Peacetime Logistics: Supplying Imperial Armies in East and West” in Companion 331.
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By the Flavian period, moreover, the changing nature of campaigns, organization
of enemies, and the desire to avoid uprooting and transferring whole legions had led the
Roman army to rely increasingly on the use@fillationes These units varied in size
and composition (includinguxilia, numeri and legionaries), could operate far from their
parent unit, and were often placed under the comnmaaegosituy of centurions>°
They were typically formed for both administrative and military operations. In the latter
case, they were deployed for duties as varied as leading reinforcements to other legions,
providing protection along lines of communication and garrisons, and surveitfance.

In discussing important qualities in military commanders, Onasander criticizes the
hypocrisy of honouring soldiers for bravery regardless of their origins, yet picking
commanders based on birth more than nf&itSome Emperors seem occasionally to
have agreed with him, and we eventually foramipili given military commands of
entire legions. Augustus’ policy towards Egypt banned senators from occupying
important political and military posts there. Instead of being commanded by legates and
senatorial tribunes, therefore, the Egyptian legions were commangeoiiyyilares,
who were second in power only to the prefect of Egypt (sometimepraisipilares).**

By the beginning of the third century CE, such rolegpfamipili had become more

130 5outhernThe Roman Armyi24. On sizes and functions\axillationes see Goldsworthy,
Roman Army at WaR5-28; CampbellThe Roman Army/8; Keppie Making of the Roman Arm{97.
Centurions sometimes commandexkillationeswith cavalry detachments. See Le BohEue Imperial
Roman Army25-30, 45. On the mixing and breaking of Roman military poftdM. C. Bishop,
“Praesidium Social, Military, and Logistical Aspects of the Roman Army’s Provincial Distribution during
the Early Principate” in The Roman Army as a Communit§1-118 For engineering tasks, see below,
Chapter Six, 218-224.

131 See evidence for centurions in charge of garrison at GhtRi218919;IRT 920;AE 1979,
645;MEFRA1982, p.911-19 £A 19789, p.113-124AE 991, 1620. CfR. Rebuffat, “L’armée romaine a
Gholaia” in Kaiser, Heer, und Gesellescha®27259.See also evidence in appendix in E. Birley, “A
Roman Altar from Old Kilpatrick” in Roman Army Paper§9-83.

132 OnasStrat 1. 22.
133\axfield, Military Decorations 24. See above, n. 77 .

156



common. Known for his practical approach to the military, Septimius Severus, when
forming three new legions early in his reign (I, I, and Il Parthicae), drew his
commanders from thgrimipilaresrather than senatorial legaté&s.

According to Huntington, the education and attitudes required for officership are
typically incompatible with the prolonged service of an enlisted soldier: the peculiar skill
of the officeris the management of violence not the act of violence itself.”*** In Roman
military culture, however, no such distinction was deemed necessary for the centurionate.
From the Republic to Principate, centurions remained a crucial resource of military
expertise, not only as individual combatants, but as officers who could give orders and
maintain the cohesion of their unit in battle. The increasing use of smaller organizational
units, mixed detachments, and garrisons during the Principate, moreover, required a large
body of officers with a variety of either combat or leadership skills that only the
centurionate could provide.

It must be remembered, however, that by the second centuag Bkgustus’
successors stabilized and consolidated the imperial frontiers, major campaigns became
the exception rather than the norm. It is estimated that never more than half of the
legions were ever involved in a full scale W&t This certainly gave potential centurions
fewer opportunities to acquire operational or tactical expertise. Depending on the post,
the duties and experiences of many centurions could often resemble those of a local

bureaucrat more than a soldier. Such varied duties and levels of responsibility, moreover,

139Djo 55. 24. 4. See Dobso6fThe Primipilares” 142; Maxfield, Military Decorations 24; Smith,
“Army Reforms,” 486-486. On increasing numbers of centurions occupying other codansee A. R.
Birley, “Commissioning of Equestrian Officers,” 11; Devijver, The Equestrian Officersf the Roman
Imperial Army 2 Vols. (Amsterdam, 1989-92), 335, n. 5.

3Huntington,Soldier and the Statd3-18.
13Dobson “The Primipilares,” 145
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pose the question as to whether or not the centurionate can be described as possessing a
single, corporate identity. That the rank was distinct in status and duties from other
legionary officers is clear, but were officers of such different backgrounds and engaged in

such different tasks viewed as a single group?

4.4.3 Corporate | dentity
Martial, who seems to have counted several centurions among his circle of
friends’*” dedicates one of his epigrams to famipili:
Here reposes Aquinas, reunited to his faithful Fabricius,
who rejoices in having preceded him to the Elysian retreats.
This double altar bears record that each was honoured with the rank of
primuspilus but that praise is of still greater worth which you read in this shorter
inscription:
“Both were united in the sacred bond of a well-spent life, and, what is rarely
known to fame, weramici.”**®
The inscription presents the idealized friendshipiCitia) expected by modern
perceptions of the personal bonds between soldiers and esprit de corps. The term
amicitiais especially common among Roman military inscriptions, and perhaps helped to
generate a sense of military identity that transcended'farikhe ternfrater is similarly

common to these military inscriptions. While this term can be taken in many senses (e.g.,

biological brothers, half-brothers, and heirs), it also often carried a s&fs@nd” or

137E g., Aulus Pudens: MarEpig. 1. 31; 4. 29; 5. 48; 6. 58; 7. 11; 9. 81; 13. 69. See also 10. 26;
11. 3.

138Epig. 1. 93:Fabricio iunctus fido requiescit Aquinus, / Qui prior Elysias gaudet adisseod./
Ara duplex primi testatur munera pili; / Plus tamen est, titulo quod breviore letiisuctus uterque
sacro laudatae foedere vitae, Famaque quod raro nbaiticus erat! Cf. Adams,The Poets of Bu
Njem” 127.

139SeeM. Reali, “Amicitia militum unrapporto non gerarchico?” in Le Bohec, ed.La Hiérarchie
(Rangordnung) de I’armée romain sous le haut-empire(Paris 1995, 35-37.
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“comrade” in Roman military inscriptions.**® This fraternity often endured beyond the
soldier’s death, as fellow soldiers took care to provide for each other’s burial and
commemoratiort?* That such fraternity could have existed among centurions, moreover,
not only demonstrates that individual centurions formed bonds of friendship among
themselves, but also describes a body of officers who, although engaged in increasingly
diverse duties and comprising men of various backgrounds, nonetheless identified
themselves according to their membership within a single, corporate body.

In modern military institutions, both the vertical and horizontal relationships that
together comprise the “institutional bonding” between its members are defined in part by
corporate identities among soldiers and officers. There is, as Marshall once put it, “an
inherent unwillingness of the soldier to risk danger on behalf of men with whom he has
no social identity.”**? This was something that the Roman military understood well. By
the last century of the Republic, many soldiers were now serving together in several
campaigns over many years, often allowing them to form cohesive blocks with their own
identity. Typically, this identity was defined by their service under a specific
commander: the Valeriani (who served first in Asia under L. Valerius in 86 BCE, and
continued to volunteer until returning with Pompey in 62), the Sullani, the Pompeians,
and the Caesarealf$. Many of Caesar’s legions acquired titles and epithets in the Gallic

and Civil wars. Much like modern regiments, during the first century CE, these and other

1403, Panciera, “Soldati e civili a Roma nei primi tre secoli dell’ impero” in W. Eck, ed.,
Prosopographie und Sozialegeschictéln, 1993), 266]j. Kepartova, “Frater in Militarinschriften.
Bruder oder Freund? ” Forum der Lettereri09 (1986)11-13.

“IMacMullen “Legion” 226-227.

2\len Against Fire153. Cf G. L. Siebold, “The Essence of Military Group Cohesion,” AFS33.2
(2007), 287-288.

3aleriani: App.Mith. 59. Sullani: SallBC 16, 28; CicMur. 49, Cf. De Blois, “Army and
y
Society,” 14.
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titular legions developed their own reputations, traditions, and history that endured for
several centurie¥’

It was also during the late Republic and early Principate at the latest that we begin
to see centurions increasingly defined as a distinct rank of officers within the legions.
The roughly 660 centurions who served in Caesar’s Gallic legions were defined as a

category apart from both the tribunes amitites**

How Caesar’s army is described as
an entire group i\lexandrian Wais revealing: “The legates, friends, centurions, and
soldiers of Caesar” (Caesaris legafiamici, centurionesnilitesqué.**® It is also by
Caesar that we find the earliest attestations of centurions such as L. Vorenus and T. Pullo,
both on the cusp of becomipgmipili, engaging in the kind of competitive ethos that
becomes a hallmark for the rank. Centurions saw each other in their rank as natural
competitors in courage and steadfastness, and this too encouraged their identification as a
distinct group™*’

Although many centurions during the Principate took on more administrative
functions, they nonetheless remained a distinct group. This was especially true for
primipili. While regular centurions enjoyed a pay and status distinct from both the

militesand higher officers, by the reign of Claudius, posts such gedleéectus

castrorum or tribune of the Praetorian Guard, urban cohortsyayilgs became

“¥Examples include Legio 1Il Gallica, 1l Macedonica, V Alaudae, VI FerratagXestris (later
Gemina), Xll Fulminata. See Keppidaking of the Roman Arm§36-139, 199-212; Goldsworthy
“Community” 201. Cf. Stoll, “De honore certabant et dignitgtel 10118, 135.

145E g., CaesBG 1.39-41; 2. 25; 6. 3BC 1. 39.
146CaesAlex 24.

14’See above, Chapter Two, 73-
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reserved solely for the pool of formerimipili.**® This career was specifically structured
to distinguishprimipilares from those officers who joined the military already at the
equestrian rank!*® That centurions who were promoted through the ranks often
neglected to mention aspects of their earlier career suggests also that they too viewed
themselves as a group distinct from thiites**® Even in non-military dress, legionary
centurions were set apart from both soldiers and civifigns.

A corps of officers also can also possess distinct associations and traditions. The
closest parallel to such associations in the Roman army were the social organizations
(collegia) that developed in the legions of the Imperial period. While evidence for
military collegiais limited, it is suggested that they were similar in function and purpose
to their civilian counterparts, allowing individuals the opportunity to enjoy social circles
they might not otherwise have h&d. Military collegiaappear, however, to have
excluded regulamilites and higher officers such as tribunes, but were established for
such levels aBnmunesprincipales and centurions, and were organized by rank or
function (e.g.pptiones signiferi, librarii ), each with their own “club houses” (scholag.

Septimius Severus especially encouraged the formatioollefia and apparently

18T he numerus primipilariurror e primipilaribus On this group, see Hyg. 6. Cf. Dobson, “The
Primipilares™ 147.

149 ee Dobson, “Significance of the Centurion and “Primipilaris,”” 143-154, 162178.
1%0see above, Chapter Two, n. 118.
151Quint. Inst 11. 3. 138. See Appendix B.

%2The earliest evidence for militappllegiacomes from CE 15901L X 3344), while the latest is
from CE 229 LS 2353). On militarycollegia see M. Ginsburg;Roman Military Clubs and their Social
Functions; TAPA71 (1940), 151; A. PegléBocial Organizations within the Roman Army,” TRAC9
(1999), 3743; S. P. Yébenes, Collegia MilitariAsociaciones militares en el Imperio romaiMadrid,
1999), passim;

161



ordered that room be made &mholaein the camps and fortress&3.On a practical
level, for those willing to pay their entry feescémnariunp, they acted as military
“mutual aid societies” by covering the cost of members’ burial and commemoration or
providing for expenses incurred through promotion or retirerfént.

Centurions were the highest-ranking officers to enjoy membership in their own
collegia and they possessed their own culgefii’>> Centurions sometimes referred to
each other as colleaguso(lega, indicating a shared rank, and (occasionally) unit. An
epitaph to Caecilius Septiminus, a centurion posted at Mainz is illustrative:

To Caecilius Septiminus, centurion of Legio XXII Primigenia Pia Fidelis, from
centurion Aurelius Servatus, hisllegaand friend:>°

This epitaph illustrates perhaps the most important function afollesgia to administer
a soldier’s affairs his death, particularly to collect funds from its members to pay for
funeral and commemoratidn’ Whether or not they belonged te@legium centurions
appear often to have taken care of their comrades’ burial and commemoration. In the

following epitaph, for example, a centurion commemorates his friend at Dura-Europos:

133\1ilites were banned from forming or joining militacpllegia MarcianusDig. 47. 22. 1. Cf.
Smith, “Army Reforms of Septimius Severus,” 497. Scholaecould serve also as centres for the cult of
Imperialgenii. See Ginsburg, “Roman Military Clubs,” 155.

Fees on entryllS 2354, 2438; VegMil. 2. 20. RetirementLS 2445. supporting costs of
transfer Yiaticum): R. Cagnat/ ‘armée Romaine d’Afirique et I’occupation militaire de I’Afrique sous les
EmpereurgParis, 1913), 472.

13%Cult of genii: CIL 11l 7631; Xl 6682. Cf. Stoll“Religions of the Armies,” 461; Goldsworthy,
Roman Army at Wa256. Whether or nprimipili could form their owrcollegiais unclear. Cf. Yébenes,
Collegia Militaria, 250.

156CIL X111 11835: Caecilio Septimini, 7(centurioni) leg(ionis) XXII Pr(imigeniaejal)
F(idelis), Aurelius Servatus, 7(centurio) collega et amicus. CompareéQiithl 265 andP.Hibehll 276.
See alsd.Hibeh 11276. Cf. M. P. Speidel, “Centurions and Horsemen of Legio II Traiana” in Roman
Army Studies233-235.

5 Theactio procuratoria See examples in Yében&gllegia Militaria, nos. 17-20, and
discussion at 25253.
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To the gods of the Underworld: To C. lulius Rufinus, once centurion of Legio lllI
Scythica, Caesius Domitianus, centurion and best friend, saw to it being*8one.

In the absence of heirs, freedmen, or close family, a centurion was typically
commemorated by his comrades of the same T&nKkhe relationships formed between
centurions through military service could extend to other activities, including acting as
guarantors for loans, and as executors and witnesses fotills.

One practice in defining the centurionate as a corps of officers that is noticeably
absent, however, is the lack of any evidence in the Roman legions for dining clubs or an
“officer’s mess.” Such institutions have been fundamental to promoting comradeship,
corporateness, conformity, tradition, and loyalty in British and Canadian regiments. The
aywyn system in Classical Sparta served a similar function, although it applied to all
Spartiates rather than those of distinct rifikWe might speculate that the feasts and
corporate rites for theollegiunis guardian geniusserved a similar functiotf? but these
rituals lacked the consistent functions and associations of a modern mess.

Centurions were frequently transferred to serve under other legionary

commanders. By the first century CE, very few remained in the same unit or place for

18AE 1929, 181: C(aio) lul(io) Rufino gq(uondam) 7(centurioni) legépiill Scy(thicae).
Caes(ius) Domitianus, 7(centurio) amico opt(imo) f(aciendum) c@raRievised by M. Speidel,
“Colleagues as Heirs: A Centurion of legio llll Scythica” in Roman Army Studie$29.

1%9Thjs fits a pattern for soldiers of the same rank taking care of ¢éa@fs@ommemoration. See
Speidel, Ibid., 130. For examples of centurions,Gkelll 265; VI 2379; XIlIl 11835;AE 1966, 495JLS
2599.

180E g.,P.Oxy Xl 1424 andSBXII 110421; P.Col VIII 188. These are dated to the early fourth
century, but there is nothing to suggest that this was not practiced earlier.

®iCanadian/British system: KelleGombat Motivation48-49; D. Frenchylilitary Identities: The
Regimental System, the British Army, and the British People, c. 1870:@&fadd, 2005), 124-128. On
the aywyn), see PlutLyc. 12. 2; XenConst Lac. 5. 2.

1520n social functions angenius see Pegler, “Social Organizations,” 39-40; Yébenes, Collegia
Militaria, 207-215; N. Pollard;The Roman army as ‘total institution’ in the Near East? Dura Europas as a
casestudy” in D. Kennedy ed., The Roman Army in the Eggtnn Arbor, 1996), 212-7.
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the duration of their careé?® One of the products of this trend was a stronger distinction
in the centurion’s corporate identity. The frequent movement of centurions between
legions,vexillationes garrisons, and cities allowed them to form relationships with others
of their rank across the Empire. It also served to set centurions apart from the soldiers
under each of their commandshey were viewed more as interchangeable officers with
relatively similar authority (although perhaps often with different skills and military
backgrounds), identified by their charges according to their rank instead of specific
person->*

Over the course of the late Republic and first two centuries CE, therefore, the
centurionate appears to have developed into a distinct, corporate body within the legions.
As we have seen, however, the rank was not socially homogeritsusembers came
from different backgrounds in wealth, education, and geographic origin. This practice
suggests that unlike both the rank-diid-and higher officers in the legions, one’s
identification as a centurion was not defined primarily by social status. Nor were
centurions during the Principate defined especially by a single, specific function, since
they performed both combat and administrative roles. In fact, the feature that was crucial
to defining the centurionate was also a key motivation to join the rank: its traditional

prestige.

1%3Centurions transferred to multiple legions:S 2653, 2656, 2658, 7178, 9200.

%DomaszewskiDie Rangordnung9497; Dobson, “The Centurionate and Social Mobility,” 101.
According to DelbriickHistory of the Art of War [1162463, it is through these transfers that “the unified
spirit of the officer corps of the entire army was maintained and nourished.” For examples of frequent
transfers, see E. Birley, “Promotions and Transfers in the Roman Army II: The Centurionate” in Roman
Army Papers206219.
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4.4.4 The Tradition of the Centurionate

An important topic modern military studies concerns what factors determined the
level of a soldier or officer’s commitment to their organization.’®®> Unfortunately, we
possess no firsthand accounts from centurions or former centurions that hint as to why
they might have wished to join the rank. While ancient authors often describe how rising
or established members of the senatorial aristocracy desired legionary commands to boost
their political capital at Rome or in the provinces, they saw no such need to elaborate on
what motivated men to join the ranks of the centurionateseems that to them the
reasons were self-evident. The silence of our sources makes evaluation of what
motivated soldiers to join the centurionate largely speculative.

Despite the financial and social benefits centurions received on completion of
service, many chose to remain in the legions, with their pengraarium seemingly
deferred or, in the case of death while in service, defatfiteBome doubtless remained
in the hope of reaching the primipilate and the social advancement that came with it.
Few reached this rank, however, and those that did were often éfdeByen if one did
not reach this position, however, remaining as a regular centurion could hardly be
construed to be a misfortune, as long as one tolerated the military lifestyle. As major
campaigns became less common and the legions settled into more constabulary roles

during the second century CE, the duties became potentially less personally hazardous.

165¢t, Huntington,The Soldier and the Stat®, 14-15Moskos, “Institutional and Occupational
Trends in Armed Forces” in The Military, 15-26, esp. 18.

1%%0n deferring thgoraemia see Dobson, “The Primipilares” 144.

%’See list in E. BirleyRoman Army219-221, where out of twenty longest-serving centurions
known, only five becamprimipilus.
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The financial incentives for a successful centurion certainly made the position
attractive to members of the rank and file. Centurions were receiving two times the
standard soldier’s pay in the mid-Republic, and more than fifteen times the amount
during the Principate, witprimi ordinesandprimipili receiving even higher amounts.
Centurions who received an honourable dischargadsta missjp moreover, were
granted rewards upon retiremeptgemia militiag according to a similar ratio. The
material privileges of being a centurion are also readily apparent in ancient textual
accounts® The increase in pay for the centurionate during the Principate also helps to
account for the number of direct appointeesafitesdirectly from civilian life®® For
manyequites steady and relatively generous pay, as well as the chance for later postings
in provincial administration, likely made service as legionary centurions appealing.

The material benefits of service in the centurionate, therefore, were substantial,
and doubtless motivated both experienced rankers and novice equestrians to seek the
post. Centurions, however, were likely motivated by factors in addition to the material
benefits acquired with the position. There were also benefits internal or intrinsic to the
rank— goods that could not be acquired or enjoyed through any other practice but only
through the experience of being a centufith.

The goods unique to the centurionate must be considered with regard to the

importance of the traditional ideals of the position discussed in the previous chapters. In

%80n centurions’ generous pay, see below, Chapter Five, 175-181.

Delbriick especially sees the Augustan period as marking the beginningeéirect
recruitment to the centurionate from those of equestrian classliSieey of the Art of Wal, 1664167.

MaclIntyre contrasts “external goods,” or those goods which can be acquired outside of a given
practice, from “internal goods,” which cannot be gained other than through a specific or similar practice
See MaclntyreAfter Virtug 3% Ed., (Notre Dame, 1981; 1984, 2008), 188. Moskos & Wood,
“Introduction” in The Military, 5, refer to the extrinsic and intrinsic rewards in motivation.
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entering ay practice, one must relate not onlyot@’s contemporary participants, but

also to those who have come befortlere isan “authority of tradition*"* This is
especially true of military institutions. A modern corps of officers is a kind of institution
in itself, each having its own history and personality. To join it requires that one be
responsible not only in learning the required techniques and skills in leadership, but also
in respecting the group’s historical tradition and models; there is an authority of tradition

in an officer corps to which its members must retéteFor the centurions during the
Principate, this tradition was directly inherited from the Republic and civil wars: to be
models of aggressive martial prowess and stern obedience and discipline. Even those
who saw little combat and fewer major campaigns, or were perhaps too old to take an
especially active role in combat, nonetheless wished to be seen as soldigrs first.

Praise for these models was plentiful and enduring. Steadfastness, obedience, and
self-sacrifice had been characteristic ideals of centurions as early as in Polybius, to which
gualities Caesar and writers of the Principate added personal bravery and leadership.
Moreover, writers from this later period, such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus, established
these qualities at Rome’s beginnings, thus creating a “centurion tradition.” The semi-
mythical Roman hero, Siccius Dentatus, explains how in battle against the Volsci in 453
BCE, he saved the reputation of the centurions:

With the standards captured by the enemy, | alone, on behalf of alleelxpos
myself to danger, recovered the standards for our cohort, droveheaeskemy,

"Maclntyre, After Virtug 194.

Y Huntington,Soldier and the Stat@®, 13-14. On traditions in ancient officership, cf. Naiden,
“The Invention of the Officer Corps,” 38.

1™Richier, Centuriones696-697.
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and did not allow the centurions to incur undying shame, which would have made
the rest of their lives more horrible than death’

Similarly romantic descriptions of centurions’ responsibilities in combat remain a motif
among ancient authors well into the Principate.
This military reputation expanded into a more social one in Rome. Livy has
centurions play key roles in Rome’s semi-mythological past’® Most notable is
Verginius, the noble father of Verginia. As part of theslbed “Struggle of the Orders”
between plebeians and patricians, in 449 BCE, this centurion was compelled to kill his
own daughter rather than see her violated by the decemvir, Appius Claudius. Verginia is
cast as a new Lucretia, the victim of a tyrant’s lust, and Verginius as a new Brutus, the
righteous avengér.” Valerius Maximus later singles out centurions when discussing the
importance of recognizing merit and character in leading Rome rather than only social
class: “the elite of the city will not be resentful if a centurion’s courage is shown among
their extraordinary brilliance.”*’® The family of Augustus apparently agreed, since
centurions were granted the special honour of bearing the torches to his funeta pyre.
Centurions had to be mindful of the models and traditions of their institutional

forbearers- a “centurion’s ethos.” Authors during the Principate promoted this ethos by

retrojecting it deep into Rome’s mythical past. Effectively, this tradition helped to define

1740 ey , P g U A SR
“Dion. Hal. 10. 36. 5t@v d¢ onueiwv KoaToLUEV@Y UTIO T@V £XO@VY, HOVOS £y TOV UTTEQ
ATIAVTWYV KIVOUVOV AQAHEVOC TA Te ONHela DIéCWOoA TN OTElQQ Kotk TOUG TTOAE{OUG AVEOTEAR Kol TOD pr)
TEQLTIETELY aloy UV TOLG AoxayoUg alwvie, dUTiv Bavatov kakiwv 6 Aotrog &v avtolg Blog fyv....

1™E.g., JosBJ. 6. 81, 175; TacAnn 1. 66; 15. 11Hist. 3. 22; Florus 2. 26; Dio 68. 22b. 3.

1% g., Dio. Hal. 6. 45; 9. 39-42; 11. 29-44; Liv. 1. 28, 522.45; 2. 55; 3. 44-51, 69; 4. 34; 5.
55; 6. 14. See esp. 7. 13.

M jv. 3. 44-47. Cf. Dion. Hal. 11. 29-37; Aur. Vidbe Vir. 21. 1.

"8val. Max. 3. 8. 7Non indignabuntur lumina nostrae urbis, si inter eorum eximium fulgorem
centurionum quoque uirtus spectandam se obtulerit

1%See above, Introduction, 1.

168



the centurionate as a corps of officers whose titles, duties, clothing, equipment, and
decorations were later made to appear as “realized myth” within the Roman military of
the Principate. Centurions became viewed as the guardians of the traditions of the
Roman army®

The centurionate, therefore, not only offered attractive material benefits and the
hope of social advancement through reachingthreipilate, but also a position of great
military prestige. Unlike the legates and tribunes, whose position in the army granted
them the social prestige necessary to continue a career in other areas, the centurion was
considered air militaris because he possessed a form of prestige that was based on long
military service. Such prestige, moreover, was largggrnal to the military
community, and helps to account for why some centurions remained in service despite

the poor odds of reaching thbemipilate.

4.6 Conclusion: The Centurion as Vir Militaris

Despite its comparatively complex organization and efficiency, the Roman army
never developed a distinct corps of commanding officers. The chief criterion of the
higher ranks was the candidate’s social status, with promotion determined at least as
much by social connections as much as military skill or experience. Emperors
discouraged Roman aristocrats from pursuing permanent careers in the military, and few
represented themselves primarily according to their military service. Stoll makes the
essential point: out of an army comprising roughly 300 000 legionaries and auxiliaries

during the Principate, there were maybe 60-70 members of the senatorial class, and 550

18Summerly,Studies in the Legionary Centuriona®85. Lendon discusses at length the powerful
influence of Rome’s past on its soldiers and officers. See Soldiers and Ghostpassim, esp. 172-178, 280-
289, 313. For “realized myth,” See Bourdieu, Outline, 163-165.
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equites’®® In lieu of a sizable corps of commanding officers, military experience and
expertise was necessarily focused more at the level of the centurionate.

While social connections played a role in appointing men to the centurionate,
military accomplishments, experience, and seniority also appear to have been more
important to reaching its highest levels. The increasing use of cohorts and smaller
military units required that many centurions needed to possess some expertise both as
individual combatants and officers. Although the legions had no military academy, the
majority of centurions were nonetheless veteran soldiers who developed their skills and
knowledge through a great deal of practice.

The functions, social status, behaviour, and even age of some of these centurions
during the Principate appear far removed from the characters glorified by Caesar
primarily for theirvirtus anddisciplina Thisideaof centurions, however, endured and
remained crucial to the rank’s identity. When one considers the respect given to their
long service and the relatively lavish rewards that also came with the position, moreover,
one sees another important basis for the centurion’s authority: the Roman soldier’s own
desire to be promoted to the centurionate. Vegetius later makes this point explicit when
describing the envied status of the centu;iGfor whom, according to ancient custom,
great profits and honours were established, so that other soldiers from the entire legion
would strive with ample effort and zeal to attain such vast rewards.”*®? If at times only

grudgingly, Roman soldiers likely submitted to their centurion because of the hope that,

1818toll, “Offizier und Gentleman,” 150.

83/eg. Mil. 2. 7:Quibus magnae utilitates et magnus honor esta ueteribus constitutus, ut ceteri
milites ex tota legione omni labore ac deuotione contenderent ad tanta praemia pervenire
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through consistent obedience and loyalty to him, they themselves might eventually join
his rank.

This status within a legion’s command structure conferred additional social
responsibilities on centurions, since they also played a key role in integrating soldiers into
the legions and helping to define their expectations and status. As a corps of middle-
ranking officers, moreover, the centurions had to balance their own duties and loyalties to
the soldiers under their command with those owed to their superiors. The next chapter
will address this challenge, and demonstrate that the centurion’s intermediate position

between higher and lower ranks was crucial to preserving the Roman army’s cohesion.
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Chapter 5: The “Middle” Rank

5.1 Introduction

Social status was traditionally understood to define one’s prospects, loyalties, and
relationships in the Roman world. During the Principate, however, the legionary
centurionate posed a problem to this ideology. The behaviour, supposed intentions, and
ahlities of centurions were often not able to be described according to comfortable and
traditional categories of social status, since their rank was not defined primarily by these
criteria. As the previous chapter has demonstrated, moreover, the shifting demands on
the Roman military during the Principate led to an increase in status for centurions. They
were given greater command responsibilities and accorded significant increases in pay
and social prestige. Although centurions were still praised for the traditional behaviour
and military virtues that characterized them during the Republic, they became starkly
distinguished in status from tingilites whom they commanded, while also outranking
even certain equestrian officers.

The centurions’ perceived status in the legions, however, is directly relevant to
another important issue: their responsibilities and loyalties to both their superiors and the
soldiers under their command. Modern authors too have wrestled with how to categorize
the relative status and sympathies of these officers, both within and outside the legions:
were centurions clearly regarded by their contemporaries as socially and ideologically

closer to the “mob” (vulgug of soldiers, or to the aristocratic leadership and the emperor?



Several recent studies have favoured the latter, arguing that, particularly during the
Principate, “a chasm opened up between the centurions and their former comrades.”
The increase in pay and privileges granted to centurions was intended to make them more
loyal to the regime than the soldiers by strengthening the tie between them and the
emperor. Keppie goes so far as to describe centurions of the Principate as “bastions of
conservatism, averse to innovation and change.”?
The previous chapters have explored how legionary centurions were often

expected to occupy an intermediate position between several military types:
disciplinarians and “natural fighters,” combat and staff officers, commissioned and non-
commissioned officers. This chapter explores evidence for the impact of this position on
the centurions’ various social relationships and obligations within the legions of the
Principate, and argues that centurions occupied a similarly intermediate status within
Rome’s military hierarchy. On the one hand, textual evidence suggests that their duties
and increased pay and status during the Principate left their interests and loyalties more
often with the higher officers and emperor than the common soldier. They are sometimes
portrayed as hostile to the rank and file, as officers whose potential wealth made them
conservative supporters of the regime and a great bulwark against any disloyalty or
collective resistance.

On the other hand, textual evidence also associates centurions strongly with the

milites, and epigraphic and archaeological sources suggest that their relationships with

!S. G. Chrissantho$Varfare in the Ancient World: From the Bronze Age to the Fall of Rome
(Westport, 2008), 168-169. Cf. Campbé&imperor and the Roman Arp02-104 K. Raaflaub, “Die
Militarreformen des Augustus und die politische Problematik des frihernigats’ in G. Binder ed.,
Saeculum Augustuin(Darmstadt, 1987), 2694. A. Speidel, “Sold und Wirtschaftslage der romischen
Soldaten” in Heer und Herrschafi432.

®Making of the Roman Armg79.
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soldiers were defined by strong spatial proximity and social bonds. This traditional
association between centurion and soldier was defined not just through combat or other
military missions, but also through the layout of living quarters in legionary marching
camps and fortresses. Although centurions were increasingly distinguished from the
militesin pay, prestige, and prospects during the Principate, several practices developed
in order to maintain some of their traditional connection with the rank and file from the
Republic.

This intermediate status between their superiors and the rank and file, moreover,
placed centurions in the perfect position to perform another important role: the
integration of soldiers into the Roman military community. Since many centurions were
experienced, former members of the rank and file, they became responsible for training
new recruitstfroneg and helping them to adjust to military life. Téwturions’
guarters and their physical presence in camp itself, moreover, helped to define their place
and that of their soldiers within the legions’ military hierarchy. Beyond the confines of
the camp, centurions were also the functional head and symbolic representation of the
centurig the primary locus for recruitment, tactical deployment, and religious activities,
and the unit with which soldiers legionaries identified themselves most closely. In some
cases, lastly, the relationships and obligations between centurions and soldiers continued
even after the end of military service through their settlement in veteran colonies. The
combination of these specific various duties and traditions, therefore, suggests a strong
concern in Roman military practices to integrate soldiers into the military community,

and identifies the centurion as the primary tool to perform this role.
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5.1 Pay and Privilegesduring Service

In addition to their dress amtis, centurions were distinguished in status from
the rank and file most obviously through their annual pay. This distinction developed
markedly from Republic to Principate. Polybius states that the centurion of the second
century BCE received twice the standard pay oftiles® Caesar, who clearly
understood the great potential of centurions to secure both military loyalty and political
influence, set a new standard during the late Republic for generosity. When Caesar
doubled the pay of soldiers in his own legions during the 40s BCE, he also increased the
centurions’ pay to five times that of the legionary.* It was during the Principate,
however, that the centurionate acquired significant remunerative benefits. The evidence
is unclear, but it appears that the centurion’s pay rose to between fifteen to eighteen times
that of the legionary by the end of the first century CE, with thopeioi ordinesrank
receiving roughly thirty times the normal rate, gmohipili sixty times. This ratio of
pay, moreover, seems to have remained consistent throughout the Prihcipate.

Such a gap in potential wealth clearly distinguished the centurionate from the rank
and file. Epigraphic and papyrological evidence of loans, contracts, and expenditure of

cash by legionaries during the Principate show centurions spending on average ten to

3polyb. 6. 39. 12.

“App. BC 2. 102; SuetCaes 26. See Webstelmperial Roman Army256-260; Patterson,
“Military Organization,” 99-104.

°Figures are conjecturblilites are recorded earning 912 1/2 HS (3658e}¥ per year under
Augustus (TacAnn 1. 17. 4), 1200 under Domitian (SuBbm 7. 3), and 3600 under Severus and
Caracalla (Herod. 3. 8. 4; 4. 4. 7; Dio 78. 36. 3). Later papy®Xy VIl 1047;P.Panop 2. 197) indicate
above ratios, which appear consistent with awardimgaémiato militesand centurions (Dio 54. 23. 1;
Suet.Cal. 44). See Brunt, “Pay and Superannuation in the Roman Army,” PBSR18 (1950), 67-69; L.
WierschowskiHeer und Wirtschaft: Das romische Heer der Prinzipatszeit als Wirtschaftsf@aon,
1984), 215, 228, n. 58; Speidel, “Roman Army Pay Scales,” 372-375. Based on these figures, under
Augustus, centurions annually earned 13500ni ordines27000, andrimipili 54000. By the second
century, the pay rates were raised to 18000, 36000, and 72000 Hstikedp, and presumably continued
under the Severans. There was no increase again until under Severds 8Heérd).
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thirty times more thamilites® This potential wealth is illustrated in letters from Egypt
in which centurions being transferred request that their wives take care to pack their
many belongings and follow later. In one particular letter from third century Fayum,
when a centurion advises his wife to join him, he reminds her to bring all of her gold
jewellery/

In addition to generous pay, centurions enjoyed many other luxuries and
privileges that distinguished them from tindites including allowances to keep slaves
quartered with them in the legionary camp, and perhaps even multiple food ¥atiiies.
the tribunes and legates and unlike the rank and file, moreover, centurions appear often to
have possessed horses and ridden on horseback when their army or unit was on the
march? As early as the Republican period, rooms for lodging horses were either placed
nearby or attached to the centurions’ quarters in marching camps.'® Beyond the practical
advantage of travelling on horseback, the use of the horse was also a status symbol in the
Roman world, associated with military ranks whose members were of equestrian or
senatorial background. Some centurions chose to highlight this status visually in
commemorative relief. They distinguished themselves from equestrian officers, however,

by never depicting themselves on horseback in mid-g&tiop.

5See Tables 2 and 12 in Wierschowskier und Wirtschaft49-62.

'A.S. Hunt & C.C. EdgarSelect PapyriLoeb ed., (Cambridge, 1932; 1970), no. 155. SeeRalso
Oxy. IX 1185. Cf. L. Allasonfones, “Women and the Roman Army in Britain” in The Roman Army as a
Community43. On centurions and marriage, see next page.

®For slaves in camp, cf. B. Hoffmann, “The Quarters of Legionary Centurions of the Principate,”
Britannia 26 (1995), 111. Papyri from late first century CE show thatcems were kept on separate rolls
in food distribution, suggesting a greater ration. Cf. FRIMR no. 10; Rothlogistics 22.

SeePSI729 for centurion during Flavian period who sold his horsedavalrymandques alap
%See DobsorThe Army of the Roman Republi&6; WebsterRoman Imperial Army132.

Yyisual commemoration of horses: Appendix A, figs. 10, 11, 15.
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Centurions may even have been allowed to contract marriages. The consistency
or legal applicability of the ban on regular soldiers from contracting marriages during the
Principate is currently debatéd.The ban has traditionally been attributed to the reign of
Augustus, and, according to Herodian (3. 8. 4-5) was lifted by Septimius S&Vérns.
legal origin or specific stipulations of the ban, however, remain largely conjétture.
Archaeological evidence demonstrates at the very least that women were not physically
banned from the legionary camp, and the size and layout of some centurions’ quarters’
suggest that women lived with thém Centurions frequently refes their “wives”

(uxores in letters and inscriptions, although this title does not technically designate their
exact legal statu€. Given the state of the evidence, no firm conclusion can be reached
on the applicability of the ban to centurions, but it appears at the very least that many
centurions had families dwelling with them inside the camp well before the apparent lift

of the ban by Septimius Severus.

2The debate concerning military marriages and women in the camp has hoomteent in
recent years. See esp. Phavigyriage, passim, esp. 115-129; C. Van Driluray “Gender in Question”
in Theoretical Roman Archaeology: Second Conference Procee@nBsish ed., (Aldershot, 1995), 3-21;
E. Greene, “Women and Families in the Auxiliary Military Communities of the RoMéest in the First
and Second Centuries ADPhD diss., (Chapel Hill, 2011).

3Ban during reign of Augustus: Campbell, “The Marriage of Soldiers under the Empire,” JRS68
(1978), 153-166; Keppid,he Making of the Roman Arimy48. Dio refers to Claudius easing the ban in CE
44 (76. 15. 2). Cf. Smith;The Army Reforms of Septimius Severus,” 489-493.

1“See PhangrheMarriage of Roman Soldiers (13 B.€A.D. 235)(Leiden, 2001), passim, esp.
115129;James, “The Community of the Soldiers: A Major Identity and Centre of Power in the Roman
Empire” in P. Barker et al. TRAC 98 Proceedings of the Eighth Annual Theoretical Roman Archeology
Conferencg1999), 1425.

°See L. Allason-Jone§Women and the Roman Army in Britain,” in Roman Army as a
Community43; Hoffmann, “The Quarters of Legionary Centurions,” 110. M. Hassall, “Homes for Heroes:
Married Quarters for Soldiers and Veterdris,Roman Army as a Communidp; Hoffmann, “Quarters of
Legionary Centurions,” 110. For doubts, see Phang, TheMarriage of Roman Soldiers (13 B.€A.D. 235)
(Leiden, 2001), 131; R. Friedber Konkubinat in kaiserzeitlichen Rom: von Augustus bis Septimius
SeverugStuttgart, 1996), 255.

¥ nscriptions show centurions referringumores ILS 2662;AE 1960, 28. See also above, n. %.
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As discussed above, centurions apparently had no standard age of retirement
during the Principat®” Although some centurions remained in service well into the old
age, others who chose to end their service in the legions were well rewarded. While
Roman commanders of the late Republic frequently arranged for grants of free land as
rewards to their veterans, neither they nor the Senate ever instituted anything like fixed
measures as a policy. Land seems to have been allotted generally according to rank and
military achievements, as well as the arability of land itSelEenturions were treated
quite favourably in these ad hoc settlements. Caesar, for example, is credited with
granting donatives to centurions at two to ten times the rate of those given to soldiers. In
deciding to help Caesar during the Civil War, moreover, Domitius Ahenobarbus
apparently promised troops foitygeraout of his own estates, and in proportion to every
centurion and volunteep(o rata parte centurionibus evocatisqié Among Caesar’s
veterans, the average allotment was fifiiyera, while centurions acquired one hundred.

This ratio was later doubled by Octavian and Antonius, who showed similar genétosity.

Augustus, however, attempted to regulate the amounts of money or land given to
veterans on their discharge, and laid the responsibility for these payments on a designated
imperial treasurygerarium militarg rather than individual commanders. Those soldiers
who served for twenty-five years obtainsahesta missioUpon retirement, they

receivedporaemiain the form of either cashnissio nummaripor a plot of landrfissio

"See above, Chapter Four, 12485.

BAccording to the Gromatici: Hyg. 114. 1; Sic. Flacc. 156. 9; Hyg. Grom. I36.C 214. 12;
216.11; 232. 2.

®CaesBG 8. 4;BC 1. 17. Ondugerumis roughly half an acre.

“App. BC 4. 120; 5. 128; PluAnt 23; Dio 43. 21. Cf. SmitiService in the Post-Marian Army
66-69; J. PattersorfMilitary Organization and Social Change,” 99-103; Brunt, “The Army and the Land
in the Roman Revolution” in Fall of the Roman Republic and Related Esg&ydord, 1998), 271-272.
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agraria), as well as various privilegesreritun), such as exemption from toft5.The

exact amount gbraemiafor legionary centurions is never explicitly stated, but by at least
the early Principatgrimipili appear to have received fifty times the amount ofriles

and four times that of the regular centurion. This suggests that the rateemia

between centurion ardilescorresponded roughly with that of each rank’s annual pay.??

As early as the late Republic, some centurions had accumulated enough wealth
from either donatives or spoils to possess equestrian status on retirement. This new
reality led more conservative senators like Cicero to complain about centurions being
eligible for the third decury of jurymefi. Even more shockingly for aristocrats at the
time, some centurions were apparently even being allowed into the Seffétis. period
of political turmoil in the Republic was hardly typical, but even centurions with less
spectacular careers during the Principate might still have sons who reached the Senate.
The Stoic senator, Helvidius Priscus, claimgaimuspilusas his father, while Suetonius
claims that the emperor Vespasian’s grandfather was a regular centurion and his father a

primuspilus Other senators during the early Principate are likewise recorded as having

ZIRewards were also described@snmoda emeritae militiaSee Suetiug 24. 2 and legal
interpretations by Menanddbjg. 49. 16. 5. 7 and Modestinusig. 49. 16. 3. 8. On Augustus’ award of
land and cash, sé&G16-17; Dio 54. 25. 5. Exemption from toll€IL XVI 12; Cod. Theod7. 20. 2.
Privileges varied over time and according to rank. Cf. G. W&dein; “Recruits and Veterans,” in
Companion439-443.

#That is, twelve to fifteen times, or 300000 HS to 12000 HS.pFaemiawere increased under
Caracalla (Dio 55. 23. 1; 77. 24. 1). Saebson “The Primipilares” 141; Herz, “Finances and Costs,” 308;
Speidel, “Pay Scales,” 373.

#Cic. Phil. 1. 19-20; 13. 3. See exampleNi81893, 58 andl.S 6491 =CIL IX 1604 (Keppie,
Colonization Syll. nos. 24, 31). The wealth of centurions during this gehiowever, was likely far below
the traditional requirement of 200 000 HS for service in the third decuriteppie,Colonization 108
with n. 41; E. Gabba, “Ricerche sli’esercito professionale Romano da Mario ad Auggistehenaeun29
(1951), 171-173.

%Cic. Ad Fam 6. 18. 1. CfDiv. 2. 23;0ff. 2. 29; Dio 42. 51. 5.
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centurions as relativés. The generoupraemiagiven to centurions also allowed them to
become cities’ patrons or magistrates, and they are often found occupying important
magistracies in municipal councfl$.Municipalities seem to have had even higher
expectations from local men who becapnenipilares Indeed, Tiberius once had to

punish citizens in the town of Pollentia who had held up and tried to extort money from a
local primuspilus funeral processiorf’

In pay, privileges, and prospects, therefore, the legionary centurions were sharply
distinguished from thenilites While centurions in the Republican period were former
soldiers with perhaps a few advantages in pay and luxuries, those of the Principate were
now much closer in economic status to the equestrian ra@fgestrians, as we know,
frequently sought the positid. This rise in wealth, moreover, seems to have been
widely recognized in the empire. Rabbinic texts speak of the vast financial rewards for
centurions, while Juvenal, as part of his satire on Romans’ unbounded greed, pokes fun at
someone petitioning to join the centurion&teThe developing gulf in pay and benefits
between centurion and the rank and file also apparently did not go unnoticed by Roman
soldiers. Tacitus records complaints by soldiers against the need to bribe their centurions
for furloughs or relief from unwanted fatigues. Apparently, soldiers once even demanded

in CE 69 that Otho abolish the bribe that they customarily had to pay to centurions to

®Ppriscus: TacHist. 4. 5. Vespasian: Suatesp 1; PIR?, F 351. Cf. TacAnn 3. 75;Hist. 1. 84.

*E.g.,AE 1982, 395CIL 1l 4514, 5438; V 906, 7544; IX 2564; X 3903, 5064; X| 16C8.
Dobson, “The Centurionate and Social Mobility,” 103-105; Le BohecThe Imperial Roman Arm8;
Ando, “The Army and the Urban Elite: A Competition for Power” in Companon, 373

?’Suyet.Tib. 37. On wealth and status of this rank upon retirement, see Dobson, “The
Primipilares” 139-141.

#3ee above, Chapter Four, 138.

“Rabbinic texts: Sifre Num., 11. 8-11, Balak 131. See GoodStare and Society44. Juvenal:
14.193-195. See also Hora&at 1. 6. 7274.
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acquire furloughs. Otho, afraid of alienating the centurions in his rise to power, promised
instead to pay them out of his own putSe.

While this gulf in status clearly distanced the centurionate from the rank and file,
the centurion’s traditional duties still required him to maintain a connection with his
soldiers in other ways, since too wide a gulf between officers and the rank and file could
engender the kind of resentment and poor discipline that broke out during the Rhine and
Danube mutinies. For this reason, although the status of centurions rose during the
course of the Principate, various traditional practices and expectations of the rank were
maintained to ensure that centurions remained closely associated withitdge For
centurions to find this balance, however, was made all the more difficult by some of the
challenges that the Roman military faced in recruitment.

Unlike the hoplites of many classical Gregekleis who formed military units
based on clan, family, common geography, or political citizenship within thepolis,
Roman soldiers during the Principate seldom had such close social, political, and familial
connections to one another. Army recruitment often cut across local identities and
allegiances, since men were enrolled regardless of geographic, ethnic, or cultural origins.
A Roman legion during the Principate could thus comprise a variety of soldiers: veterans

and raw novices; volunteers and leviésecruits who were integrated, equipped and

%Tac.Hist. 1. 46, 58Ann 1. 17. Cf. WebsteRoman Imperial Armyi22; De Blois “Army and
society,” 24.

¥iSee HansonNestern Way of WaR01.

%Roman citizens remained legally liable for military service at least into the seautndyc8E,
especially during military emergencies on the frontiers (e.g., Dio®849.;310. 50. 1). Punishment for
evading summons included enslavement and edépdrtatig. SeeEF 368; SuetAug 25. 2; Fronto 2. 54;
Plin. Ep. 10. 29-30; VegMil. 1. 3;Menen Dig. 40. 12. 29P.Oxy. VII 1022;ILS 1068; 1098. On
punishment generally for evading, see SAeg 24. 1;Menen. Dig 49. 16. 4. 10-12. Cf. Brunt,
“Conscription and Volunteering in the Roman Imperial Army” in Roman Imperial Themg$88-214;
WeschKlein, “Recruits and Veterans,” 437; James, Rome and the Swori28.
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trained together, or those who joined individually or in small groups over time as
supplementasoldiers recruited locally or those who came from farther regions across the
empire. The challenge for the Roman army was to turn this host of individual soldiers
into relatively loyal, cohesive military units. As the primary combat and disciplinary
officers, the centurions had a key role to perform in this process, not only in training,
disciplining, and leading legionaries in combat, but also in integrating them more socially
into the Roman military community. This function of the centurionate encouraged
soldiers to form strong bonds of loyalty both to tleeinturiaand its commanding

officer. This process began, mover, with the recruit’s entry into military life, and

often continued long after.

5.3 Training and the Camp

Like a drill sergeant, the centurions’ strong association with military experience,
harshness, and formal discipline made them obvious choices for supervising the training
and drilling of military units. Their involvement in this activity, however, also had
important social consequences. In modern armies, one of the first and most important
experiences for new recruits is the period of military training. Weapons drills, marching,
and other such activities not only assert discipline and sharpen martial skills, but can also

strengthen social bonds, both between soldiers themselves and their tfiBgreaking

%30n “muscular bonding” effects of drill and training, see W. H. McNeill, Keeping Together in
Time: Dance and Drill in Human HistofCambridge, 1995), 11820, Stoll, “Offizier und Gentleman,”
146;A. King, “The Word of Command: Communication and Cohesion in the Military,” AFS32.4 (2006),
493512 On respecting rhythms, keeping pace, and not falling out of line, or the “fundamental virtue of
conformity,” cf. Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practicd61. For doubts on the importance of drill and
marching in Roman warfare, however, see PhRogyan Military Service49-64.
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a leading role in this training, legionary centurions were similarly given an important
context in which to define their authority and integrate newer soldiers intccémuria

The evidence for formal training in the legions during the Republic suggests that
it was limited or left to the initiative of individual command&tsin several of these
cases, tribunes appear to have supervised the process, but it is clear that centurions
functionally took charge of drills and weapons trainingrhis is illustrated best in
Livy’s account of the Second Punic War, when Cn. and P. Scipio sent centurions to King
Syphax of Numidia to persuade him to become allies of Rome. In discussion with these
centurions, Syphax was so impressed by their experience and attitudes toward discipline
and battle-order that he agreed to the Roman proposal, but only if one of them could
remain behind to serve as a military instructoagister rei militari for his own foot
soldiers®

More formal training, however, seems to have developed during the Principate.
Textual and papyrological evidence describes a four-month period of instruction
(tiroconium) that new recruits were expected to undéfg@his initial training, however,
should not be equated to the lengthy and structured environment of a modern military
“boot camp.” Authors during the Imperial period advocate rather that training be
ongoing throughout one’s entire service,>® and it appears that primary supervision of this

training remained the responsibility of the centurions and fopmeauspilus the

%E_g., Scipio Africanus: Liv. 26. 51. 4; Polyb. 10. 20. 2-3. AersiRaulus: Liv. 44. 34. 3.
Marius: Plut.Mar. 34. 3. Pompey: PluBomp 64. 1-2. Tribunes: Liv. 26. 51; Polyb. 10. 20.

%¢Ct. HorsmannUntersuchungen zur militarischen AusbildyuBg55: “der centurio fir alle Teile
der Ausbildung zustandig wér

*Liv. 28. 48. 4.
¥\/eg.Mil. 2. 5. See Phangoman Military Service38-39.

3Cic. Tusc. Disp2.16; JosBJ 3. 72-76; Arr.Tac 40. This is supported later by Vegetiidil( 1.
27;2.23.2-3).
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praefectus castrorurf? Centurions themselves set the model by continuing their own
training through drills in marching or fightirf§. During the second century, more
specialized training positions developed, and a number of centurions appear in the
epigraphic record with the titles ekercitator doctor armorum/cohortisand
campidoctor Their specific duties and status, however, remain obSture.

The locus in which training typically occurred was crucial to its social impact.
The Roman military’s attention to marching camps and other fortifications has been
described by Luttwak as “the most characteristic device of the Roman art of war.”*?
Their construction seems to have become a common practice by the mid-second century
BCE at the latest The legions’ proficiency in this activity impressed contemporaries
such as Polybius to a degree that he described the process and layout th Gefailg
the Principate, the increasingly static functions of legions ensured that camps and smaller

fortifications becane the soldiers’ homes. Archacological evidence demonstrates the

increasing complexity and durability of these permanent fortifications, and ancient

*\Veg.Mil. 2. 4. 3-8; JosBJ 3. 5. 1. See also Tann 13. 35; VegMil. 1. 4, 11-14; Herod. 8. 1.
5. On training in general, cf. Websténperial Roman Armyl16; CampbellThe Roman Army7;
Davies,Service in the Roman Army4-18; Horsmanrntersuchungen zur militarischen Ausbildugg-
92.

“9See Hadrian’s praise of the centurions in speech to legion at Lambaesis above, Chapter Two, n.
23.

“E.g., T. Aurelius DecimusQL Il 4083 =ILS 2416), T. Flavius Virilis CIL VIII 2877 =ILS
2653). Centurions asxercicatoresare most commonly associated with duiites singulares Augustii
rather than the legions. See V#jl. 3. 8. 11]L.S 2182, 2187, 2453. Centurions functioned as
campidoctoresn the fourth century, but the position appears to have become restigimus by the fifth
century. Cf. P. Rancé&Campidoctores Vicarii vel TribuniThe Senior Regimental Officers of the Late
Roman Army and the Rise of tampidoctot in A. S. Lewin & P. Pellegrini, eds., The Late Roman Army
in the Near East from Diocletian to the Arab Conqué3iford, 2007), 395-409, esp. 4@06.

2 uttwak, Grand Strategy55.

“3Aeneas’ first action upon arrival in Italy is to construct a camp (Verg. Aen 7. 126-129). Camps
are consistently constructed during the Second Punic War (Liv. 25ar8¥PlutarchRyrrh. 16. 5) claims
that Pyrrhus was impressed by this activity. Earliest secure archaeotgitsice is from mid-second
century Spain. See Keppigaking of the Roman Arm$6-38, 4451.

“Polyb. 6. 2737.

184



authors of the Imperial period continued to emphasize their strength and importance to
the Roman military®> Centurions were involved in almost all aspects of legionary camps
and fortifications, from their construction and physical layout to the activities within
them. The camp, therefore, crucially provided centurions with a context outside of battle
where they might further define their relationship with soldiers under their command.

The strong tie between centurion, camp, and soldier began with the camp’s
construction. For marching camps of the Republic, Polybius asserts that while tribunes
maintained overall supervision, the centurions superintended all physical details of
construction of the camp and stockades for their respective maniples. It was also typical
for commanders to send centurions ahead of a marching legion to survey and choose
suitable position for the canfp. This was not only because of the centurions’ experience,
but also because the process of establishing a camp (“castramentaticr) was understood
to be a disciplinary activity in itseff.

Roman commanders had long viewed constructive labour as a method to reassert
discipline. Corbulo was especially famous for employing this tactic. In CE 47, for
example, he ordered his men to dig a twenty-three mile-long canal between the Mosa and
Rhine rivers*® This construction, moreover, was often the first and most important type

of training fortirones Accuracy in building one’s portion of the fortifications

“>Cn. Domitius Corbulo apparently quipped (FionStrat. 4. 7. Pthat “the pick was the weapon
with which to beat the enemy” (dolabra id est operibus hostem vincengudosephusgJ 3. 83-84)
claimed that it seemed that cities sprang up on the spur of a moment. See aMd MVegt; 1. 21. Cf.
Davies Service in the Roman Arp24137.

““Polyb. 6. 34. 2; CaeBG 2. 17.

“"Disciplina castrorumPolyb. 6. 33-38; Val. Max. 6. 1. 11; Suéesp 4. 6; VegMil. 1. 1. Cf.
HorsmannUntersuchungen zur militérischen Ausbildyui§4-171, esp. 165.

**Tac.Ann 11. 20. Marius had his men improve navigation on the Rhéwea waiting to engage
the Cimbri (PlutMar. 15). Cf. App.Iber. 86; CaesBG 1. 42; TacAnn 1. 35. On the disciplinary aspect of
labour, see Horsmanbntersuchungen zur militarischen Ausbildud4-186; PhandgRoman Military
Service 67-70, 201-247; Lendosoldiers and Ghost248254.
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emphasized individual responsibility for the security of the entire*tiriince building
these camps was both a formdidciplinaand a phase of training, it was natural that
centurions were heavily involved. They were expected to supervise the labour of their
soldiers very closely, measuring construction with ten-foot rods to make sure that each
soldier completed his allotted portion:

After this, it is then inspected and measured by the centurions, and anyone whose

work has been negligent is punished. The recruit is therefore to be trained in this

exercise so that whenever necessity demands it, he can fortify a camp quickly,
securely, and without confusich.
The centurion’s disciplinary authority, therefore, was intrinsically tied to the physical
construction of the camp.

This connection between the centurionate and the camp relates to another crucial
locus in which the relationship betwemiilites and centurions was defined: the physical
space of the camp itself. Social and institutional divisions and hierarchies can often be
established in spaces between people, things, and practices (e.g., men’s versus women’s
quarters, public versus private spate)Xhus, the position and size of centurions’
guarters within legionary fortifications and camps could help to define the status of
centurions relative to both their inferiors and superiors.

According to Polybius’ descriptions, in the legionary marching camps of the

second century BCE, centurions were quartered at either end of each maniple’s line of

*Veg.Mil. 1. 25. 15; 1. 4; Hadrian’s speech at Lambaesis (see above, Chapter Two, n. 23) On
training in general, see DavieService in the Roman Arn§3-123

*\/eg. Mil. 1. 25. 2-3Post hoc a centurionibus fossa inspicitur ac mensuratur et uindicatur in
€0s, qui neglegentius fuerint operati. Ad hunc ergo usum instituendus gst,tcom necessitas
postulauerit, sine perturbatione et celeriter et caute castra possit m@rir¢he measuring rodesMil. 3.
8.13.

*l0n space as the principal locus for objectifying ideologies, see Fouadipline and Punish
195-228; BourdieuQutling, 89. Cf. Hoy Critical Resistanceg65, 107. For extensive discussion of Roman
fortifications, see WebsteRoman Imperial Armyl166-220; DaviesService in the Roman Armi244137.
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tents>® This arrangement appears to reflect the physical position relative to their soldiers
that centurions supposedly occupied in combat. Their tents were noticeably distinguished
from the larger tribunes’ quarters, which were attached not to those of the soldiers, but to

the array of tents beside the legionary commandeip(dmtoriun).>® This layout might

be as we would expect for centurions of the Republican pettloely flanked their

soldiers, with whom they were more closely associated in social status and functions than
with the military tribunes.

During the Principate, however, when we begin to find evidence for more
permanent Roman fortifications, there have been some subtle developments. It should be
noted that much of the archaeological evidence for specifically legionary camps is limited
to the western regions of the empire, particularly those in Britain and along the Rhine and
Danube rivers. Moreover, there was no “standard” layout for permanent Roman
fortresses. Each differed according to available local materials and topography, or the
category of the unit stationed there (legiaunxilia, numeri classey What evidence
there is, however, suggests that several features appear to have been common among
legionary fortresses. Barrack blocks were now organized according to cohort rather than
maniple, and were ten in number, each divided into the six roeentdriag and then
divided further into eight-meoontubernia Placed at the end of each rowcohtubernia
were the centurions’ quarters.>® This layout resembles the organization of Republican

camps as described by Polybius, in that the centurions again lived adjacent to the row of

*%Polyb. 6. 30. 5. See Appendix C, Fig. 1.
%3Ct. Keppie,Making of the Roman Arm@6-38.

*¥E.g., at Inchtuthil and Caerleon (Appendix C, figs. 2-3).ECfShirley,Building a Roman
Legionary FortresgCharleston, 2001), 1%. Hanel, “Military Camps, Canabae, and Vici: the
Archaeological Evidence” in Companion407.
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quarters for thenilites The size of the centurion’s quarters, however, has become much
larger. The earliest evidence from fortresses on the Rhine during the Augustan period
has their quarters roughly double the size of the cramped eightenarmernia®
The centurion’s quarters seem to have grown even larger during the Flavian
period. While the average post-Augustamtuberniumwas a crowded 9fMmthe average
centurion’s block now appears to have grown to a rather luxurious 230-259with some
close to double that size. This meant that the centurions’ quarters in some camps
comprised between thirty to forty percent of each entire barrack Blotke quality of
building materials in centions’ quarters also improved. While their quarters’ floors
during the Augustan period were merely dirt, they later became made of timber by the
reign of Claudius, and then concrete by the Flavian dynasty. By the second century CE,
some centurions’ houses possessed separate drainage outlets, heated brick floors and
hypocausts, others even with painted plaster walls, and floor maésaite houses for
centurions of the first cohorp{imi ordineg, moreover, seem to have been even more
splendid. At Inchtuthil and Nijmegen, their houses had central courtyards with exterior
windows, and were not much smaller in overall size than those of the military trifunes.
The increasing size of centurions’ quarters is obviously connected with the

growth of the rank in pay and status during the first two centuries CE. It is notable,

At Oberaden and Dangstetten. The doubled size of the quarters correspbridggivius (127f.
1). Cf. Hoffmann, “The Quarters of Legionary Centurions,” 134. See also Appendix C, Figs. 4a, 4b, 5a.

*’Appendix C, Figs. 3- Centurions’ quarters were roughly 230m?” at Inchtuthil, but 400fat
Lambaesis. See B. Hoffmann, “The Quarters of Legionary Centurions,” 111; Shirley, Building, 52;
MacMullen, “The Legion as a Society,” 227.

*’Drainage outlets: Caerleon. Heated floors: Carnuntum, Vindonissa. Hypocaustst@arnun
Bonn, Regensburg. Mosaics: Bonn. Wall painting: Nijmegan, Caerleon. Cf. Hoffmann, “Quarters of
Legionary Centurions,” 118-121, 140; ShirleyBuilding, 64.

*8See Appendix C, Fig. 6. Cf. Keppidlaking of the Roman Arm§74179.
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however, that while these quarters were now grander and more opulent, they nonetheless
remained attached to the soldiers’ barrack blocks. Moreover, in comparing positive

features (e.g., imdows, heating, freshwater basins, concrete floors) of centurions’ houses

with more negative (e.g., open drains, unlit rooms, crude latrines), it is clear that the best-
quality quarters for centurions were consistently those located closestttdernia®

The physical space of the centurions’ quarters in camp, therefore, further defined their
intermediate status in the legions between rank and file and commanding officers. While
enjoying increased pay and some of the luxuries and status of a tribune, they nonetheless
emphasized their bonds with thelites by locating their quarters beside the barrack

blocks.

In addition to their housing, the mere physical presence of the centurions
themselves in the camp helped to define the soldiers’ activities and responsibilities. To
withdraw all the centurions from a camp, for example, could be used as a disciplinary
tactic against mutinous soldiers. In CE 69, soldiers of Legio | Germanica refused to
accept Galba as Rome’s new emperor and mutinied. While their legionary commander,

Flavius Valens, fled and concealed himself,gheefectus castrorurunsurprisingly, a
former centurion) found a solution that brought the rebellious soldiers back into the fold:

[He] helped the situation by the device of forbidding the centurions to make the

rounds of the pickets and of omitting the usual trumpet call to summon the

soldiers to their military duties. The result was that they were all amazed, and they

began to look at each other in perplexity, frightened by the simple fact that no one
was in comman®®

**Hoffman, “Quarters of Legionary Centurions,” 139.

Tac. Hist. 2. 29:addit consilium, vetitis obire vigilias centurionibus, omisso tubae som, qu
miles ad belli munia cietur. igitur torpere cuncti, circumspectare inter se attoniti et id ipsum gomd n
regeret paventes
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The physical withdrawal of the centurions not only left the soldiers disoriented and
disorganized, but also served to unravel the symbolic structure of the legionary camp, and
how the soldiers defined themselves according to it.

The opportunities for the centurion to define his authority and acclimatize soldiers
to military life in the camp, however, were limited by military developments during the
Principate. Massive numbers of soldiers needed to be dispersed across a wide area in
order to ease the burdens on local food and water supply. To supply the legionary camps
and ensure communication between them and local communities also required extensive
garrisoning, observation, and protection of transportation r8tités. the legions became
less involved in major campaigns rather than dealing with smaller and diverse threats to
the security of the frontiers, Rome’s military manpower was increasingly spread over a
very wide geographic area, with individuals assigned to all kinds of assignments, often
for extended periods of tinf8. Annual rostersgtidiana) for a legion’s available
manpower demonstrate that a significant proportion of some legions’ soldiers and
officers were away from their parent unit, engaged in activities as varied as building
projects, tax-collecting, and policifiy. Cohorts centuriae andcontubernia even within
a single fortification, could occasionally be mixed or dispeféed.

The legionary camp alone, therefore, was insufficient or too impermanent a

context for fostering cohesion among its soldiers and for defining the centurions’

®This is one reason why Caesar wintered his legions in separate loedtiinsGaul. Seé\. C.
Bishop,“Praesidium: Social, Military, and Logistical Aspects of the Roman Army’s Provincial Distribution
During the Early Principate” in Roman Army as a Community12.

%2 uttwak, The Grand Strategy61, describé these as “low-intensity threats.”
®These activities are addressed in more detail below, Chapter Six.

%M .C. Bishop “Praesidium: Social, Military, and Logistical Aspects of the Roman Army’s
Provincial Distribution During the Early Principé&ts Roman Army as a Communify11-118;
Goldsworthy,Roman Army at Wag5.
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relationship with them. As we shall see, however, other duties and aspects of the
centurionate continued the process eidng the centurion’s authority and loyalties to

the military hierarchy beyond the confines of the camp.

5.4 Integration beyond the Ramparts
5.4.1 Self-1dentification by Unit

Discussions on cohesion and integration of Roman soldiers in the legions have
been strongly influenced by studies in military history. Marshall argued, for example,
that the presence or presumed presence of comrades is essential to cohesion and combat
motivation. Soldiers will fight better if integrated and maintained in small units rather
than as individuals in a larger divisiBh Marshall’s emphasis on the importance of the
smaller, primary unit was adopted into perspectives on cohesion in Roman ainits
Roman soldier would be unwilling to risk his neck for a group among whom he had no
identity. The eight-soldier unitontuberniunp therefore, seemed the logical place for
this sort of social bonding betwegnilites®®

Doubts have been raised, however, to assigning too much emphasis on primary
unit cohesion to combat motivation and military commitment, since factors such as
individual leadership, ideology, religious belief, and concepts of honour or duty were also

important®’ There is little evidence, moreover, for a Roman emphasis on the identity and

®Marshall,Men Against Fire42, 65, 151153,

66E.g., MacMullen, “Legion as society,” 230; Goldsworthy, Roman Army at Waf52-253. On
contuberniaseen as a mess unit, see Web&eman Imperial Army114.

67E.g., Bartov Hitler’s Army; S. J. Watson, “Religion and combat motivation in the Confederate
armies,” JMH 58.1 (1994), 29-55; J. M. McPherséigr Cause and Comrades: Why Men Fought in the
Civil War (New York, 1997); KindsvatteAmerican SoldielsS. Wessely, “Twentieth-Century Theories on
Combat Motivation and BreakdownJCH 41.2 (2006), 26286.
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importance of theontubernia or the small unit as a factor in combat performafce.
There are also objections against such emphasis on the importance of primary unit
cohesion in military organizations in general, especially when it fails to account for the
fact that soldiers might identify with several levels of units at the same time. Kellett, for
example, notes that there is identification with the small unit in combat, but outside of
combat it is more often with the company or unit with relative administrative, tactical,
and disciplinary self-containment. An obvious example in the modern Canadian or
British militaries is the regiment, which has its own colours, battle honours, dress,
traditions, history, geographic location, or associatfon.
Another consideration, moreover, is to distinguish between cohesion and esprit de
corps. Montgomery is credited with first distinguishing between the two:
Cohesion denotes the feelings of belonging and solidarity that occur mostly at the
primary group level and result from sustained interaction, both formal and
informal, among group members on the basis of common experiences,
interdependence, and shared goals and vakggrit denotes feelings of pride,
unity of purpose, and adherence to an ideal represented by the unit, and it
generally applies to larger units with more formal boundaries than those of the
primary group’’
The emphasis on the regiment would seem more applicable to the Roman military, since
it is widely recognized that the equivalently sized unit, the legion, supposedly possessed

many of the characteristics of esprit Montgomery listed. CEBmeuriatoo, however, was

critical to defining a Roman legionary’s identity and socializing him with his comrades.

®8E.g., Wheeler, “Battles and Frontiers,” 644-648; Harris, “Readings,” 304. Lendon, Soldiers and
Ghosts 254-259, 432.

*Kellett, Combat Motivation44-49, 97. On structural and social weaknesses of the British
regimental system, however, see Fremdtifary Identities passim. On overlapping loyalties and bonding,
see Siebold;The Essence of Military Group Cohesion,” 277-288.

"“Speech by Montgomery (1946), quoted in Kell€wmbat Motivation46. On identification
primarily with the regiment andsprit de corpscf. Lynn,Bayonets of the Repuhli29-30.
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The centurions who commanded this type of unit likewise were essential to this process,
both functionally and symbolically.

The previous chapter argued that teaturiarather than the cohort was the chief
tactical unit in the legions. It also seems to have been the chief unit of identification for
soldiers. It was small enough to allow its members to form personal bonds with each
other and their officers, yet large enough to require its own administration and
supervisory officer. According to Vegetius, soldiers were even arranged in ranks for
battle that corresponded with the order in which they were first enrolled into their
centuria’ Inspections, soldiers’ accounts, the issuing of commander’s orders,
requisitioning of supplygnnong, and assigning of fatigues were all managed at the level
of thecenturig and centurions appear to have had their own staffs for assisting them in
carrying out these duti€é. Archaeological and epigraphic evidence suggests, moreover,
that the ownership of all kinds of equipment and materials, including small blades,
bronze washers, and wooden tablets, was identified by wkitiuriait belonged to,
usually by the name of the centurion himgalf.

By the first century CE, although one’s legion was a source of pride, Roman
legionaries appear to have identified themselves most strongly bgehnéuria It was

the locus where camaraderie was formed and military practices were deVéldpethe

"Veg.Mil. 1. 26.

"2Soldier’s accounts: Fink, RMR74. There is evidence that a legion laanturio frumentarius
chosen specifically for acquiring food supplies, under the supamasitheprimuspilus though the
tribunus laticlavusmight have done this for armies in the field. EEfKehne, “War and Peacetime
Logistics: Supplying Imperighrmies in East and West” in Companion327-331; J. RothThe Logistics of
the Roman Army at Wéteiden; Boston; Kdln, 1999), 88, 274; Richi€enturiones537-538, 560-570.

seeCIL Xl 7060a, 10027, 115250E 1926, 11; 1946, 262; 1996, 1176.

"See analysis by Le RouxArmée et société,” 263-264, on military epitaphs that highlight this
level of identification.
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early second century CE, the names of specific commanding centurions become
commonly used to designatelites Official correspondence addressed toiles for
example, could identify him by his centurion’s name.” Dio claims, moreover, that by the
reign of Domitian, soldiers inscribed the names of their centurions on their sfields.

This was obviously useful for forming or reforming ranks in battle, but it also reaffirmed
the unit to which the soldier belonged. Soldiers also identified themselves by their
centurion in commemorative documents. Votive and dedicatory inscriptions by soldiers
typically list their unit by identifying their centurion’s own name. A votive dedication by
amilesat Vindonissa from the Flavian period was supervised by one centurion:

To Silvanus, Lucius Flavius Burrusileslegionisof Legio XI Claudia Pia

Fidelis, in thecenturiaof Bettuuius Silo, willingly, gladly and deservedly fulfilled

his vow!’

Such specific reference to one’s officer during this period in all likelihood could only
have been given with centurions, since the average soldier would likely have had ten or
more legionary commanders during his service.

More strikingly, this patterrsicommon also to individual soldiers’ funerary
inscriptions, such as in this commemorative inscription found in Dalmatia for a soldier
from the Julio-Claudian period:

L. Flavius Valens Heraclea, son of Lucius, of the Fabian Tribe, soldier in Legio

XI Claudia Pia Fidelisgenturiaof lulius Priscus, lived for forty-two years, served
for twenty-two in thecenturiaof lulius Priscus, his heirs saw it to being déhe.

E.g.,AE 1996, 1127BRGKXVII 104.
Dio 67. 10. 1.

"ICIL X111, 11508 (Richier no. 128): Silvano L(ucius) Flavius Burrus milegitmnis) XI
C(laudiae) P(iae) F(idelis) (centuria) Bettuui(i) Silonis, v(otum) s(olvit) I(ib&agtus) m(erito). CfCIL
X1l 6739, 7703. Cf. Table Il in RichieiCenturiones87-95.

8CIL 111 14999: L. Flavius L. f. Fab(ia) Valens Heraclea mil(es) leg(ionis) Xa@fia) p(ia)
f(idelis) (centuria) luli Prisci an(norum) XLII stip(endiorum) XXII (aria) luli Prisci h(eredes)
f(aciendum) c(uraverunt).
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The mention of the commanding officer of benturiagoes together with his legion.
This formula for self-identification is found too in a commemoration of a soldier from
second century Lusitania, in this case without any mention afrigje or voting tribe:

P. Valerius Flavus, soldier of Legio VIl Gemina Felenturiaof lulius
Germanus, livé for thirty years, lies here, may the earth lie lightly on you....”°

Most centurions, in fact, are known to us only through their soldiers’ references to their
centuriaein commemorative inscriptioris.

Epigraphic evidence from the late second and early third centuries CE reveals
several interesting changes to this practice. For example, a trend began for soldiers to
refer to theircenturiaby the centurion’s rank in his cohort (e.g., hastatus prioy pilus
posterion rather than personal name. In some cases, the sigerturiais omitted
entirely, since the rank of its commanding officer (ehgstatus prioy takes its plac&

In other cases, the soldier’s entire legionary cohort is identified through a shorthand

reference to the commanding centuridrThis is likely reflective of the increasing
tendency to disperse and mix legions into temporary expeditiongeailidtionesover

the course of the second century, making it more difficult to refer to specific centtirions.
Regardless of whether or nttse soldiers mentioned their centurion’s name, however, it

is noteworthy that the officer’s rank itself came to personify the centuriaduring the

"9 CIL Il 5266: P. Valerius Flav(u)s miles leg(ionis) VIl G(eminae) F(elicis) (aéa) Iulii
Germani ann(am) XXX h(ic) s(itus) e(st), s(it) t(ibi) t(erra) l(evis)....

% See als®\E 1912, 188; 1925, 131; 1929, 192; 1955, A38; Il 2887; Ill 6747, 12071, 15196;
VIl 2593, 3174; XI 6059; Xl 6840RIB 157, 476. Especially useful are catalogues in Summerly,
“Studies in the Legionary Centurionae” and Richier, Centuriones ad Rhenur@f. A. K. BowmanLife and
Letters on the Roman Frontier: Vindolanda and its Pedptsdon,1994), 53.

81E g.,CIL 11l 6592: cohor(tis) ll(secundae) hastati prioris.

8E g.,CIL 11l 195: 7(centuriae) pri(mi) pri(incipis) pri(oris). For symbolsigsed to the different
centurions, see below, n. 83.

8Speidel, “The Centurion’s Titles,” Epigraphische Studieh3 (1983), 43%1.
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Principate, and that soldiers strongly and consistently identified themselves with this
level of unit.

A centurion conversely was expected to identify strongly with the soldiers whom
he commanded. In addition to praising the centurions’ stern discipline and obedience, as
well as their individual bravery in combat, ancient authors often moralize about the
centuions’ responsibility to protect their soldiers. Caesar gives a speech to M. Petreius,

a centurion at Gergovia who, badly wounded, attempted to save his soldiers:

At the same time he rushed into the midst of the enemy, and havmgasieof

them, drove the remainder a little from the gate. When his men attempted to aid

him, “In vain,” he said, “do you try to save my life, since blood and strength are

already failing me. Get out of here while you still cand retreat to the legion.”

Thus he fell fighting a few moments later, and saved his men by his owr’teath.
Caesar here lays another burden of officership on the centurionate: not only must they be
exemplars of martial bravery and discipline, but they must also work to ensure the safety
of their soldiers, and, if necessary, be willing to sacrifice themselves foth@mtarch
takes the point the furthest, when he projects this attitude back to Q. Caecilius Metellus
Macedonicus, a commander in the Fourth Macedonian War (148-146 BCE). During a
battle at Corinth, a centurion told Metellus that he might seize a fortification with the loss
of only ten soldiers. Metellus sharply rebuked the centurion, asking him if he wished to

be one of those tefi. While clearly an example of Plutars moralizing, his account still

emphasizes the responsibility of centurions toward their soldiers. The centurion’s

#CaesBG 7. 50:Simul in medios hostes irrupit duobusque interfectis reliquos a porta paulum
summoit. Conantibus auxiliari suis “Frustra,” inquit, “meae vitae subvenire conamini, quem iam sanguis
viresque deficiunt. Proinde abite, dum est fasultosque ad legionem recipite.” Ita pugnans post paulum
concidit ac suis saluti fuit.

8See above, Chapter Two, 88-
#Plut. Moralia 201F202.
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responsibility and identification with his unit, however, is illustrated best in their

religious roles.

5.4.2 Centurion as Religious Representative

Tacitus has one soldier claim: “The soldier’s particular honour is in his camp — it
is hispatria, hispenates®” Tacitus here emphasizes two particularly relevant views
towards the camp. First, it was the soldier’s community, his patria, of which he was a
responsible membé&f. Second, in tying the camp to the Roman household gods, the
penatesTacitus makes explicit what all Roman soldiers and officer understood
implicitly, that the camp possessed the religious significance of a community. It was a
sacred space with its own shrines and with walls that furnished its bourfdaties.
common form of punishment in the legions was to be expelled beyond the rampart walls
for a period of time. This punishment had potentially physical consequences, since the
transgressor was now exposed to the elements, bandits, or enemy soldiers. Its
consequences, however, were also ideological because of the great shame of having been
expelled both physically and symbolically from the commurfity.

Within this community, theenturiabecame an important locus for religious
practice. The development of the cult of gemii during the Principate, for example,

strengthened both thmilites’ loyalty to the legions and the emperor but also their

8Tac.Hist. 3. 84:proprium esse militis decus in castris: illam patriam, illos penatis

8JosephusRJ 3. 5. 2) equates the camp with a city with its own temple, while Vegafilis2.
25) claims it has the strength and conveniences of a fortified city. Cé Roux, “Armée et société en
Hispanie sous I’Empire” in Kaiser, Heemund Geselleschaf263.

89Goldsworthy,Roman Army at Wai 49; Hegeland, “Roman Army Religion,” 1490-94.

PExpelled from camp: FrontirStrat 4. 18-23. Corbulo condemned Paccius Orfitus, a
primuspilus to bivouac outside the ramparts for attacking the enemy against ¢sderabove, Chapter
Two, n. 126). Cf. Lendo&Empire of Honour239.
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identification with thei centurig and a sense of esprit de cotpsWhile there were cults

to thegeniusof other sizes of unit, such as the legion and auxiliary cohort, the largest
number of chapels, altars, and statues by far are those dedicatedéaitisecenturia®f

the legion. At legionary camps such as Lambaesis, moreover, the chapel to the genius of
thecenturia like the centurions’ quarters themselves, was located directly beside the

soldiers’ living quarters, emphasizing the social and religious bond of this unit and its
members?

As an individual legion was a form of community, moreover, so officers and
commanders acted as civic officials in presiding over religious ritual, acting as religious
“intermediaries” between soldier, emperor, and gods. It was the task of legionary
commanders, for example, to oversee major activities, such as auspices and augury
before battle, or the conduct of celebration of the emperor’s birthday.”®> Beyond the
major religious rituals, however, were a host of more “everyday” religious activities. It
was in this field of religious practices that the centurions performed a key role.

In the shift towards the use of smaller-sized military units and garrisons for varied
assignments later in the Principate, moreover, centurions were usually the senior-ranking
legionary officers in the vicinity. This made them responsible for serving as the unit’s
leader in religious ritual and carrying out the tasks of religious offitfaladividual

centurions are recorded offering prayers and votive dedications to various cults for the

9ICft. Stoll, Zwischen Integration und Abgrenzyra-21.

92CIL XIll 7611; CIR 1360;CIL 11l 3457; AE 1905, 242. See SpeidéGult of Genii,” 1546. See
also Appendix C, fig. 4a.

93ee Stoll, “Offizier und Gentleman,” 139-141. On celebrations and ceremonies reinforcing
individual commitment to an organization, see R. Machalek et al., “Suspending Routine Duty: The
Sociological Significance of Military Holidays and Ceremoriigs:S32.3 (2006), 389.

%“The centuriorals Kultfunktionar See Stoll, “Offizier und Gentleman,” 151-154.
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safety and cohesion of their unit. These cults included (unsurprisingly) that of
Disciplina’® but more popular seem to have been culgettus centuriagas well as
aspects of Jupiter, such as Depulsor (“Averter”), and especially Custos (“Guardian) and
Salutaris (“Bringer of Health”).®® That centurions especially honoured the latter two
makes sense in regard to their own responsibilities and concerns as an-déficer
discipline yet also preserve the health of the soldiers under their command.

Another common function was to lead the ritual dedication of an altar, as in the
inscription established by a centurion and his unit in Noricum during the reign of
Domitian:

To Jupiter Optimus Maximus and Hercules Saxanus, Sex. Donnius Vindex,

Centurion of Legio X Gemina Pia Fidelis Domitiana and his fellow soldiers freely

and deservedly fulfilled their voW.

Centurions also oversaw the consecration of newly built structures. One dedicatory
inscription, for example, shows a centurion inaugurating a new sanctuary to Jupiter

Optimus Maximus Balmarcod at Deir el Kal’a:

To Jupiter Optimus Maximus Balmarcod, Marcus Verginius Bassus, centurion of
Legio Il Scythica, fulfilled his vow’®

This temple would have served soldier, civilian, and the veterans of the nearby colony at

Beirut as a locus of religious activity. By adopting the role of religious official,

%See above, Chapter One, 43.

%CIL 111 6456; 10389 4LS 3025. Custos and Salutaris were also favoured by equestrian officers.
See evidence in Birley, “Religion,” 1512, 1519-28.

97CIL XIlI 7717: I(ovi) O(ptimo) M(aximo) Her(culi) Sax(ano) Sex(tus) Donniisdex
(centurio) leg(ionis) X G(eminae) P(iae) F(idelis) D(omitianae) et commilitofetam) s(olverunt)
I(ibentes) m(erito). See al€lL XIll 8533.

9)LS 4328: I(ovi) O(ptimo) M(aximo) Balmarcodi M(arcus) Verginius Bassust(o®)
Leg(ionis) Il Scyt(hica) vot(um) sol(vit). See al&iL Xl 7709, 7720, 8495AE 1900, 161; 1928, 84;
1940, 217; 1979, 645; 1991, 1620. Cf. R. Rebuffat, “L'arrivée des Romains a Bu Njem” LibAnt9-10 (1972-
73), 121134;Richier,Centuriones560570.
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therefore, centurions helped to define the soldiers’ membership in the military
community and acquired for themselves another form of personal authority.

The religious and institutional association between the soldiers and their
centurions is apparent even with the highest rank of the centurionate, since the
primuspiluswas associated most strongly with the legionary eagjeilg). Marius is
credited with first assigning theguila as the chief standard and symbol of the legion

itself 190

While theaquila itself was borne by the eagle-beay\ilifer), by the late
Republic, this totem was most strongly associated witiptingpili, and became a
prominent visual motif on their commemorative reliefs during the Princifatduvenal,

who uses theitis as a metaphor for the centurion, similarly associateprihuspilus

with theaquila, poking fun at how old one might havebioin order to “acquire the

eagle” (i.e., become primuspilug.’®? In his work on the divination of dreams,

Artemidorus Daldianus advises that when a man dreams of giving birth to an eagle, if he
is not already of high social status, then he is destined to become a soldier and,
eventually,primuspilus'® Losing the legionargquilato an enemy was the ultimate
disgrace for the Roman military, and when dlogiilifer was killed or otherwise unable to

bear the standard, it fell upon themuspilushimself to do this®* This effort to save the

aquila sometimes cost th@imuspilushis life, as it did Atilius Verus in the second battle

99Ct. Stoll, Zwischen Integration und Abgrenzygé. On the centurion’s role in local building
projects, see below, Chapter Six.

19%pjin. NH 10. 5. Cf. VegMil. 2. 6. 2.

19 g.,M. Paccius MarcellusdlL 1X 1005;ILS 2639) and M. Pompeius Asper (Appendix A, fig.
14). Cf. F. Coarelli, “Su un monumento funerario romano nell’abbazia di San Gulielmo al Goleto,” DArch
1 (1967), 46-71. Keppiddaking of the Roman Arm{78.

1925ee above, Chapter Four, n. 86.
0%0neirokritika 2. 20.
109CaesBG 4.25; Liv. 25. 14; 34. 46; Dio 74. 6; Fronin. Strat 2.8. 1-5.
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of Cremona in CE 6&° The loss of the legion’s primuspiluswas devastating, but for
Verus himself, it was preferable to the shame he would incur through the loss of both his
and his legion’s symbolic standard.
Because of its strong association with both Jupiter and the legion, moreover, the
aquilawas also considered a sacred object with its own sputhén. The “birthday” of
the eaglerfatalis aquilag also represented that of the legion, and was made to coincide
on the calendar with the birthday of the emperor himself. prineuspiluslogically
played a critical role in the religious and ceremonial actVtyPrimipili frequently
venerated thaquilain votive inscriptions, making dedications to the “honour of the
Eagle” (honos aquilag Moreover primipili even seem to have evoked tlenos
aquilaein worshipping thewuminaof the emperor and the legidH. Just as centurions
were required to take on religious functions on behalf of smaller units and expeditionary
forces, thgrimuspilusoccupied a key religious role for the members of the entire legion.
Recruitment and membership within ttenturig therefore, was the most
important context for legionaries to form social bonds and for the centurion to define
himself in relation to them. Outside of life in the camp, one’s centuriaremained a key
unit by which soldiers identified themselves, both in combat and other types of military
and religious activities. Centurions themselves were strongly associated with the unit and
its members, and apparently took pains to emphasize these bonds. Even concerning the

soldier’s identification with the larger legion, it is noteworthy the officer most strongly

105T 3¢, Hist. 3. 22.

1%0n religious nature of therimipilate andaquila, see also VegMil. 2. 6. 2; 2. 8. 1. Cf. Stoll,
Zwischen Integration und Abgrenzyra$9271.

19 g., dedications by Legio | ltalicAE 1935, 98; 1972, 526; 1982, 849; 1985, 735; 1988, 894.
See alscCIL Xl 6679, 6694 VII 103 = RIB 327. Cf. Hegeland, “Roman Army Religion,” 1477; Dobson,
Primipilares 1554160.

201



associated with the legion’s sacred symbol is none other than the most senior of
centurions, th@rimuspilus This association between soldier and centurion, moreover,

could and often did continue beyond military service.

5.5 The Military Community

Military identities, associations, and relationships did not necessarily terminate
with the conclusion of one’s active service in the Roman legions, so that retirement from
service offered another context in which centurions socially defined themselves and their
soldiers. Many centurions, although upon retirement enjgyiagmia militiaeand
prestige that were significantly greater than those oiritiees nonetheless continued to
associate themselves with their former charges, often in ways that directly reflected their
institutional relationships in the military.

Most of the available evidence for retired centurions and soldiers is epigraphic,
and there are several challenges in evaluating it. First, the epigraphic habit for
establishing stone funerary monuments for soldiers or officers like centurions only
becomes visible in Italy by the middle to late first century BCE, primarily during the
early reign of Augustus. Surviving epitaphs of ordinary soldiers are not numerous before
Caesar’s dictatorship, so that the evidence excludes most soldiers who were settled by
either Sulla or Pompey? Second, one finds significant variety in both style and textual
description for epitaphs during the Principate. Styles usually conform to local traditions
rather than any Roman “military standard,” and there are often differences in information

and style between an epitaph for soldiers who died in service (usually commemorated

1% eppie,Colonization and Veteran Settlement in Itélpndon, 1983), 4416.
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among comrades), and those who died having been long retired (usually commemorated
among family and community§® This variety makes it more difficult to infer both the
frequency and form in which centurions were settled among others of their rank or with
soldiers under their command. In addressing retirement, therefore, we must again speak
of trends or patterns rather than rules regarding veteran settlement.

The oldest and most traditional Roman method in rewarding veteran soldiers was
to settle them in newly-established coloniesigniag. By the late Republic, it became
common practice for Roman commanders to settle veterans in such colonies either nearby
an established community, or in an entirely new location, usually outside of Italy. These
settlements continued to serve an important role, not only providing pools of veteran
troops for certain commanders, but also in establishing a stronger Roman presence in the
area. Augustus himself founded dozens of colonies, from modern Nimes to'Beind,
later emperors continued this tradition, establishing numerous colonies across the Empire.
The process by which these colonies were established provides additional evidence for
the relationship between centurions and their soldiers. Evidence shows that centurions
continued to occupy an important position in the lives of the retired soldiers, and wielded
civic authority in the new communities comparable to their military authority.

The evidence for how these colonies were established is limited mainly to
remarks from ancient authors and soldiers’ epitaphs. For those of Caesarean and

Augustan foundation, we are fortunate, however, at least to have the charter for the

1%9n Dalmatia, for example, out of thirty recorded epitaphs, only senetion family
associations of any kind. Epitaphs created in a family context likewisetdsa the same formulae or
record everything typical of a military epitaph. Sed. Wilkes, “Army and Society in Roman Dalmatia” in
Kaiser, Heer und Gesellschaft in der Rémischen Kaize@28331. See also Keppie, “Having Been a
Soldier” in Documenting the Roman Arp33-38.

19RG 16, 28. Colony as a “stronghold of Roman power” (velut arcem suis finibysLiv. 10. 1. 7.
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foundation of a Caesarean coldajia Genetivaat Urso (modern Osuna). It suggests
that whoever acted as commissioner of the colony during the late Republic selected the
first magistrates and priests of the settlement, as well adarof up to one hundred
local councillors decurioney The established minimum wealth requirement for entry
into a municipabrdo was 100000 sestercEs. The combination of greater pay and
allotment of land at retirement made centurions comparatively wealthy in these new
communities. During this period, therefore, centurions occupied a large proportion of
these magisterial positions, including the chief magistracies, such dusumeir.
Centurions also received comparatively larger plots of land when settled in colonies
founded by Augustus, while many others were automatically enrolled intvdhmeesof
their hometowns as decurions in order for Augustus to secure theutdties’
loyalty.**2

The evidence from the late Republic and early Principate suggests that when
veterans were settlesh massén coloniae their organization, allotments of property, and
political leadership reproduced the social hierarchy from the function and status of the
ranks of tribune, centurion, and soldier from their military li¥¥sTacitus later praised
this policy:

For it was not [under Nero], as it once was, when entire legions were settled with

their tribunes and centurions and soldiers of the same unit, So as to create a
republic ¢em publicam efficerethrough harmony and mutual affection....***

1Y ex. Urs Lxvi. On commissioner of colony, see: Cieg. Agr.2. 96. Cf. KeppieColonization
97, 106.

17CaesBC1.17; App.BC. 5. 128; Dio 49. 14. 3. Cf. Hyg.114. 1; Sic. Flacc.156. 9; Hyg.
Grom.176. 13L.C 214. 12; 216. 11; 232. 2. Cf. Kepp&gplonization and Veteran Settleme®?, 106, and
Sylloge at 212223.

11 r .z
3Le Roux, “Armée et société,” 273.

14Ann 14. 27:Non enim, ut olim, universae legiones deducebantur cum tribunis et centurionibus
et sui cuiusque ordinis militibus, ut consensu et caritate rem publicam efficerent
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This form of settlement had made it easier for M. Antonius to recruit Caesar’s veterans
following his death into cohesive military units in a short amount of time. Cicero claims
that Antonius told men to get back into training, with their drilling and equipment to be

supervised by the colony’s duoviri.'*® These “leaders of the army” (yepnoveg tov
otpatov) in the colonies, as Appian refers several times to them, can only be centurions.
Indeed, Antonius eventually formed his bodyguard exclusively from this group of
centurions, “because they had qualities of leadership and were skilled in wat**®
Tacitus, however, contrasts this ideal establishment when he ass#esee
established under Nero and his successors:
Strangers among one another, drawn from different companies, without a leader
or any mutual goodwill, were suddenly gathered together, as if from an entirely
different race of mortals, resembling a crowd rather than a cotony.
Tacitus’ contrast is exaggerated. Grants of missio agrariaby Augustus’ successors
appear largely to have continued as massed settlements in veteran colonies rather than
individual land grantsvritim). Newcoloniae predominantly in the western provinces,

continued to be established, albeit in varying frequency, by almost every emperor over

the next two centuries® There is abundant epigraphic evidence, moreover, that entire

1%Cic. Phil. 2. 100:Att. 14. 21. 2; 1420.

1€App. BC 3. 5: . Forjyeuoveg tob otoatod, seeBC. 2. 125; 5. 16. On likelihood afuoviri and
leaders being centurions, see Kepfielonization 52, 105. Centurions of colonies founded by Sulla
earlier led their fellow veterans in support of Catiline (Sa#lt. 59. 3).

Ann 14. 27:sed ignoti inter se, diversis manipulis, sine rectore, sine adfectibus mutuis, quasi ex
alio genere mortalium repente in unum collecti, numerus magis quam colonia

8Coloniaewere founded by Claudius (Camulodunum, Colonia Claudia Ara pigepsium);
Nero (Antium, Tarentum); Vespasian (Scupi); Domitian (Sirmium, Lindutoi@a); Nerva (Glevum,
Sitifis); Trajan (Timgad, Poetovio, Ratiaria, Vetera); Hadrian (Italica, Oecus); M. Asireliu
(Faustinopolis?). Cf. Keppie, “Colonization and Veteran Settlement in Italy in the First Century”A.D.
PBSR52 (1984), 77-114R. F. J. Jones, “A False Start; the Roman Urbanization of Western Europe,” WA
19.1 (1987), 47-57; C. And6The Army and the Urban Elite,” 372; WeschKlein, “Recruits and
Veterans,” 444.
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legions formed solid blocks within the colony, or were at least distributed in adjoining
settlementd™® Only rarely does the evidence imply that they were mixed together as
Tacitus suggests, and these cases are primarily found ircplioriaethat
accommodated successive settlements of legionaries overiime.

Centurions continued to be favoured as the new community’s leading magistrates.
Nero, for example, founded several colonies, including Antium, where he compelled
manyprimipili to take up residencé* Additionally, archaeological evidence from
Timgad, thecoloniafounded by Trajan, reveals that allocation of land favoured
centurions and other officers compared to legionaries. While such evidence is scanty, it
appears these conditions of settlement led some veteran soldiers to become tenants on the
land of their former military superior$?

Cases of settling veteraas massand creating coloniesx nihilg however,
appear to have diminished by the reign of Hadrian. Studies have suggested several
possible reasons for this trend. Most practically, the increasingly static deployment of
legions along the frontiers furnished the emperor with less free, newly-conquered land to
give away. Many retiring soldiers and officers during this period, moreover, seem to
have preferred to receive theiraemiain cash, while others simply might have wished to
remain in the region where they had served rather than be uprooted to a foreign land. The

result of this trend was increasing settlement ircdrebaehat grew nearby the

H9Cf. N. K. Mackie, “Augustan Colonies in Mauretania,” Historia 32. 3 (1983), 342

120e g., Scupi. Cf. A. MocsyGesellschaft u. Romanisation in der rém. Provinz MoSsiperior
(Budapest, 1970), 70.

1215yet.Nero9.

22Timgad: E. W. B. Fentresblumidia(Oxford, 1979), 130. Centurions as landlords: L. Foxhall,
“The Dependant Tenant: Land Leasing and Labour in Italy and Greece,” JRS80 (1990), 104; MacMullen,
“Legion as a Society” 452.

206



legionary camp$?® Even in these situations, however, retired centurions remained an
important social presence. For military tribunes, either of senatorial or equestrian rank,
military service was by and large a temporary occupation before involvement in other
political or social positions. This fact, combined with their relatively few numbers in the
legions, would likely have left centurions generally as the highest-ranking, former
legionary officers in nearby military communities.

On the whole, it appears that many legionary soldiers and officers during the
Principate decided to preserve the identities and bonds that they had formed in the
context of military service. Centurions accordingly, whether in local municipalities,
coloniag or canabae maintained a civic and social status relative to veterans that was
comparable to their military status on active service. It is thus worth questioning whether
or not this social and symbolic proximity between centurions and their soldiers might
have worried Roman military authorities. While important to strengthening bonds
between the higher officers and the soldiers, excessive closeness between centurions and
milites might also have caused centurions to identify themselves more closely with their
soldiers than commanders. This problem has obvious implications to a broader question
about the centurionate, as to whom they associated themselves with more-cthsely
commanders or the rank and flend whether or not this association could lead to

instability and mutiny.

1233 Dobson & J. C. Mann, “The Roman Army in Britain and Britons in the Roman Ary
Britannia 4 (1970), 196-197; Manihegionary Recruitment and Veteran Settlement during the Principate
(London, 1983), 32, 58. Keppiklaking of the Roman Armg82.
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5.6 The Centurion’s Loyalties

One of the oldest challenges for armies and their military officers, especially
those occupying the middle ranks, is how to find the right balance between showing care
and affection for their soldiers, yet without running the risk of identifying themselves too
much with them. Wellington, for example, considered that “gentlemen” alone were fit to
lead soldiers of the early nineteenth century British army, but too wide a gulf in social
status and bearing between an officer and a soldier generated poor discipline, since
officers who were too aloof could not exercise close control. On the other hand, the
officers of a tactical unit must, in the end, represent a coercive, higher authority, to whom
both they and their soldiers owe their final loydfty. This issue of hierarchical
distinction has remained a concern in developing the structure and ideologies of modern
armies, as Kellet states:

Even the officers who lived with their platoons tended to think like the enlisted

ranks and to minimize their contacts with higher echelons. Thus, their response to

orders involving high risk became uncert&n.

As mentioned above, the traditional view among scholars of the Roman military
is that centurions during the Republic were more reflective of the rank and file in their
worldviews, whereas during the Principate centurions saw their interests increasingly
more closely tied with the legionary command and the emperor. During the Republic,

while Rome’s aristocracy might praise centurions for their military qualities, their

members nonetheless associated the rank more closely wittilitee. Cicero, for

2*Turner,Gallant Gentlemen150; Janowitz & LittleSociology and the Military Establishment
103.

125Combat Motivation103.
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example, praised a logtimuspilusas a‘noble ofhis own class” (nobilem sui gener)s-°

In depictions of early Roman history by writers of the early Principate, centurions are
consistently portrayed as siding with the plebs against the patricians in the “Struggle of

the Orders.” Volero Publius, a centurion described as a “champion of the plebs,” fought

the senatorial aristocracy to help create the Plebeian Tribal Ass&hi#nother

centurion, Verginius, is credited with leading the charge to overthrodettemviriin

451 BCE after an aristocrat violated his daughter. Livy compares these events with the
rape of Lucretia and the overthrow of the monarchy in 509 BEE.

While Republican authors such as Caesar or Polybius often distinguished between
centurions and higher-ranked officers in both their duties and loyalties, the argument
goes, authors during the Principate tend to group centurions and military tribunes
together. Tacitus especially separates centurions from the greed and of thveilignad (
as he describes disobedient or crass soldiers during the Rhine and Danube mutinies.
Praiseworthy are those exemplary centurions who stringently enforce discipline, in
contrast to those such as Clemens, whose “favourable qualities made them popular with
the mob.”*?°
This interpretation, however, somewhat oversimplifies the evidence concerning
centurions’ loyalties and character, or at least many ancient authors’ perceptions of them.

Livy distinguishes the character of centurions from that ofritiées during the

126Cic. Att. 5. 20. Cf. LendonSoldiers and Ghost£30-231.
2Djon. Hal. 9. 39-42; Liv. 2. 55.
1%5ee above, Chapter Three, n. 177.

129Tac.Ann 1. 28:alii bonis artibus grati in vulgusSee als@nn 1. 17-20, 66; 13. 18; 14. 27;
Hist. 1. 36, 80; 2. 5-7; 4. 19; Vell. Pat. 2. 20. 4; PGalba 18. 4. Cf. SmithService in the Post Marian
Army, 68. MacMullen, “The Legion as a Society,” 234. On Tacitus’ characterization of soldiers as vulgus
see Kajanto, “Tacitus’ Attitude to War,” 712.
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Republic. He does this most clearly when he condemns a centurion’s rape of a captive
woman in 149 BCE as chateristic of “the lust and greed of a soldier” (libidinis et
avaritiae militaris) rather than that of a centuridif. Even later during the Principate,
when the centurions’ pay and status rose greatly, it is clear that the senatorial aristocracy
remained prejudiced against non-equestrian centuridbhis attitude is most prominent
in the speech to Augustus by Maecenas that Dio contrives, that although equestrian
centurions who had been directly commissioned to the rank could become senators, those
centurions who had initially served as rank and file soldiers, and had only become
equestrians upon retirement, should be barred, and in no way considered of the same
social statu$>! Although eager to praise centurions as models of Roman discipline,
loyalty, andbravery, the members of Rome’s aristocracy were careful to avoid regarding
them in any way as equals in status or abilities to those of equestrian or senatorial
birth.**2

Finally, while centurions do indeed bear the brunt of soldiers’ anger in several
mutinies recorded by Tacitus, that is far from sufficient evidence for concluding that they
were generally conservative and averse to change. There are many examples in Tacitus
and other ancient accounts where centurions not only side with revolting soldiers against
the emperor, but even appear as the prime movers of the action. This was certainly the
case in the civil wars of CE 69, when both soldiers and officers of several legions

contested the legitimacy of the reigning emperor and sought to raise their own

130see above, Chapter Two, n. 28.
131Djo 52. 25. 6. Cf. LendorSoldiers and Ghost230-231; PhandRoman Military Servicel6.
13%3ee Isaac, “Hierarchy,” 394-395.

210



commanders to the purpl& The disloyalty of some centurions to their commanders or
emperor became infamous. Caligula’s assassin and former legionary centurion, Cassius
Chaerea, murdered him because he evidently could no longer bear the vain emperor’s

insulting behaviour towards hifi? While Caracalla might have called his centurion
bodyguard “the lions,” his teasing of one particular centurion, Julius Martialis, led the

officer to murder hint>®> While the loyalties of many centurions during the Principate
often did indeed lie with the imperial regime, to whom they owed their livelihood and
prospects, these loyalties remained subject to specific relationships. In general,
centurions seemed to have looked out for their own interests, and placed themselves on
the sides of either the soldiers or aristocracy depending on the circumstances.

The relationships between centurion and soldier were similarly complex.
Centurions during the Principate unquestionably enjoyed great privileges and status in the
legions. This position made many centurions envied and others hated by the rank and
file, while their uninvited entry into higher social and political circles generated
complaints among the aristocracy. Their various functions both during service and after
it, however, reveal also a sense of obligation of the centurion toward his soldiers. As
Reali has pointed out, conceptsamiicitia in the Roman military helped to define
relationships amongilites, but also between them and members of higher ranks Bke th

centurionate Amicitiaimplied a vertical as well as horizontal sense of “friendship,” in

1335en.De Ira. 1. 18; SuetDom 10; TacHist. 2. 60; Dio 62. 24. 1; Dio 78. 4. 1. Cf. Summerly,
Studies in the Legionary Centuriona?@9. For examples of the centurions’ inconsistent behaviour in CE
69, see CampbelEmperor and the Roman Arpiy07-108.

139See above, Chapter Two, n. 30.

%4is successor, Macrinus, suffered a similar fate from a centuriokle@éd. 4. 13. Dio 79. 5;
79.40. Dio’s account of Martialis is slightly different, in that Martialis is awaiting his promotion to the
centurionate, but is persistently spurned by Caracalla.
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which military relationships could be emotional or affective, but also obligatory and
reciprocal**® In this aspect of Roman military culture, James interpretation of the role

of patronage in structuring military authority is perhaps appropriat&éhe social

relationship between a centurion and his soldiers corresponded less with a master and his

slaves than a patron and his clients.

5.7 Conclusion: Between Vulgus and Nobilitas

Even for ancient authors, who associated social status so closely with abilities and
expected behaviour, centurions seem to have been difficult to classify. On the one hand,
especially during the Principate, the pay and benefits for centurions during service, as
well as their gratuities and prospects afterwards, sharply distinguished them from the
rank and file. On the other hand, while the social status of legionary centurions rose, they
were expected to maintain a strong association with their soldiers. Whether in combat,
military training, religious activities, and civic life during retirement, centurions
demonstrated both practical and symbolic obligations toward their soldiers.

This chapter has argued that because centurions occupied this intermediate
position between aristocratic commander and common soldier, it made them ideal
candidates for integrating legionaries into the Roman military hierarchy and helping to
develop their sense of identity in the military community. Many modern studies of the
Roman army have long noted the importance for aristocratic commanders to find the

right balance between familiarity and detachment with their soldiers in order to earn their

13%Reali, “Amicitia Militum,” 35-36. On different kinds of military bonding, see afiebold, “The
Essence of Military Group Cohesi@r287.

13’See above, Chapter Four, 1832.
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respect and obedience. Phang, for example, discusses how Ranm@mders’
performance of certain symbolic acts (e.qg., sleeping on hard ground, placing themselves
near the battle) could help to bridge the gap between themselves and the soldiers, and
foster a sense of pride and unity for their legion. Lendon, meanwhile, acknowledges that
since the Roman military community comprised men of widely different social origins
and expectations, the “military opinion-community” was fragile, requiring commanders
to emphasize both a broad sensaaffilitasas well as some “grime and spit.”*®

What can be added here is that centurions also performed this critical social role,
and in a far more immediate way, since they themsaivebitedthe intersection
betweenvulgusandnobilitas. While Juvenal might quip in his Fourteenth Satire about a
Roman seeking easy wealth by “petitioning for the vitis,” he immediately adds: “See to it
that Laelius notes your uncombed head and hairy nostrils, and admires your broad
shoulders!®*® Although enturions’ loyalties were expected to lie with the emperor and
commanding officers, their position equally relied on the support of the rank and file, and
many centurions went out of their way to demonstratesiten in their appearance. This
position between the soldiers and commanding officers, moreover, had consequences so
their relationships and functions outside of the military communities. The next chapter
will explore how the centurionate was crucial not only to defining Roman military

authority within the legions, but also among Rome’s imperial subjects.

138phangRoman Military Serviced5; LendonEmpire of Honour241243.

139juv. 14. 193-195ed caput intactum buxo narisque pilosas / adnotet et grandes miretur Laelius
alas
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Chapter Six: Military Representatives of Rome

6.1 Introduction

Among the accounts recorded in the New Testament of the miraculous healings
performed by Jesus of Nazareth, one concerns a centurion based in Capernaum, a
community near the Sea of Galilee. The unnamed centurion appealed to Jesus to heal his
sick servant, and Jesus replied that he would come:

The centurion answered, “Lord, I am not worthy to have you come under my roof;

but speak only the word, and my servant will be healed. For | also am a man

under authority, with soldiers under me; and I say to one, ‘Go,” and he goes, and

to another, ‘Come,” and he comes, and to my slave, ‘Do this,” and the slave does

it.” Jesus was amazed at what he heard, and he told his followers, “Truly I tell

you, in no one in Israel have I found such faith.”*
This story is the first among many prominent encounters between local inhabitants and
centurions in the New Testaméntt illustrates that to the writers of these texts, the

centurion was understood to be not only an important local Roman officer, but a symbol

of Roman military and imperial authority.

'Matthew8:5-10: amokoiBeic d¢ 6 ékatdvtapyog édr Koote, ok eipti ikavog tva pov 1o Ty
oTéynv eloéA0Nc: AAAX povov eime Aoy, kat labnoetat 6 maig pov: kat Yo éyw &vOowmog eipt OO
¢fovolav [taoodpevog], Exwv UM’ EHavTOV oTEATIOTAG, Kol Aéyw toUtw [TogevOnTL, kal mogevetatl, Katl
aAAw "Egxov, kat éoxetat, kat 1@ dovAw pov IToinoov tovto, kKal motel. adkovoag d¢ 6 ITnoovg é0avuacev
Kot elnev toig dkoAovBoboy Aunv Aéyw OuLy, ma’ ovdevi tooavty TtioTy év ¢ ToganA ebgov. See
also Luke 7:110.

’GoodmanState and Society in Roman Galjléd2, n. 136, proposes that this centurion is more
likely to be Herodian thaaRoman soldier, since no Roman legions would have been based irirbased
Galilee. Legionary centurions, however, often served in regiom®utilegions. See also AlstdfThe Ties
that Bind: Soldiers and Societig$n Roman Army as a Community91, n. 61.



The previous chapters have demonstrated the centurions’ pivotal role in defining
important practices of the Roman armgiscipline, combat, officership, the training and
social integration of soldiersthat are strictly military in nature, and largely internal to
the functioning of the legions. Another important concern of the Roman army, however,
was the nature of its relationship to nearby civilian inhabitants, or what in modern terms
might be described as an aspect of Roman civil-military relations. It is important,
therefore, to approach the centurions not just as warriors, but as political and
administrative instruments.

Opinions regarding the degree of interaction between the Roman army and local
inhabitants have varied. On the one hand, scholars have sometimes described the Roman
army as a “total institution” or “closed community,” a socially and culturally isolated
polity sealed off from the civilian society outside, where one’s civilian identity was
replaced by a corporate military identity, with its own customs and codes of behaviour.
On the other hand, many studies have challenged this perception, arguing that the
boundary between the world of the camp and that outside was not as rigid as presumed.
Archaeological evidence from the Principate demonstrates that soldiers in the legionary
camps developed strong relationships with people in neargbae and many soldiers
were quartered outside the cafhe extensive monitoring by the Roman military of
major transportation routes and strategic sites along the frontiers through a network of

forts and garrisons, moreover, suggests that the Roman frohtrexg €hould be

3E.g., MacMullen, “The Legion as a Society,” 226; B. Shaw, “Soldiers and Society: The Army in
Numidia,” Opus2 (1983), 133-159; PollardThe Roman army as ‘total institution,’” passim; I. Hayes,
“Introduction: The Roman Army as a Community,” 8.

“See study by van Driel-Murray above, Chapter Five, n. 12.
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understood better as a series of routes for supply and communication than a rigid zone
that divided military from civilian, or Roman from barbarfan.

Furthermore, the Roman army’s many responsibilities beyond defending Roman
or allied territory from military threats guaranteed that its members interacted with local
populations who were both friendly and hostile to Rome. The legions that were stationed
along thdimesof the empire were not always engaged in prolonged conflict with foreign
enemies and some soldiers seldom if ever took part in major campaigns, but were
detailed instead to other, “less military” activities.® From the reign of Augustus onward,
the army was by far the largest and most complex state-run institution, and its hundreds
of thousands of members were assigned to all kinds of civil duties, including provincial
staffing, engineering and construction, policing, diplomacy, and taxation.

The presence of the Roman military at the periphery of the empire has long
attracted the interest of scholars, who have written extensively on the social activities of
Roman soldiers and their relationships with non-Roman inhabita®tsne scholars,
such as Luttwak or Mattern, have examined evidence of Roman military activities along
the frontiers with an eye towarétamulating a Roman “imperial policy.”® In these cases,
however, the focus is on the activities of the Roman emperor and aristocracy to an extent

that overlooks the logistical and geogt& realities of Rome’s empire. There is little

5Cf., WebsterRoman Imperial Army4748; Bishop, “Praesidium,” 113-117; Hassall, “Homes for
Heroes,” 39. Stoll, ““De honore certabant et dignitgte 106-136.

°R. MacMullen,Soldier and Civilian in the Later Roman Emp{@ambridge, 1963), v, goes too
far in claiming, “many a recruit need never have struck a blow in anger, outside of a tavern,” but he
conveys the essential point.

'See esp. collected essays in Birl€ie Roman ArmyBreeze and DobsoRoman Officers and
Frontiers M. P. SpeidelRoman Army StudieM. A. SpeidelHeer und HerrschaftStill useful is
Domaszewski’s Die Rangordnung

8_uttwak, The Grand Strategyassim; MatterrRome and the Enemgsp. 113-116.
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evidence of instructions from the emperor for decisions that out-posted officers and their
garrisons faced on a dag-day basis. Indeed, even the local governor and legionary
commanders appear as very distant individuals. The evidence suggests, rather, a great
deal of regional decentralization and local initiative in military affairs, where middle-
ranking officers such as centurions were essential to defining and asserting Roman
imperial authority’

This chapter begins to address this oversight by examining broadly the specific
roles of legionary centurions in Roman civil-military relations. While several studies
have noted centurions assigned to specific duties in imperial administration, including
direaing provincial governors’ staffs or maintaining local security in the province of
Egypt, the evidence has typically been approached piecéfmeatontrast, this chapter
combines the evidence for several of the centurions’ non-military activities during the
Principate in order to present a broader analysis of their role in imperial administration.
This discussion necessarily remains cursory, since the limitations of our sources preclude
observing specific centurions over a period of time or examining any one activity in great
detail. Papyri, stone stelai, and literary accounts often suggest rather than confirm
centurions’ relationships with local inhabitants, and illustrate activities that might only
belong to specific parts of the empire rather than the wiole.examining the non-

military activities of centurions, therefore, depth must often be sacrificed for scope.

°Cf., GoodmanState and Societyl41. A. K. BowmanlLife and Letters on the Roman Frontier:
Vindolanda and its Peopl@gondon, 1994), 1738, 23. See also R. Talbert’s review of Mattern in AJPh
122. 3 (2001), 45154,

%See, for instance, Domaszewdbie Rangordnung29-39; CampbellThe Emperor and the
Roman Army431-435; AlstonSoldier and Society in Roman Egy@6-96.

YFor instance, a majority of legal petitions to centurions are from thenand there is debate
over whether this is the result of archaeological contexts or practice. SeéditkitEPetitions to the
Centurion”, 155-169.
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The primary purpose in adopting this broad approach, however, is to demonstrate
how centurions served as important intermediaries betReeia’s military and its
civilian inhabitants. In analyzing this relationship, this chapter follows the model for
political relations adopted by Alston. In this model, the Roman Empire comprised a
series of sub-polities social, political, and cultural groups often overlapping and
interacting with one anotherthat were “loosely bound together by the imperial polity.”
As the largest and most versatile Roman institution across the empire, the Roman military
was crucial to integrating the imperial and sub-politfeShis inter-polity relationship
depended a great deal on individual interactions between Roman officials and local
populations: centurions were at the heart of this interaction. This chapter, therefore,
argues that through their activities in local administration, engineering, diplomacy,
policing, and judiciary, centurions were in a position wher&ome’s subjects, allies,
and even enemies, they were the most recognizable and immediate representation of

Roman imperial authority.

6.2 Engineers

The absence of major conflicts in a given region of the empire allowed Roman
governors to use the legions’ vast manpower for all kinds of engineering projects. Both
legionary and auxiliary troops were frequently detacheakialationesin order to mine
precious minerals, haul stones at quarries, acquire timber, or assist in building and

repairing structure§’ The legions offered more than just manpower for hard labour,

2Alston, “The Ties that Bind: Soldiers and Societies” in Roman Army as a Community76178.

Davies,Service in the Roman Ar§3-4. For more on Roman quarrying, see J. C. Fant,
“Quarrying and Stoneworking” in J. P. Oleson edQxford Handbook of Engineering and Technology in the
Classical World(Oxford, 2008), 125:26.
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however, since they also possessed soldiers with a variety of technical skills. Legions
were equipped with their own carpenters, masons, blacksmiths, arrowsmiths,
coppersmiths, roofile-makers, stone-cutters, ditchers, glass-fitters, and saffp&tsch
personnel were essential to have on hand to assist in building camps, siege engines,
towers, bridges, and roadsSome legionaries, especially officers, were skilled in more
specialized fields of engineering, including architeatslitect)), surveyorsriensores
agrimensoresgromatici), and hydraulic engineerklfratores). They were in especially

high demand on the northern frontiers, where such skills were often non-existent among
the civilian inhabitants. In many respects, the army was the most important resource in
the empire for technical knowledge and labBur.

Legionary centurions were in a natural position to perform a key role in these
military building projects. Their traditional duty in supervising the construction of
marching camps provided them with useful technical experience. Even more useful were
their traditional military authority and experience in commanding smaller units of
soldiers® Centurions thus functioned often as both technical experts and supervisors for
all kinds of engineering projects. They are attested in commanding detachments formed

to acquire raw building materials for military constructiériMore commonly, they

Most of these men weimmunesSee above, Chapter Four, 138.

MacMullen, “Roman Imperial Building in the Provinces,” HSCP64 (1959), 214, aptly called the
army a “technical school for the entire empit€f., Domaszewski, Rangordnung25-26; WebsterThe
Roman Imperial Army276; Cuomo, “A Roman Engineer’s Tale,” JRS101 (2011), 160-161.

¥Importance of both technical and managerial skills: 0°‘A Roman Engineer’s Tale,” 160.
On marching camps, see above, Chapter Five 1886-

YE.g., TVII. 316;CIL XIll 7703. For more examples of centurions in charge of thgsss of
detachments, see table in Richi@gnturiones ad Rhenyrd39-40, 553%60.
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commanded both legionary and auxiliaexillationesformed to build strategic
structures?

During the second century, especially from the reign of Marcus Aurelius onward,
we se a marked growth of “imperial building projects” in which army units were
typically employed. Some structures were intended primarily for military logistics, but
scholars have seen an additional, more symbolic attempt by Rome to assert its imperial
authority™® The construction of guard towetsu¢gi, or Gr.oxomeAo), for example, is
seen not only to have helped to monitor local inhabitants and protect supply routes, but to
serve also as a symbolic reminder of Roman power, and a warning to potentially hostile
neighbours. Since legionary centurions often oversaw their construction and supervised
their sentinels, they ascribed their own names and those of their unit and legion through
dedicatory inscription&’ Following the cessation of a campaign against Germanic tribes
across the Danube and Rhine Rivers, for example, Commodus ordered the laborious
construction oburgi at frequent intervals along the great rivers. An inscription from a
burgusin Upper Germany details its construction:

To Jupiter Optimus Maximus, on account of the completion of the tower, the

vexillatio of First Cavalry Cohors | Equitatequannoruret Rauracorum, under

the command of Antonius Natalis, Centurion of Legio XRtimigenia Pia
Fidelis, fulfilled their vow willingly, happily, and deservedfy.

8t was not uncommon for legionary centurions to be placed in chaegeatfort of theuxilia.
See E. Birley, “A Roman Altar from Old Kilpatrick and Interim Commanders of auxiliary units” in Roman
Army Papers221231, including list of other examples on 227-230. For other strategic builsieg|L
[l 199-201;ILS 8716a.

¥See UlpianPig. 1. 16. 7. 1. On imperialist and post-imperialist argumentb®nale of Roman
provincial building, see Cuomo, “A Roman Engineer’s Tale,” 153-156.

#seeCIL 11l 3653; P.Fay. 38. Cf., Bowmanl.ife and Letters22; Pollard<The Roman army as
‘total institution’,” 214; C. Fuhrmann, Policing the Roman Empire: Soldiers, Administration, and Public
Order (Oxford, 2012), 224-225.

ZICIL X1 6509 =1LS 2614: I(ovi) o(ptimo) m(axmimo) vexil(latio) coh(ortis). | Segfuorum)
et Raur(acorum) eg(uitatae) sub cur(a) Antoni(i) Natalis (centurionisdtég) XXIl P(rimigeniae) P(iae)
F(idelis), ob burg(um) explic(itum) v(otum) s(olvit) 1(ibens) 1(agtoéerito).
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Other military engineering projects offered a less confrontational image,
demonstrating instead Roman stability and generosity through structures that supported
local religious, political, and commercial activities. These projects could range from the
building of walls, roads, and canals to more complicated structures like arches, porticos,
agueducts, temples, and basilicas, which were often constructed in tandem with local
civilian labour??

Here too dedicatory inscriptions preserve the names of individual centurions who
were directly appointed by provincial governors to oversee important projects.

Governors in provinces that lacked legionary garrisons could appoint auxiliary officers to
command the detachments, but might also simply request legionary centurions from
nearby provinces. In a Dalmatian monument from CE 173, we find one such centurion in
charge of a construction detachment:

During the consulship of Severus and second consulship of Pompeianus, the

Temple of Father Liber and Libera, which had become dilapidated, was restored

and had its portico augmented by the First Belgian Cohort, under the command of

FI. Victor, Centurion of the Legio | Adiutrix Pia Fidefi3.

Since Dalmatia no longer had its own legionary garrison during this period, Victor was

apparently transferred from Legio | Adiutrix Pia Fidelis, based nearby in Upper

#Centurim Pomponius Victor oversaw restoration of city walls at Mada’in Saleh in late second
century. See L. Nehmé et al., “Hegra of Arabia FeliX’ in Roads of Arabia: Archaeology and History of the
Kingdom of Saudia ArabiéParis, 2010)299-305. Basilica: Statilius Taurus at SyeG& (11l 60255LS
2615). See B. Isaac & |. Roll, "Legio Il Traiana in JudaeaZm 33 (1979) 149-156. See alsdL XIl|
8201=ILS 4312, for centurion restoring temple at Cologne, in CE 211. Qkingpwith local civilian
labour, see McMullen, “Roman Imperial Building,” 32-48.

ZCIL 111 8484 =1LS 3381: Templum Liberi Patris et Liberae vetustate dilabsum restituit coh(ors) |
Belgicae adiectis porticibus, curam agente Fl. Victore (centurionis) leg(ionis)utAci€) P(iae) F(idelis)
Severo et Pompeiano Il c(onsulibus).
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Pannonig&? Emperors themselves even transferred specific centurions to take charge of
major projects, as Caligula did in delegatingrinuspilusto survey the digging of a
canal across the Corinthian isthnftis.

In distinguishing between the different types of soldiers in the American military
during the mid-twentieth century, Janowitz asserted that professional soldiers, especially
those deemed to be “heroic leaders,” cannot accept the self-image of an engineéf. Such
a distinction, however, would not have been understood in the Roman legions of the
Principate, which were far less compartmentalized and specialized in their activities than
a modern army. Indeed, virtues ligatientiaandvirtus were common to both soldiers
and engineers, and an officer’s involvement in local benefaction was something to be
advertised with pridé’ Some centurions who survived their terms of service and
involved themselves in civic affairs after their retirement even found other outlets for
their technical interests and abilities. Oescus, a veteran colony in Lower Moesia,
honoured a retired centurion and local citizen during the early third century CE:

To T. Aurelius Flavinus, son of Titus, of the Papirian TriBemipilaris and

Chief of City Magistrates of the colony of Oescus, Town Councillor of the cities

of the Tyrani, Dionysiopolitani, Marcianopolitani, Tungri, and Aquincenses,

patron of the guild of engineerngdatronus collegii fabruy honoured by the Great

and Divine Antoninus Augustus with 50 000 HS and 25 000 HS and promotion
for his bravey against the hostile Carpi, and deeds successfully and courageously

#The last legion in Dalmatia (Il Flavia) was moved by Domitian to the Danuttadovar
against Decebalus in CE 86. See Birley, “A Roman Altar,” 225 Keppie,Making of the Roman Arm$96.

#syet.Cal. 21. See alst.S2612 =I. Pan 39. Other centurions in dedicatory inscriptions for
roads and canal€IL 111 200, 201.

2The Professional Soldie21-22, 46.

?’E.g.,CIL VIIl 2728 =1LS 5795, which commemorates Nonius Datus, whose effortdilasator
for the colony of Sldae was described by the heading: “Patientig Virtus, andSpes’ Cf., K. Grewe,
“Tunnels and Canals” in Oxford Handbook of Engineerin30333; Cuomo, “A Roman Engineer’s Tale,”
159160.
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accomplished. Cl. Nicomedes, Town Councillor of the Tyrani (made this) for his
very worthy friend. Place given by decree of the Town Counciffors.

Flavinus’ military honours show that he was clearly no novice on the battlefield, yet his
interest in engineering was great enough that his patronage of the local guild of engineers
is advertised.

In assuming a leading role in these projects that constructed or restored walls,
community temples, agueducts and other infrastructure, centurions inscribed their names
in dedications in order to portray their piety and generosity, as well as that of their legion
and the emperor, to the welfare of the community. These projects could be viewed by
Rome’s subjects in different ways. On the one hand, such projects could be perceived as
the manifest of Roman oppression and decadence. Rabbinic texts record a disagreement
over Roman rule:

Rabbi Judah began and said, “How fine are the works of this people! They have

made markeplaces, they have built bridges, they have erected baths.” Rabbi Jose

was silent. Rabbi Simeon ben Yohaswered and said, “All that they have made

they made for themselves; they built market-places to set harlots in them; baths to

rejuvenate themselves; bridges to levy tolls for them.”?°
Tacitus also famously admits that Roman buildings such as bath houses promoted
“culture” while bonding local populations to servitude.*

On the other hand, several dedicatory inscriptions from the Roman provinces of

Africa, Syria, and Dalmatia during the late second to early third centuries praise

LS 7178;AE 1961, 208: T. Aurelio fil(io) T(ito) Papir(ia) Flavino primipilari et princigrdinis
col(oniae) Oesci, et buleutae civitatu[m] Tyranorum, Dionysipolitanorum, Marcisiteopmum,
Tungrorum et Aquincensium, patron[o] college(i) Fabr(um), hatfio} a divo Magno Antonino Aug(usto)
HS L millia n(lummum) et XXV [et] gradum promotionis [ob] alactritatem \iit) adversus hostes
Ca[rpos] et res prospere et va[lide ges]tas. Cl Nicom[edes] buleuta civitatis [Tyra]aarico
dign[issimo]. I(oco) d(ato) d(decreto) d(decurionum).

#ShabbaB3b, cited in Cuomo, “A Roman Engineer’s Tale,” 154, trans. By R. Fréchet in M.
HadasLebel’s Jérusalem contre Ronfees Editions du Cerf, 1990), with discussion 380-387.

Oagric. 21.
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centurions for their personal generosity in repairing or constructing temples and other
public buildings from their own monéy. Perhaps the best known textual depiction of

such thanks to a centurion’s benefaction is recorded in the New Testament. In Luke’s

account of the meeting between the centurion at Capernaum and Jesus mentioned at this
chapter’s outset, local Jewish elders actively encouraged Jesus to meet with him:

When they came to Jesus, they appealed to him earnestly, saying “He is worthy of

having you do this for him, for he loves our people, and it is he who built our

synagogue for us.”?

Whether viewed as sinister or beneficial, Roman building projects were
undeniable manifestations of Roman imperial power. Centurions, with both their own
technical skills and experience in supervising detachments of men, clearly offered a
valuable pool of officers which the army and local magistrates could employ for such
projects. Their substantial involvement and memorialization in the building and

restoration of imperial structures helped to cast them among local communities as the

emperor’s immediate military representatives.

6.3 Diplomats and Special Agents
The centurions’ activities in Roman diplomacy provided an important context for
direct interaction with inhabitants both within and outside the empire; curiously, these

remained unexplored in modern scholarsifThis diplomatic role appears primarily to

#Africa: CIL VI 1574; AE 1933, 33 (reign of M. Aurelius). Syria: see A. H. M. Jones,
“Inscriptions from Jerash,” JRS18 (1928), no. 10G Il 1017. DalmatiaCIL 111 8484 =ILS 3381.

¥ uke7:4-5:0i d¢ mapayevopevor TEOC OV TNooDV TaEeEKAAOLY ADTOV oTOLdAIWS AéyovTeS
OTL AELOG E0TLV O TAQEET) TODTO, AYATA YaQ TO £0VOG MUV KAl TV CUVAYWYT)V aVTOS QKODOUNTEV
Nuiv.

%For a general discussion of Roman diplomacy, see F. Millaryernment and Diplomacy in the

Roman Empire during the First Three CentutiéidR 10.3 (1988), 34577, esp. 348, n. 5, with
bibliography.
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have comprised two duties. The first was to escort important individuals across Roman
boundaries or dangerous territories. A common opportunity for this task occurred when
foreign dynasts or hostages were to be brought to meet a Roman military commander or
magistrate, as occurred early in CE 54, after a failed attempt by King Vologaeses of
Parthia to invade Armenia. Having finally withdrawn, Vologaeses entrusted some of the
leading members of the Arsacid family as hostages to a centurion named Hstaius.

CE 72, When King Antiochus of Commagene was accused by the governor of Syria, L.
Caesennius Paetus, the king fled to Cilicia rather than face Roman legions in battle.
Paetus consequently ordered one of his centurions to apprehend Antiochus, and escort the
king in chains to Rom&.

Escorting individuals of such status would obviously have been a great honour for
acenturion, and worthy of commemoration. An inscription commemorating the
extraordinary career of the centurion C. Velius Rufus, for example, advertises among his
many great honours and positions his appointment under Vespasian to escort Parthian
hostages:

To C. Velius Rufus, son of Salviyssimuspilusof the Legio XII Fulminata,

prefect ofvexillationesfrom nine legions: | Adiutrix, I Adiutrix, 1l Augusta, VIII

Augusta, IX Hispana, XIV Gemina, XX Victrix, XXI Rapax, tribune of

Thirteenth Urban Cohort, (commander?) of army of Africa and Mauretania sent to

crush the peoples who dwell in Mauretania, decorated by Emperors Vespasian

and Titus in the Judaean War witbrona vallaris necklaces, ornaments,
armbandsgorona muralistwo spears, two standards, and in the war involving

the Marcomanni, Quadi, and Sarmatians, against whom he participated in an

expedition through the kingdom of Decebalus, King of the Dacians, also

decorated with aorona muralistwo spears, two standards, Procurator of

Emperor Caesar Augustus Germanicus for the province of Raetia, with right of
capital punishment. He was despatched to Parthia and conveyed Epiphanes and

34Tac.Ann 13. 6-9. See also JosJ 19. 308; Liv. 24. 48.

#Vespasian later overruled the order and had Antiochus brought to Greece Bst&adsBJ 7.
238. On Paetus’ authority in Syria, see PIRC173.
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Callinicus, sons of King Antiochus, back to the Emperor Vespasian, together with

a great number dfibutarii. M. Alfius Olympiacus, son of Marcus, Fabian Tribe,

aquilifer, veteran of the Fifteenth Legion Apollinaris (set this 1ip).

Secondly, centurions were granted authority to serve as envoys. During the
Republic, this function appears typically to have required centurions during military
campaigns to convey important messages or negotiate on behalf of a Roman military
commander who possessatperium According to Livy, this function of centurions
existed as early as the Middle Republic. Roman generals in Spain, for example,
apparently used centurions as legates to entreat King Syphax of Numidia to join Roman
forces against Hannibal during the Second Punic War. Aemilius Paulus similarly sent
centurions to communities in Epirus to gain their support against Perseus of Macedon
during the Third Macedonian Waf.

This function of legionary centurions appears to have become more common
during the Principate. When on military campaign or stationed near the eastern frontiers,
centurions were frequently appointed to represent Roman legates in communication with
foreign dynasts. Common communications included the discussion of Roman treaty
terms, request for military support, and admonishment against a dynast’s perceived

intentions. In CE 62, for example, the Roman legionary commander in Syria, Cn.

Domitius Corbulo, sent a centurion named Casperius to treat with King Vologases of

3AE 1903, 368ILS 9200 C. Velio Salvi f. Rufo, p(rimo)p(ilo) leg(ionis) XII fulm(inatae),
praef(ecto) vexillariorum leg(ionum) VIIII. | adiut(ricis), Il adiut(ri¢idl Aug(ustae), VIII Aug(ustae),
VIIII Hisp(anae), Xl gem(inae), XX vic(tricis), XXI rapac(is), trib(ah coh(ortis) XlII urb(anae), duci
exercitus Africi et Mauretanici ad nationes quae sunt in Mauretania comprimendagat@ais ab
imp(eratore) Vespasiano et imp(eratore) Tito bello ludaico corona vallar(i), tosgddjle]ris, armillis,
item donis donato corona murali, hastis duabus, vexillis duoblet\barcomannorum Quadorum
Sarmatarum adversus quos expeditionem fecit per regnum Decebali regis Decayoanmurali, hastis
duabus, vexillis duobus; proc(uratori) imp(eratoris) Caesaris Aug@stmanici provinciae Pannoniae et
Dalmatiae, item proc(uratori) provinciae Raetiae ius gladi. Hic missus in Paiigghanem et
Callicinum, regis Antiochi filios, ad imp(eratorem) Vespasianum cum ampla mantariorum reduxit.
M. Alfius M. f. Fab(ia) Olympiacus aquilife(r) vet(eranus) leg(ionis) Xpollinar(is).

3’Syphax: See above, Chapter Five, n. 36. Perseus: Liv. 45. 34.
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Parthia: Casperius “in strongly worded terms” (ferociug advised him to withdraw from
Armenia®® While centurions on the eastern frontier might treat with great dynasts, those
on the western and northern frontiers during the Principate usually addressed lesser, local
magistrates or tribal chieftains. During the revolt of the German Batavi in CE 69-70, for
example, when the local legionary commander was besieged at Xanten, he sent
centurions to various Gallic communities to persuade them to raise emergency auxiliaries
and money for Rom#&.

This duty of representing one’s commander was entrusted to centurions even in
negotiations with other Roman legions during times of political upheaval. During the
civil wars of CE 68-69, for example, Fl. Sabinus, brother of Vespasian and consul for 69,
was besieged on the Capitol by forces in support of Vitellius. Sabinus semuspilus
to Vitellius who condemned him for this outrage and advised him to recall his partisans.
Vitellius, apparently chastened, sent the same centurion through a secret palace exit, so
that he, as a “mediator for peace” (internuntius pacis would remain unharmed during
his return to Sabinu®.

Centurions appear also to have been appointed by emperors themselves to
represent directly their authority to mediate local disputes. In CE 19, for example, when
Tiberius was concerned about another dynastic dispute in Thrace, he sent a centurion to

order the two dynasts competing for the throne to demobilize their troops and begin

%¥Tac.Ann 15. 1-5. See also Tadist. 4. 37, 57.

%Tac.Hist. 4. 37. CfHist. 4. 57. See alsHist. 2. 58, in which Cluvius Rufus, governor of
Baetica, sent centurions to secure support of Mauretanian tribes in fawspasian during the civil war
of CE 69.

40Tac.Hist. 3. 69-70. CfHist. 1. 67; 2. 8Ann 12. 46.
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negotiation" Although many of these appointments were ad hoc, the centurion’s
representation of imperial authority could be formalized as an official imperial messenger
(stator). This position seems to have been reserved to senior centuriopsraipdi,

such as C. Arrius Clemens, who proudly commemorated his official rekatasfor

Trajan??

In describing Roman diplomacy and “foreign relations,” Millar has raised the
point that there is no evidence of long-term ambassadors or a permanent bureaucracy that
maintained formal diplomatic relations between Rome and foreign dynasts and
chieftains?® The responsibility for ad hoc diplomatic relations, therefore, must have been
left with local Roman governors and his military forces. In such cases, centurions were
especially useful.

First, to serve as an envoy or escort was important, yet often perilous work, and
we hear of few high-ranking imperial officials being risked on such missions. In case the
point needed to be stressed, the only high official of an emperor sent to treat with a
foreign enemy was Tarrutienus Paterraisgepistulisof M. Aurelius in CE 170, who was
captured and treated poorly by the CotthiEmperors and legates required
representative who would be respected, yet perhaps was less critical a loss if killed or
captured through treachery. Centurions’ intermediate rank, combined with their
reputation as tough and capable soldiers, made them-ideatather, idealized for this

role. This idealization is illustrated best in an incident during Trajan’s Parthian

“Tac.Ann 2. 657.

“2LS 2081. For more ostatores see Domaszewskdje Rangordnung?8, 48, 73, 82.
*Millar, “Government and Diplomacy,” 364-368.

*Dio 72. 12. 3.
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campaign, when King Meharaspes of Persia betrayed and imprisoned in the city of
Adenystrae a delegation led by a centurion whom Trajan had sent to negotiate terms. Dio
appears to enjoy recalling the consequences of such Parthian treachery, since the
centurion (characteristically) escaped, freed his soldiers, killed the Parthian garrison
commander for his treachery, and opened the city to Trajan’s advancing army.*

Second, centurions and other military officers were perhaps in a better position to
deal with non-Greek or Latin-speaking peoples (e.g., Marcomanni or lazyges) beyond the
limesthan high-ranking officials dispatched from RoffieA rare title found among
military inscriptions is that ahterprexor interpres roughly translated as “interpreter” or
“negotiator.”*’ The exact functions of the position are not described, but the earliest
attestation of this position belongs to a centurion, Q. Atilius Primus. An Italian-born
centurion during the reign of Claudius, he apparently had learned German dialects in
order to serve in Pannonia as both an interpreter and negotiator between his legion (XV
Apollonaris) and the Quadf. As soldiers were increasingly recruited locally during the
Principate, we can expect that some centurions would be invaluable as negotiators in such
languages.

The great scope of diplomatic situations that Rome faced in the provinces and

frontiers, including conflicts and alliances with foreign peoples, dynastic disputes, and

“Dio 68. 22h. 3.

%See Millar, “Government and Diplomacy,” 372: “The notion that any high-status Romans ever
learned to speak any of the Germanic, Celtic, Thracian, or Iranian languages...can be safely dismissed...”

*’E.g.,interprex DacorumAE 1947, 35GermanorumCIL l1l 10505; SamatarumCIL |1l 14349;
at DamascudGRRIII 1191.

“8AE 1978, 635. Se€. Kolnik, “Q. Atilius Primus — Interprex Centurio und Negotiatogine
beteutende Grabinschrift aus dem I. Jh. U. z. im Quadischen Niomésid,” AAASH30 (1978), 61-75.
On theinterprex see D. PeretZThe Roman Interpreter and His Diplomatic and Military Roles.” Historia
554 (2006), 451-470.
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revolts, often required quick responses from local Roman governors and officials. Since
the centurions’ varied duties and assignments often brought them into regions far away
from major cities and legionary camps, we might assume they were in an ideal position
both to assess the situation on the ground, providing a crucial source of information to the
governor, and to form relationships and trust with local peoples that could prove critical
during times of unreéf.

During the later Principate, we find evidence for a new institution: the
frumentarii To call hem the Roman “secret service” goes too far, but they appear to
have acted as the emperor’s special agents, conveying important messages and carrying
out executions, arrests, domestic espionage. They were placed under the command of a
senior, former legionary centurion, thenceps peregrinorugwhen in Romé? In
giving this position to a centurion, the emperors appear to have continued a traditional
practice in which centurions themselves acted as the personal agents of Roman
commanders and emperors. This practice had its roots in the Republic, when they were
depicted as useful agents for ambitious Roman politicians. During the civil war between
Sulla and Marius’ supporters, Cinna was slain by a centurion who supported the young
Cn. Pompeiud' When Sulla himself was dictator in 81 BCE, he sanctioned a centurion

to butcher Lucretius Ofella, a political rivifl. Caesar, who consistently praised the

““Alston, Soldier andSaiety, 95.

**This title derives from the camp of thmentarii theCastra PeregrinorumFor examples of
this centurion, se€IL 11 484; VI 354, 428, 1110, 3325, 3326, 3327, 30423. Cf., Rankov, “The Governor’s
Men,” 30; Fuhrmann, Policing the Roman Wor|d52-163.

*1 Cinna: PlutPomp 5.1. Pompey himself was murdered in Alexandria by a centuriarefty
under is command. See CaB€. 3. 85; AppBC. 2. 84; Dio 42. 3.

*%P|ut. Sull. 33. According to SallusH{st. 1. 55. 21), the centurion himself suggested and
organized the proscription.
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bravery and hardiness of his centurions in his histories, eventually made them the
backbone of his bodyguard when he was dicttor.

The role for centurions as feared bodyguards became especially important during
the civil wars that followed Caesar’s assassination. M. Antonius seems to have been the
first to employ a praetorian guard entirely of legionary centuridmsq Cicero’s
diatribes against Antonius refer to several of these “belligerent and burly” (pugnaces et
lacertoso$ officers® Octavian similarly employed them to form his guard during this
period. After his victory over Antonius’ forces at Mutina in 43 BCE, Octavian sent
several centurions ahead to Rome obtain payment for the army and a consulship for
himself. When the senate balked at these demands, one centurion, Cornelius, was said to
have grasped his sword’s hilt and threatened, “This will make him consul if you do
not.”®® Centurions were also portrayed as the chief assassins in the proscriptions of the
newly-formed triumvirate. Appian’s dramatic account of the slaughter noted at least
twenty such murders, including, of course, that of Ciéérblis account of the murder of
Salvius, aribunus plebisis typical of this role for centurions:

When soldiers burst in while the feast was going on, some guests fi@ze in
chaotic fright, but the commanding centurion ordered them to stay still and

*3Cic. Div. 2. 9. For Caesar’s centurion’s as allies and political agents, see Syme, The Roman
Revolution 70.

*Appian’s claim (BC 3.5; 3.50) that the bodyguard was six thousand in strength issixee
Cicero fhil. 1.8; 8. 3; 8. 9) states that Antony surrounded himself with censuaioth awarded theri
fortissimiamong them. See Keppisggions and Veterand02.

*Phil. 8. 9. On the loyalty of Caesarean veterans to his successoBic skt 14. 5. 2; 14. 6. 1;
14.9.2;14.10.1; 14. 13. 6; 14.17.6; 15.2Bil. 10. 15-19; 11. 38; PluBrut. 25. 4; Dio 44. 34. 1. See
also De Blois;‘Army and Society,” 17. For veteran colonies as recruiting grounds, see Keppie,
Colonization and Veteran Settlemeb2.

**Suet.Aug 26: Hic faciet, si vos non feceriti€f. App.BC 3. 86-88. PlutarchQaes 29),
however, attributes this line to one of Caesar’s centurions in 49 BCE, demanding that Caesar’s command in
Gaul be extended.

S’App. BC 3. 26; 4. 12-30. Cf. PIuCic. 48; Dio 47. 11. 1-2; LivyEpit. 120.
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remain quiet. Then, snatching Salvius where he was by his hair, the centurion
drew him as far as he needed across the table, cut off his head, and ordered the
guests to stay where they were and make no disturbance, unless they wished to
sufferasimilar fate. They remainad this way even after the centurion’s
departurebewildered and speechless, sitting by the tribune’s decapitated body,
urtil the middle of the night
Ancient writers intensified this thug-like portrayal of centurions who served
emperors during the Principate. Both legionary and Praetorian centurions appear
frequently in the hostile accounts of the “bad emperors.” Tiberius had a centurion
murder the last of Augustus’ grandchildren, Agrippa Postumus, and reportedly ordered
another to beat Agrippina the Elder savagélysaius secretly sent a centurion to
Alexandria to arrest A. Avilius Flaccus, the prefect of Egypt, while others under Gaius
play a prominent role inédeca’s writings, in which the Stoic praises those who calmly
faced the centurions as they came to men’s homes in order to drag them off to death.
(Seneca himself was told to end his life by a centurion sent by Rleficitus records a
centurion being dispatched from Rome in CE 70 to trump up charges and then symmaril
execute L. Piso, the proconsul of Afrita.
Centurions continued to be used as special agents of the emperor well into the

second and third centuries CE. A centurion and decurion assassinated the usurper

Avidius Cassius, in Syria in CE 175. In the tutnhht preceded Septimius Severus’ rise

*BC. 4. 17:€0d0apovTwv d¢ € T0 CUPTIOOLOV TV OTALTAV oL Hev Eéaviotavto ovv BoQVPw Kal
déel, 0 0¢ TV OTIALTWV AoXaYOg €kéAevev ToeHely kaTakADEévTag, TOv 0& LAAoLIOV, we elxe, TNG KOUNG
gmomaocac vVTEQ TV Toamelav, &g 6oov éxonle, TNV kePaAnv amétepe Kal Tolg €vdov avdig ééAevev
ATEEHELY, WG Exouat, pr) BopvBov yevouévou mabotev duota. ot pLév dn kot olXopévov Tobv Aoxayov
TeOnmoTec dvavdol péxot Babutdtne vukTdg, T@ AOLTI® TOD dMUAQXOV OWUATL CLUYKATEKELVTO.

*Postumus: Taddnn 1.6; Dio 57.3.6; SuefTib. 22. Agrippina: SuefTib. 53. See also Suéfib.
60, where Tiberius orders a centurion to beat a man near to dehthcking his litter.

®Philo In Flacc. 13.109-15; SerDe Ira 3. 19;De Tranq 14. 7-10; TacAnn 15. 61. Other
prominent victims of centurions included Caligula’s wife, Caesonia (Suet. Cal. 59); Agrippina Minor (Tac.
Ann 14. 8); Octavia, former wife of Nero (Taknn 14. 64)

1T ac. Hist. 4. 49.
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to power, potential contenders employed one named Aquilius, who was described as a
“notorious assassin of senators.”® The extent of textual evidence that records centurions
as bodyguards, thugs, and assassins is remarkable, and certainly offers a more sinister,
less noble image of them compared to those idealized elsewhere in battle. It also attests
to their increasingly important association with the emperor during the Principate.

If centurions’ involvement in local building projects only hinted at their status as
important representatives of Roman imperial authority, then their function as escorts,
envoys, and special agents of the emperor made it explicit. For a community’s town
council, a tribe’s chieftain, a major foreign dynast, or a potentially disloyal Roman
official, legionary centurions served as powerful representatives to communicate Roman

imperial authority.

6.4 Police

The Roman army was the empire’s sword and shield, carrying out raids and major
campaigns against foreign enemies, and defending the boundaries of the empire from
invasion. Not all threats to internal security, however, came from major invasions; small
barbarian raids, riots, banditry, and crimes of all sorts were a constant problem in most
provinces, especially in less developed regions. Although Rome typically preferred
communities to police themselves, the task of protecting the great expanse of Rome’s
territory and communication routes, as well as the need to guard and regulate trave
between harbours, communities, mines, quarries, and other important sites, lay far

beyond local capabilities. While the Roman army never deployed a level of organization

%2HA, Did. Iul. 5.8:notus caedibus senatorii€enturions are frequently portrayed as assassins in
theHistoria AugustaDid. lul. 5. 1;Pesc. Nig2. 5;Elagab.16. 2. For use by Caracalla, see Dio 77. 3. 2-4;
78.2.2.
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similar to a modern police force, we nonetheless find during the course of the Principate
that it adopted more of a constabulary role, in which soldiers and officers were heavily
involved in preserving local law and ord&rHow to interpret evidence for policing in

the Roman world is complex and lies beyond the scope of this chapter. Several points
can be made, however, concerning evidence for centurions acting as agents of local
security, and how this activity again illustrates their role as important representatives of
Roman authority to local inhabitants.

The foremost concern of occupying legions was to provide static defense against
banditry and barbarian raids. Legionary soldiersandlia were posted to smaller
garrisons gtationesor praesidig that were established in sparsely populated or under-
exploited areas, often near important lines of communication and trade. By the age of
Trajan, we find out-posted soldiers designatenhiites stationarii These soldiers could
remain in a given area for short periods of time, while others might serve there for
months or year& They seem to have had many functions, including apprehending
bandits, protecting public or imperial property, and reporting the movements of hostile
peoples nearby. They were most commonly employed in securing roads and lines of
communication, not only to protect travellers from assault or robbery, but also to monitor
and control traffi®> In addition to this group were a category of soldiers posted to
administrative stations: tHeeneficiarii consularis Although originally attached to the

local governor’s staff, they became over the course of the second century CE an

®\WebsterRoman Imperial Army262-263; DaviesService in the Roman Arn§6-57, 175-185;
MacMullen, Soldier and Civilian 58-59; CampbellEmperor and the Roman Arn31-435.

%The earliest attestation of them is at Mons Claudianus in CEL1082.Claud 60). See
FuhrmannpPolicing the Roman Empir@07-211.

®See V. Maxfield, “Ostraca and the Roman Army in the Eastern Desert” in Documenting the
Roman Army(2003), 166-167. See al3¥ Il, 242.
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institution in their own right, with privileged immunity from certain military duties.
Their primary task, however, was not policing, but regulation of traffic, customs, and
taxes?®

Vulnerable points along major roads were gitengi with their own
detachments of memrgarii). These outposts could be quite numerous. By the reign of
M. Aurelius, they were established between fifteen to thirty minute intervals (by horse)
on the road between Bostra and Damascus in SySance centurions were the legions’
chief disciplinary officers and were experienced in commandgéxglationes they were
logical candidates for commanding these vulnerable outposts. While the distinction of
“garrison commander” (curator praesidi) is often not indicated in epigraphic and
papyrological evidence, where it is listed, centurions and decurions predominate.
Clearly, there could not have been sufficient legionary centurions to command every
outpost, so that decurions and lower-ranking officers suphirasipalesare found more
commonly in command dfurgi.’®® Mostpraesidiaand other more important garrisons,
however, seem typically to have been under the command of centurions. In Egypt,
garrison commanders near the wealthier and more important Lower Nile region were all
legionary centurion®’ Such a post was occupied by the centurion Annius Rufus, who

was appointed directly by Trajan to supervise the valuable imperial mining center at

). Nelis-Clément,_es Beneficiarii: Militaires et adminiatteurs au service de I'empire (ler s.
a.C.— Vle s. p.C.YParis, 2000), 24-25; Fuhrmarglicing the Roman Empird 63, 203205.

®Tertullian (Apolog 2. 8) noted that military posts of this sort were stationed thauighe
empire for tracking down bandits. For road between Bostra and$eamasedG 111 1121-2, 1114, 1195,
1261, 1290AE 1984, 921. Cf., Isaatjmits of Empire 134-135; Goodmargtate and Society42.

%A. H. M. Jones, “The Urbanization ofhe Ituraean Principality”, JRS21 (1931), 268; Isaac,
Limits of Empire 136.

Maxfield, “QOstraca,” 163-164.
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Mons Claudianu&’ As with their engineering activities, legionary centurions could also
be transferred to serve in provinces without legionary garriSons.

Another aspect of the centurion’s role in maintaining security was to monitor
certain transportation routes that were important for trade and security or received heavy
traffic. Centurions based along important routes in Egypt demanded that travellers
acquire and present specific passes in order to proceed. Dozens of ostraka from the reign
of Trajan, for example, describe centurions granting passes to all those taking the road to
and from Mons Claudianus:

Quintus Accius Optatus, Centurion, greetsdbeatorespraesidiiof theVia
Claudiana allow this Asklepiades to pa$s.

Centurions stationed at such posts served a role similar bettegiciarii collecting tolls
on trade goods or acting as imperial tax collectexagtores tributoruim Several of
them are recorded exacting an eigrechmaeharbour tax at Alexandrig,while a badly
damaged imperial rescript from Caracalla to Thuburbo Maius (Africa Proconsularis)

likewise contains details concerning the regulation of tolls at a garrison there commanded

ILS 2612 =I. Pan 39: Annius Rufus 7 leg. XV Apollinaris praepositus ab optimo ifmpjano
operi ma[rjmorum monti Claudiano, v. s. [I]. a. For legionary centurioatoresnear the Nile Delta, see
CIL 111 60254ILS 2615.

"See PlinEp. 10. 77.

?0. Claud 48:Kovivtog Akkiog OMTATOS (EKATOVTAQXNG) KOVOATOQOL TIOALTIKOE>WV OO0
KAavdiavnc xaloew. maoeg AokAnruadnv (¢?). See als®. Claud 49;IGRR1260;SEGXV 867;
O.Claud 359.

P, Oxy.1185; Fink,RMR no. 9.
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by aprimuspilus’™ Centurions are also commonly attested in Talmudic scripts as
collecting taxes from farmers and travellers alike.

The centurion’s potential personal wealth and role in regulating trade and taxes
made them potentially useful business partners. Papyri from the Babatha archive, for
example, describe various loans and transactions between centurions and local men in
early second century CE Judaea, at Ein Gedi. Magonius Valens, a centurion in command
of the First Infantry Cohort of Thracians that was stationed girtesidiumat Ein Gedi,
engaged in lending money to a Judah, a local non-Roman citiz@ther financial
accounts recorded in papyri demonstrate that these kinds of commercial relationships
were common in nearby Egyft.

Amongcenturions’ more active policing roles, in a context where they interacted
with local inhabitants, was their service as a kind of local sheriff. The rise in frequency
of banditry during the early third century led to an increasing reliance on the military and
the appointment of special local commanderaéposit). Centurions angrimipilares

appear to have been favoured for these ad hoc appointments, particularly i Italy.

"*The garrison was responsible for accepting the lead ssaib6laor symbolikd that were used
to record tolls paid on all imported goods. For discussion of the itiscrigee MacMullenSoldier and
Civilian, 58-59. By the second century, only one legion and seagxdia were responsible for protecting
Africa Proconsularis, Numidia, and both Mauretanias. See M. Speidel, “Legionary Cohorts in Mauretania:
The Role of Legionary Cohorts in the Structure of Expeditionary Armies” in Roman Army Studids65-75.

®E.g., Tos. Demai vi 3. See D. Sper, “The Centurion as a Tax-Collector,” Latomus28 (1969),
186-189; Isaacl.imits of Empire 287. For other examples of centuriongractoresseeCIL XI 707;ILS
2705;IGRRI 1183; SuetCal. 40.

*p.Yadin 11.Cf., Adams, “The Poets of Bu Njem,” 133; Goodman, State and Society42; N.
Avigad et al., “The Expedition to the Judaean desert, 98] 12 (1962), 167-262.

"P.Oxy XIl 1424. See als®.Col X 287

8E.g.,1LS 9201; 2769. A centurion was given the task of capturing the gredit béitaly, Bulla
Felix, in CE 206-207. Cf, FuhrmanRplicing the Roman Empird 35136.
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Provincial governors or military commanders could also order centurions to summon or
detain people who were accused of criminal activities or were required for legal
proceedings. Late in CE 198, for example, Gemellus Horion, an Egyptian man from
Arsinoe, petitioned Calpurinus Concessus gpistratego®f his region. He asked
Concessus to contact the local centurion to bring an accused man to court, so that
Horion’s charges against him could be hedrd.

In the view of Roman authorities during the Principate, even the mere presence of
a legionary centurion in a given community or region was thought to deter potential
problems among a local populace. Trajan, for instance, ordered the governor of Lower
Moesia to transfer a single legionary centurion to Byzantium, apparently in order to
discourage disturbances there caused by a high influx of ffaffitor was such a
transfer confined to gatherings of Roman subjects or allies. In addition to appointing
centurions to construburgi along the Danube following a treaty with Marcomanni in
CE 180, Commodus apparently also stipulated that the tribe’s members could not
assemble as they wished in any part of the country, but only once per month, and only in
the presence of a legionary centurfon.

As Trajan’s rejection of Pliny’s own request to send a centurion to the city of
Juliopolis in his own province of Bithynia demonstrates, however, Roman authorities
appear to have been wary of placing undue burdens on military manpower and

resource§? The Roman legions neither supplanted nor reduced the need for local

P Mich.IV. 625. For other examples recorded in papyri, see AlStoldjer and Society86-87.
8Ep. 10. 77.

#1Dio 73. 2. 4.

8plin. Ep. 10. 78.
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civilian policing. Epigraphic evidence from the Gallic provinces shows that local
magistrates and officials such as “prefect of the watches” (praefectus vigilumcontinued

to function in local policing role® The unique system of police offices (e.g.,
oTeatnyos, apxthbvAag, elprjvagxad) in cities in Asia Minor not only continued but also
became compulsory liturgies for local citizéAsThe Roman army’s presence in Egypt

did not diminish the multi-layered system of magistrates and officials ¢e@xtnyoc,
vukTopvAag, tapaduAag) of local security ther®

Dio Chrysostom compared the soldiers and emperor to shepherds whose task it
was to guard the imperial floéR. The relationship between the Rome’s military and its
imperial subjects, however, was hardly so congenial. Soldiers and other local Roman
officials were characterized by their brutality and greed, and supposed agents of policing
themselves were committing the crimes. As Juvenal quips, “who will guard the guards
themselves?”®’

Evidence of local resentment toward Roman military officials is widespread, and
centurions certainly were no exception. While their policing activities might occasionally
earn centurions thanks for deterring criminal acts and providing some small measure of
security along transportation routes, they might equally make them hated. Providing

security and monitoring traffic and trade, for example, could inevitably put centurions at

odds with local merchants and travellers. As collectors of taxes and tolls in both

8E.g.,CIL XII 3166; XIIl 1745;AE 1992, 1216. See also Aplet 3. 3.

8iSee C. Brélad,a sécurité publique en Asie Mineure sous le Principat (ler-llléme s. &h):J.-
Institutions municipals et institutions imperials dans [’Orient romain (Basel: 2005), 90-122, 335-381;

8see AlstonSoldier and Sociefy2-95. On the continuation of these and other local policing
officials, see Fuhrmanm®olicing the Roman Empir&6-7566-82, 163-64.

¥Dio Chrys. 1. 2&9.
8Juv. 6. 347-348Quis custodiet ipsos custodes
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communities and the numerooigrgi along major roads, centurions occupied a position
resented by local merchants, and it is not difficult to imagine the grumbling of travellers
in having to provide passes to and from centurions along the major regiondl’roads.
Centurions also often appear to have been characterized by their use of violence
against civilians unjustly and apparently with impunity. One of the more dramatic
examples of this problem occurs in Apuleius’ Metamorphosesvhen the transformed
protagonist and his master are stopped on the road by a centurion, who asks in Latin
where they are going:
[My master], ignorant of the Latin language, pressed on in silence. The soldier
was unable to control the insolence that came naturally to him, and considering
my master’s silence as contempt, threw him off my back while striking him with
thevitis that he held. The gardener humbly replied that he could not understand
what was said because he was ignorant of the language. Switching to Greek, the
soldier said: “Where are you taking that ass?”” The gardener replied that he was
going to the next town:But I have need of its labour,” he said.®
The centurion’s behaviour fits with Epictetus’ warning not to resist the “military
requisitions” of Roman soldiers: “For if you do, youll take a beating and lose your mule
anyway.”*® In one letter to Hadrian, a merchant similarly complained that, while

travelling through Britannia, a centurion had beaten him severely and without

provocation. He also complained that he had been unable to approach the other

8See GoodmarState and Sociefyl42.

8Met 9. 39:alias Latini sermonis ignarus, tacitus praeteribat. Nec miles ille familiarem cohibere
quivit insolentiam sed indignatus silentio eius ut convicio, viti quam tenebat obtudardorso meo
proturbat. Tunc, hortulanus supplicue respondit sermonis ignorantia sellguiticeret scire non posse:
ergoigitur Graece subiciens miles “Ubi” inquit “Ducis asinum istum?” Respondit hortulanus petere se
civitatem proxumam. “Sed miht’ inquit “Operae eius opus est

9Disc. 4. 1. 79:¢i d¢ pr), TANyas AaBwv ovdEV HTTOV ATTOAELS KAl TO OVAQLOV.
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centurions of that unit about his probl@mTalmudic texts, often hostile against Rome,
criticize legionary centurions as both violent and powerful:

It is like a man who stands up in the market place and defies a town councillor.

Those who h&d him said to him, “You utter fool, you defy the town councillor?

What if he wanted to beat you or tear your clothes, or throw you in prison? What

could you do to him? Or if he were a centuriqitrbn), who is greater than him?

How much more s3?

Members of the Roman military might just as often have been a source of
criminality as its obstacle. The repeated attempts by Roman authorities to stop such
behaviour show that local Roman authorities did care about the problems caused by
Roman soldiers and officers, but they also demonstrate a problem that was endemic and
never solved. This is at least partly because in issuing edicts and assigning manpower
and resourses, the emperor and local Roman authorities appear to have been far more
concerned with suppressing sedition and the impact of banditry or unruly provincials on
Roman authority than in dealing with local complaints of petty crimes and assaults.

While military policing might have been intended primarily to maintain Roman
control over a region, however, the evidence demonstrates that many citizens nonetheless
chose to take advantage of Roman presence and seek redress for local crimes. Likewise,
although attitudes toward Roman soldiers could be quite hostile, we nonetheless also find

evidence ostationarii and the centurions who commanded them being well liked by

local communities. Statue bases at Aphrodisias praise centurions “for serving honourably

9TV 11 344.

92Sifr. Deut.309, trans., by Isaathe Limits of Empirgl37. Cf., GoodmarState and Society
143.

%JamesRome and the Sward58-168. For further examples of local complaints and attitudes to
Roman soldiers, see FuhrmaRulicing the Roman Empird 86-194, 22838.
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and courageously in the province of Asia.”® The security and protection offered by
centurions appear positively in texts of the New Testament. Paul of Tarsus, for example,
was grateful for the security provided by centurions. In several occasions he was
protected by centurions from being lynched by locals and flogged by Roman officials.
One centurion mentioned by name, Julius, is particularly praised in Acts for being kind to
Paul when escorting him to Rome, and even preventing him from being killed by Roman
soldiers after they were shipwreck&d.

From the perspective of the Roman emperor and governors, the reasons for
assigning centurions to duties in local policing were obvious. Their reputation for loyalty
to the emperor, discipline, and fierceness in battle were as clear a message as Rome could
send to a group or individual that no sedition or military actions would be tolerated. For
more serious problems of banditry, kidnapping, or raiding, moreover, the military
experience of centurions would be invaluable. For local populations, however,
centurions were also characterized by their despised role in collecting taxes and well-
earned reputation for thuggery. The strong attitudes toward centurions presented in the
textual evidence, whether hostile or favourable, equally demonstrate the impact of their

involvement in policing among local populations.

6.5 Judicial Representatives
The Roman military was often involved in local legal affairs, and here too

legionary centurions were crucial intermediaries between Rome and local populations. In

9MAMA 8. 508:SEGXXXI. 905: AYyVQs kal avdgeiws avaotoadévia év o g Aoiag 0veL.
See FuhrmanrRolicing the Roman Empiy@19.

SActs21: 31-6, 22: 22-30, 23: 16-23. For Julius, Bets27-28.
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addition to summoning, apprehending, or escorting persons, centurions are attested
personally investigating local crimes of all kinds in a specific region. Papyrological
evidence from Egypt is again invaluable in illustrating this practice. One letter from
second century Fayum, for example, records a cenfurfforts to deal with a property
dispute regarding crops:

From Centurion Domitius Julianus: on receipt of my first letter, you should not

have ignored my summons, but come to me and informed me to whom belonged

the crops that have caused the dispute. Now, on receipt of this second letter,

come to me, since the advisors of the magistrate, Heron, are making accusations

against you'®
In some circumstances, centurions were designated by a Roman magistrate to perform
certain functions or judge specific caSésThe first recorded example of this designation
comes from the reign of Gaius, in which the governor of Dalmatia appointed several
centurions to act aadices dat®® Centurions with such a designation typically seem to
have been required to mediate legal disputes between communities (and kingdoms). M.
Coelius, for example, was appointed by a later governor of Dalmatia to represent him in
judging a boundary dispute in Dalmatia:

L. Arruntius Camillus Scribonianukegatus pro praetoref C. Caesar Augustus

Germanicus, appointed M. Coelius, Centurion of Legio VII, as mediator between
the Sapuates and Lamatini, in order to establish boundaries and set up Markers.

9BSBVI 9290; t(cxoit) Aoputiov TovAlavob (EkatovTdo)x(ov). £del oe KAl Té TEMTA YOAUUATA
Aapovra ur) ayvwpovioat aAAX EABey OGS €uE kai dLJdAEL, TTEOG Tivar Ol KkaxTOL, TTeQL WV TV 1)
AUPLOPATNOLG, AVIKOVOL: Kol VOV D€ T YoAHHATA Tavta AaPwy, EAOE mEog Eué. Aeiav yap o€ ol
mipovoovvtes "Howvog Tov éEnyntov aitiwvtatl m(die) vov(ac) wv(iag).

9On centurions amidices datj see esp. Campbefmperor and the Roman Arn¥B81-435. For
other investigative titles, s&&B9238; 9657 SPXXII 55; IGRRIII 301; RIB 1524LS 4920;AE 1950, 105;
1953, 129; CIL XIII 2958. Cf., Daviegervice in the Roman Armi/75-185.

98CIL 111 9832 =ILS 5949.

9CIL 111 9864 =ILS 5950: L. Arruntius Camil[lus] Scrib[o]nianus leg(atus) propr(aetre)
[Clae[s]aris Aug(usti) Germanici, iudicem dedit M. Coelium (centurioneng)dei) VIl inter Sapuates et
[La]matinos, ut fines [reg]eret et termin{o}s pon(eret).
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Even the emperor himself could appoint a centurions local judges or mediators. Tacitus
credits Casperius, the aforementioned centurion who had treated with Vologaeses, for
being assigned by Claudius to negotiate a truce in CE 52 between the king of Armenia,
Mithridates, and the Iberian Prince Radamistus. Antoninus Pius similarly assigned a
centurion to deal with a boundary dispute in Latiifh.

Strictly speaking, unless officially appointediadices dati centurions did not
themselves have the authority to make legal decisions. With centurions placed among
civilians to engage in policing roles, however, they inevitably acquired infornek or
factolegal authority. Papyri from Egypt and other eastern provinces reveal that by the
reign of Trajan, civilians were frequently appealing to centurions directly rather than to
local governors, and that these centurions do not seem to have hesitated in tackling the
cases on their own authority® Petitions were made to centurions concerning all types of
crimes, including contract disputes, attempted murder, assault, and r&Bb&he latter
two are most commonly attested, and the following case from Arsinoe during the reign of
Sepitimius Severus is typical:

To thecenturio stationariu®f the region, from Statornilos, son of Aamatios, and

Ptolemaios, son of Turannos, both from the metropolis:

My lord (xvote), while we were returning from the temple, some brigands rushed
out, attacked and overpowered us, and beat me to my knees. For a long time we

1%casperius: TacAnn 12. 44-46. See also above, Chapter Four, n. 122. Latium: reaorded
boundary stone in Ardea. See Campb#tle Roman Armyno. 206. For an example of a centurion acting
asiudexdatusin a dispute between two soldiers, §¢RA? I1l, 190-191. On other centurions in boundary
disputes, see MacMulleBoldier and Civilian62, n. 38.

1%15eeBGU 1. 36; 3. 908P.Ryl 2. 81;P. Sijp 15.

19%For contract disputes, s€e Osloll 30; SB10308;P. Mich X 582. AssaultP. Ryl Il 141;
P.Osla Il 21; P. Treb.2.304;P. Mich 3.175. RobberyP. Mich 3.175;P. Osl.2.21;SB6952;BGU 157,
515;P. Genl6; P. Oxy 2234. Murder: D. Feissel & J. Gasc@gcuments d'archives romains inédits du
Moyen Euphrat€1989), 558P. Tebt || 304. Especially useful are the collections by Alstddier and
Society 88-90; DaviesService in the Roman Arm/75-185; CampbelEmperor and the Roman Army
431-435.
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lay like corpses. They stole from Ptolemaios a cloak (a very fine cloak), and glass
flask, and from me, a ring>

This case illustrates that centurions acting as local magistrates were sometimes implored
first to apprehend and then judge criminal suspects. In one remarkable case, a farmer
from Theadelphia complained that his wife stole some of his property, and then eloped
with another man. He petitioned a centurion at Fayum specifically both to summon them
and judge the case as soon as pos&ible.

As discussed above, however, a common context in which centurions might be
compelled to issue legal judgments involved abuses by members of the Roman military.
Abuses by soldiers toward civilians such as robbery, intimidation or assault were
frequent, despite the efforts of the imperial administration to curb tfrelthough
centurions were often responsible for receiving petitions and accusations concerning
improper behavior by members of the military, it was likely not an easy thing for an
aggrieved civilian to petition themparticularly if it was another centurion who was the
accused}® Under Hadrian, soldiers were not to be summoned from their legions and
forced to travel long distances “without good reason,” especially not merely for the

purpose of giving evidenc8’ Even if a plaintiff managed to arrange a hearing with a

1%35BV| 9238: [t]® [E]m[] TV T[0]mtwv oft]atiwvagio. malpd] Latogveilov Apatiov kat
INtoAepaiov Tvg[a]vvou audotéowv amo e unteom[d]Aews. @V, kVoLe, dvaAvdvt[wv] amod To
tep[o]v, émnA- Bav v [kalkov[yol] t[v]ec cvomevdovTeg Katl ..[?]X.. LeTAKA. ... CLUVKQATH[oAVTES THAC
avt[ ? Jovdl ? Ixn ka[t] éue Etvpav eig ta yovart[a] pov kat ef[? Juvta [?] €t maAat fueOa vexool, [kad]
épaotalav 100 ITtoA[ep]alov apuctootov k[at] Aemtapik[to]otov kat Va[A]oov ApumTovA[A]ov, kat €[po]o
Paoidov daxtu[Atov ?]vov tav[?]nToon.n. [?]. drevtiyet.

%P Heid 13. See alsP.Gen 16;P.Tebt 2. 333;BGU 2. 522; EuselHE 6. 41. 21. Cf. J. E. G.
Whitehorne, “Petitions to the Centurion: A Question of Locality,” BASP41 (2004), 155-169.

1%Juv. 16. 712. See also Campbell’s collection in The Roman Armyl74-180;SP221;P. Oxy
240; 22345B9207;0GIS609;CIL 11l 12336; Ulpian,Dig. 1. 18. 6. 57.

1% g., above, 239-241.
WTcallistratus Dig. 22. 5. 3. 6.
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centurion, accused soldiers were to be tried in a military camp, often by centurions
appointed to the case. Roman authors saw the potential problems in this system. Juvenal
depicts a grim situation for the plaintiff in his Sixteenth Satire:

To those desiring recompense a judge with hobnailed shoes is appointed

before hefty-calved jurors seated at a great bench,

According to the ancient laws of the camp and tradition of Camillus

That no soldier may be tried beyond the ramparts

And far from the standards. “How just it is,” you think,

“That a centurion sentence a soldier — nor will justice

Fail me, if I lodge a complaint.”*%®

The legal scene depicted by Juvenal was likely not uncommon. While the
criminal acts committed by soldiers could develop into a broader breakdown in military
discipline, it is difficult to imagine many cases of centurions handing over comrades in
their unit or garrison to civilian authorities on account of the complaints of local
merchants. The soldiers likewise would have been unlikely to report centurions who
procured a little extra food or gifts for them through illegal mé&hs.

One could of course appeal to other Roman officials, subkraficiarii who
appear commonly to have received local petitidfisAs with policing duties, moreover,
centurions and other Roman officials do not appear to have supplanted or been in
jurisdictional conflict with local civilian officials. In Egypt, for examptesoatnyol

continued to receive petitions and there is little evidence of conflict between them and

Roman military authorities. In fact, it appears to have been common to petition multiple

1%3yv. 16. 13-19Bardaicus iudex datur haec punire uolenti / calceus et grandes magna ad
subsellia suraé legibus antiquis castrorum et more Camil§eruato, miles ne uallum litiget extt@t
procul a signis. lustissima centurionuroognitio est igitur de milite, nec mihi defitiltio, si iustae
defertur causa querellae

19%0n patronage of officers, see James, “Writing the Legions,” 40-44. On the moral duty between
officers and soldiers or sailors to protect each other from civil cag#sRodgefThe Wooden Wor|®25.

195ee Nelis-Clément,esBeneficiarii, 227243.
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authorities simultaneoustya “blanket effect” to increase the likelihood of receiving an
audience or recompense. One letter from Philadelphia in CE 236, for example, records a
petition to a decurion, centurion, and locaboatnyoc.

Whatever the opinions of individual centurions’ skill in jurisprudence, if a
plaintiff’s prospects were so patently hopeless, it would be difficult to explain the mass of
petitions that we find issued to local centurions. During the second and early third
centuries CE, centurions posted among communities across the empire appear to have
developedie factolegal powers, including the ability to summon litigants or witnesses,
interrogate, grant bail, issue subpoenas, assign civilian arbiters, and themselves offer
judgment'*? This quasi-magisterial authority developed for several reasons. Through
their military duties in the legions, many centurions were personally experienced in
judging acts of indiscipline and other transgressions. The appointment of centurions by
imperial governors to thedofficia or asiudices daticonfirms this expectation. If needed,
centurions could also seek advice from their @onsilia'*

From a more practical perspective, centurions already had the authority to detain
and hold criminals, and were posted to regions that were often isolated from the seat of
the provincial governor and hi®mites For many rural dwellers, centurions were the

chief source of Roman authority to whom they might even think to appeal concerning

such legal issues. The product of this development was yet another context where, for

P Harr. 2. 200. Cf. FuhrmanrRolicing the Roman Wor]®14. On relationship between
centurions and local Egyptian officials, see AlstBaldier and Society9293.

"Davies,Service in the Roman Arng6.

135eeFIRA 3.64, a document which discusses a centurion’s decision over a disputed inheritance.
For a centurion’s typical staffing at a praesidium which often includedbeneficiarii andcornicularii, see
also Roth] ogistics 274.
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many inhabitants of the empire, centurions were the most immediate and authoritative

representatives of Rome.

6.6 Regional Administrators

One of the most important roles of the Roman army during the Principate was to
provide soldiers and officers to serve as members of the provincialastedfiugm) of
imperial governorslégati Augusti pro praetodeprocurators, and proconsudfé. While
the evidence is insufficient to describe a standard composition or method of forming an
officium there seem to have been some common practitds.the imperial provinces
where legions were stationed (comprising roughly three quarters of the empire during the
Principate), a primary task of tléficiumwas to administer the army. The staff’s
members were largely drawn from the legions, comprising roughly 100-150 soldiers and
officers®

Theofficiumwas largely managed by special staff centurions, of whom there
were at least several types that appear to have been distinguished by function rather than
grade. Their exact duties, however, are difficult to elucidate.eXbcitatoresfor
example, are recorded in charge of the cavalry and infantry bodyguard of governors and

the emperot!’ Centurions described agatoresare attested commandiagxilia in

“4Vhen addressing his army in Africa in CE 128, Hadrian stated thiegaitus legionidad told
him that the chief centurionprimipilares) had been compelled to send one cohort each year to serve the
proconsul CIL VIII 2532, 18942 LS 2487). On proconsuls employing afficium similar to that of
imperial legates, see A. H. M. Jones, “The Roman Civil Service (Clerical and Sub-Clerical Grades)” JRS
39 (1949), 44-45; Richieenturiones549-552.

"5The primary study on this topic is by DomaszewB&ingordnung29-39.

1185ee Rankov, “The Governor’s Men: The Officium Consularisn Provincial Administration” in
Roman Army as a Communify6-20, 25; WebsteRoman Imperial Army263264.

’See above, Chapter Five, n. 41.
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senatorial provinces where no legions were statidtfethile these two centurions’

duties were obviously military in nature, the most important staff centurion was the
princeps praetorii There is again no explicit description for these centurions, but they

are attested being attached to the governor and his headquarters, and likely carried out
various administrative functions, such as supervising the governor’s staff and acting as

liaisons to local armed forces. They appear also to have had greater authority than other
centurions, and possessed their own Staff.

In imperial provinces where legions were stationed, staff centurions seem
generally to have been selected locally. The practice was flexible, however, and
centurions could be transferred to provinces without permanent legions from those
nearby. For example, as governor of Bithynia during the reign of Trajan, Pliny the
Younger was ordered to transfer tameficiarii two cavalrymen, and one centurion out
of his own legionary cohort to help form the staff of Gavius Bassus, the new prefect of
nearby Pontic Shor&® Just as in choosing other members of tbfficium, newly-
appointed governors could also select centurions whom they knew or had worked with
before. Pliny himself was on very friendly terms with a forpramuspilus Nymphidius

Lupus, and was so trusting of the man’s advice that he recalled him from retirement to

Y8strator. CIL 11 4114; VIII 2749, 7050; XIIl 6746, 8150, 8203. Cf. BaszewskiRangordnung
97-98; Richier,Centuriones548549.

119n theprinceps seelLS 2283;IGRRIII 1230; CIL XIIl 8187; VIII 2586; AE 1916, 29. See also
P.Oxy XIV 1637, where one is describedragykintog g fyepovias. In contrast to Domaszewski,
Rankov, “The Governor’s Men,” 18-20, suggests that they were attached to the governor’s headquarters
rather than his staff, and are inferior toanicularius Richier,Centuriones550-552, is unsure. On staff
(adiutoreg, seellLS 2448, 4837.

120ep, 10. 21. Pliny also transfers tbeneficiariito the procurator Virdius Gemellinus (10. 27-8).
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advise him during his governorship of Bithyffa. Such patronage was apparently a
common enough practice that Tacitus praised his fathiesv, Agricola, specifically for
being opposed to appointing centurions todfficium according to personal likings or
private recommendatior$>

The centurionate was an ideal resource for a governor’s officium A reasonable
level of literacy was obviously required for such positions, and as discussed in Chapter
Four, the centurions’ military duties ensured that most were literate."?® The necessary
logistical and clerical skills required for centurions to administer tegituriae
moreover, could easily be gded to a governor’s use, and the authority of their rank
made them natural candidates to command other military membersadfithen

The most important consequence of this function of centurions, however, was
opportunity given to them to gain administrative experience. During the Principate, this
experience led centurions to acquire their own staff and direct authority to manage a
specific region of the empire on their own. The earliest known example of such an
appointment occurred during the 30s BCE, when Octavian placed C. Fuficius Fango in
charge of the province of Africa following a truce with his rival, S. Pontpe§ango’s
appointment was a case of expediency during a time of political instability, but the
practice itself became common during the Princip&teBy CE 100, we find an

inscription for a district centurion based at Luguvalium (modern Carlisle), Annius

121Ep, 10. 87. Pliny had served with him when he was a military tribfmato @d Piums)
similarly plans to employ a friend with military skills from Mauretamidius Senex, but it is unclear
whether he was a centurion. J&I&, | 367.

122Tac.Agr. 19. 2.
1235ee above, Chapter Four, 1840.
12"Dio 48. 22. 3. Cf., CicAtt. 14. 10. 2.

1%/espasian similarly appointed centurions in city garrisons before mansistgn CE 69 (Jos.
BJ4. 442).
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Questor, who is described officially esgionarius'?® Unlike the title ofstationarius

which could designate any rank of out-posted soldier or offiegipnariusappears to

have been reserved for legionary centurions alone. Evidence for these “district

centurions” (GK. ¢mi tobv tomwv), increases during the second and third centuries.
Unlike the title ofpraepositusmoreover, which designated a centurion with a temporary
command for a specific task, the district centurion seems to have been a long-term
assignment with broad duties maintaining law and order in a given region, usually in
areas at the periphery of the empire and far from the seat of the go¥#érnor.

The appointment afegionarii appears to have been ad hoc, in that not every
region had them. There is also no clear indication of how long a typical tenure might
have been, but one district centurion at Koranis during first century CE remained in the
post for at least four to five yeal® Centurions appear to have distinguished themselves
from other centurions by this title, as shown by this second century inscription from Bath:

This sacred place that has been destroyed by insolence, C. Severius Emeritus,
centurioregionarius restored to the Virtue and Numen of Augustds.

This practice was not particular to any one province or region, since we find evidence of
such centurions across the empire, from Britain and Pannonia to Phrygia and Egypt, well

into the third century CE®®

1261y 250.
12eyhrmannpolicing the Roman Empir@22-223.
1285 NYU inv. 69. See alsB.Thomas. Cf., Alston Soldier and Sociefy187188.

1291.54920 =RIB 152: Locum religiosum per insolentiam dirutum Virtuti et N(umini) Awsgiju
repurgatum reddidit C. Severius Emeritus (centurio) reg(ionarius).

13%Britannia:RIB 583, 587. Gallia LugdenensBiL XIIl 2958. PannoniaAE 1944, 103; 1950,
105. Noricum:AE 1953, 129. PhrygidGRRIII 301. Egypt:P.Oxy. | 62. Cf. For other examples of
regionarii, seeCIL 11l 7449, 7633;AE 1957, 326; 1969/70, 577. See also examples in Africa in Rebuffat,
“L’armée romaine a Gholaia,” 228, 244-245.
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Tacitus records a speech by Julius Civilis, the leader of the Batavian revolt in CE
69, in which he exhorts his troops by cataloguing some of the evils of Roman rule:

“For we are no longer regarded as allies, as we once were, but slaves! When does

a governor withmperium although his retinue is arrogant and burdensome, ever

come to us? Instead, we are delegatquefects and centurions.”**

As Civilis’ speech illustrates, in serving as the highest local representatives of Roman
authority, these centurions had the potential to earn great hostility from the inhabitants.
Another incident recorded by Tacitus emphasizes the former. A revolt by the Frisians in
Lower Germany in CE 28 occurred whepranuspilus who had been appointed as
regionariusto govern the Frisians, particularly earned their wrath by his liberal
interpretation of their required tribute to Rofe.

On the other hand, centurions appointed to administer a region might also earn the
thanks and admiration of the local inhabitants. Au. Instuleius Tenax, a centurion placed
in command of @raesidiumby Vespasian during the civil wars, was publicly honoured
at Askalon for his kind treatment of the town during the reconstruction after the Jewish

revolt:

The people and council of Askalon (set this up) for Aulus Instuleius Tenax,
Centurion of Legio X Fretensis, on account of his kind&ss.

Similarly, at Aire (south of Damascus) during the reign of Commodus, a centurion was

honoured for acting as “benefactor and founder of the Airesians” (evegyétng Alpeoiwv

13iTac. Hist. 4. 14:neque enim societatem, ut olim, sed tamquam mancipia haberi: quando
legatum, gravi quidem comitatu et superbo, cum imperio venire? tradi se praefectisorgntisque See
alsoHist. 4. 15, forprimipilus Aquilius in charge of Roman soldiers on an island in the Rhine delta at the
revolt’s outset.

132Tac.Ann 4. 72. See also Taklist. 4. 14; 12. 45.

1¥¥SEGI 552:1 BouvAn{t} kai 6 dnuog QAov TvotoAnov Tévaka ékatoviaoxnv AeyLtwvog
dexdrtne Gpemoiag, evvolag évexa. Tenax was likely @rimuspiluscenturion, since he had achieved this
position with Legio Xl Fulminata in CE 65, according@L 111 30.
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kat ktiotg) for constructing from his own funds a temple to TycRegionariiare
commonly praised for their role in guaranteeing local commerce and trade against
corruption and brigandage, such as the centurion acclaimed at Pisidian Antioch for
maintaining justice and peat¥. The evidence suggests that district centurions played a
prominent role in local religious benefaction, especially in constructing and restoring
altars and temples. These services combined with their functions as local religious
representatives in the legions may have helped to form connections between Roman
soldiers and local communitié¥

The increasing use of district centurions during the Principate should be
understood as the logical development of the participation of these officers in so many
facets of imperial administration. Considering the many tasks to which centurions were
already assigned within a given region, from building projects and tax-collection to
policing and judicial responsibilities, it was natural for local governors to rely on them to
administer smaller regions of the empire themselves. By being posted far from their
legionary camps and performing all kinds of administrative tasks, moreover, centurions
were brought directly into the communities and daily activities of local inhabitants.
While the evidence is scarce, it appears again that local attitudes toward centurions were
mixed. Depending on the circumstances, centurions could be portrayed as symbols of
brutality and oppression, yet also as guarantors of a measure of peace and prosperity. In

sum, centurions were the embodiment of local attitudes towards Rome itself.

139Aire: SEGXXXIX 1568. Antioch: IGRRIII 301. Similar thanks to nearbggionarii: IG |11
111617; 1120-22, 11285EG39, 1568. On similar gratitude foggionarii, see StollZwischen Integration
und Abgrenzungr1:,Einige dercenturionesverden sich entsprechende Ehrungen dadurch verdient haben,
dass sie alsegionarii fur ein Florieren von Wirtschaft und Handel durch Eindammungrdiesen
Aufgabenbereich fallenden Rauberunwesens gesorgt latten.

3bid., 297-298, 334-336. On religious activities, see also abdwapter Five, 197-:99.
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6.7 Conclusion: Intermediaries between Rome and its Subjects

During the Principate, the Roman army evolved into an important organ of
imperial administration, with both its soldiers and officers called upon to fulfill a variety
of civil duties. The increasingly dispersed deployment of legions along the frontier and
the use of/exillationes moreover, ensured that Roman soldiers and outposts were
typically far removed from the local governors and commanders, so that middle-ranking
officers such as legionary centurions were relied on to mahage’s affairs along the
limes Their experience in military logistics and in commanding smaller units of men
made them ideal candidates for supervising detachments and ensuring efficient work in
building projects. In addition, as provincial staffers and imperial envoys, centurions were
important points of contact between a Roman governor or emperor and local inhabitants,
both friendly and hostile. Their local authority occasionally translated into constabulary
and legal responsibilities, guarding transportation routes and communities against both
internal and external threats, and judging disputesdasfactomagistrate. The logical
extension of these duties was the development aktjienarii, at which point they
became the highest Roman authority in a given area.

In describing the interaction between the Rome’s military and its imperial
subjects, James states how contact “ranged from the murderous and oppressive to the
commercial, the amicable and the matrimaiidthis description seems to fit opinions of
the centurionate well. Rabbinic text lists the specific representatives of Rome from

whom the Jews would eventually exact vengeance: consuls, imperial legates, centurions,
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senators, andeneficiarii**® That centurions are indicated among this group is telling of
the kind of hostility that they might incur from local inhabitants. In contrast to this
hostile text, however, accounts in the New Testament portray centurions in a positive
light. In addition to the centurion at Capernaum who is thanked for rebuilding a
synagogue and praised by Jesus for his faith, it is also a centurion who, at moment of
Jesus’ death, is credited as the first Roman to recognize Jesus’ divinity, declaring, “Truly,
this man was the Son of God.”**" Cornelius, another centurion based in Caesarea, is
praised in Acts as an upright, God-fearing man, generous both in his prayer and alms-
giving. He received a vision from an angel to send for Simon Peter, and is credited as the
first gentile to be baptized by the apostfe.

As with the centurions’ military characterizations as both brutal disciplinarians
yet courageous leaders, non-Roman opinions of them could vary to the extreme. For the
writers of early Rabbinic litetare, who were mindful of the Romans’ brutal suppression
of Jewish revolts during the late first and early second centuries, the centurion
represented Roman oppression and injustice. To the authors of the Gospels and early
proponents of Christianity, however, who were eager to win support from local Roman
authorities and to demonstrate to gentiles the appeal of the young religion, centurions
were instead desirable candidates to be portrayed as early converts. While these
characterizations are in stark contrast, both nevertheless demonstrate that among many

local inhabitants of the eastern provinces, centurions were understood to be crucial

13%5ijfre Deut. 317. Cf., GoodmaState and Societyl51.
¥Matthew27:54: AAnOac eob viog fv obtoc. Cf., Mark 15: 39. Compare wittuke23: 47:

Ovtwe 6 avBowTmog ovTog dikaog Nv.

138acts10.
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representatives of Roman authority. Whether appreciated or hated, they could not be
ignored.

The previous chapters Yxaemphasized the centurion’s intermediate position in
Roman military culture, between discipline and aggression, combat and staff officer,
commissioned and non-commissioned, aristocratic commanders and rank and file
soldiers. Matthew’s portrayal of the centurion from Capernaum as a Roman officer being
under authority{éovoia) yet also possessing it, stresses another essential point. The
centurion’s intermediate status and rank within the Roman military hierarchy translated
into an intermediate position in Roman civil-military relations the Roman army’s role
of integrating the center and periphery of the empire, centurions were a crucial point of

intersection.
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Conclusion: The Intermediate Officer of the Roman Military

To be imbued in the spirit and essence of this practice, to make use of, to arouse,
and to absorb the forces that it requitespenetrate the practice completely with
understandingto gain confidence and ease through exercise; to give oneself
completely, and to transform from a man into the role which has been appointed
to us: that is the military virtue of the army in the individtal.

This statement has been taken (and sometimes translated) to mean the “the virtues
of the individual,” describing the ideals of officership on which a successful military is
based. The emphasis, however, is explicitly on military virtuiéise individual.

Clausewitz’s concern here is how military virtues and assumptions are internalized and
manifest themselves in the individisoutlook and behaviour, and affect an army’s
cohesion, combat performance, and identity.

In broad terms this dissertation has similarly explored how Roman military
virtues and assumptions became manifested in a specific rank of the legions: the
centurimate. That the centurions’ duties were important during the Republican and
Principate is well established by modern authors, but none has sought to explain
comprehensively this rank’s broader role in the legions, or what its functions, careers,

expectations, and idealizations can tell us about Roman military practices. The

limitations of evidence the lack of a centurion’s diary, officer manual, or any complete

ClausewitzOn War, 187:,,Von dem Geiste und Wesen dieses Geschéaftes durchdrungen sein, die
Kréfte, die in ihm tatig sein sollen, in sich Gben, erwecken und aufnelilagiGeschaft mit dem
Verstande ganz durchdringen, durch Ubung Sicherheit und Leichtigkeit sethen gewinnen, ganz darin
aufgehen, aus dem Menschen Ubergehen in die Rolle, die unaudgeiniesen wird: das ist die
kriegerische Tugend des Heeres in dem einzéinen.



records of an individual careers, to name a-fawquire an analysis that is broad both in
swpe and quality of sources, and often leaves us with a frustratingly incomplete picture.
Adopting such a wide array of sources from different regions and periods, however, does
allow us at least to form a “portrait” of the rank, one which clearly illustrates that the
centurionate was functionally and symbolically central to the culture, organization, and
activities of the Roman legions.

The centurionate was important to expressing Roman attitudes toward military
service. On the one hand, positive Roman military virtues such as forbearance,
obedience, bravery, and fierceness were defined through the centurionate in several ways,
from the clothing and equipment visualized in commemorative relief, or the duties in
legionary discipline and combat leadership of Roman literary tradition. On the other
hand, the centurionate also served to represent the “darker side” of the Roman legions.

The extortion and rough treatment that centurions inflict on their own soldiers, as well as
their apparent talent as thugs and assassins, help to illustrate the fears and reservations of
the Roman aristocrat and provincial alike toward the danger of soldiers and their use in

the empire. The centurionate, therefore, seems often to have represented the best and the
worst traits of Roman soldiers.

Although innovative sociological and philological approachefigciplinahave
generated more complex, cultural interpretations to understanding why Roman soldiers
obeyed their commander and officers, | demonstrate that Roman attitudes towards
military punishment cannot be easily taken to reflect modern ones, and that physical
violence in this context requires methodical analysis of its political, institutional, and

especially religious implications. Similarly, while many studies emphasize the more
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cultural, aggressive features of the behaviour of Roman soldiers and commanders in
combat, [ argue that calculation or individual judgment on the part of the legion’s middle-
ranking officers must not be minimized; aristocratic commanders were not the only
officers capable of considering the impact of their actions. In relation to both these
points, models for Roman military or civil institutions will benefit from greater caution
when applying modern categories of legitimacy or military authority. These categories
have been useful in the past to framing discussion of Roman military organization, but
they now appear to be inflexible in moving beyond a dichotomy between force and
persuasion that is more apt to Greek thinking than Roman.

The centurionate, moreover, occupied also a key position in the command
structure of a legion. The rank originally developed during the Republic as a way to
promote experienced Roman soldiers, thus rewarding loyalty and skill while producing a
level of tactical command that was needed in the use of both maniples and cohorts in
battle. During the Principate, however, with the expanding use of smaller military units
and the assignment of manpower to tasks of imperial administration, centurions acquired
a far greater number of duties and opportunities for independent commands, with
increased status, pay, and benefits to match. This development led to the rank becoming
an important representative of imperial authority at the local level. The centurionate was
also a keyomponent of the Roman military’s social hierarchy. Since the centurionate
changed during the Principate to comprise both fomiktes and direct appointees from
equestrian backgrounds, it was a major point of social intersection in a military whose

ranks were otherwise starkly distinguished by social status. This made the rank central
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not only to a legion’s administrative organization and combat performance, but also to its
social cohesion and the self-identification of its soldiers.

Although the wide-ranging approach of my dissertation has addressed many
topics in Roman military studies, several of them in particular demand greater attention
and would prove fruitful in further discussion of both Roman military and social
practices. The fourth chapter, for example, raised the problem that despite the Roman
military’s reputation for tactical proficiency and discipline, the legion relied on
surprisingly few levels of command, even by ancient standards. The function of tribunes
in battle was limited anl -defined, leaving essentially no degrees of command between
general and centurion, particularly in the use of the cohort during the Principate. If the
legion is best described as comprising meeyturiaerather than few cohorts, this point
raises important questions for how the legion actually functioned in pitched battle. To
answer these questions, a study must analyze in detail textual sources on Roman military
warfare not just concerning the methods used to deploy legionaries in battle, but also fo
existence of communication between units and their flexibility after the commencement
of battle.

The sixth chapter also discusske centurions’ many civic activities among local
military and civilian communities, particularly his religious role, which ranged from
dedicating altars and leading his unit in cultic activities, to restoring and constructing new
religious structures out of his own money as a form of benefaction to local communities
and veteran colonies. This role needs to be investigated further in context with recent
approaches to Roman civil-military relations that are only briefly addressed in the

chapter. Prominent among these are Oliver Stoll’s work on how the religious functions
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of Roman officers served as link between military and civilian communities, and

Cuomo’s in-depth analysis of Roman building projects that consider the potential goals of
the supervisor or dedicant in advertising his achievements in construction as well as the
perspectives of the local inhabitants. Both of their approaches share a similar focus in
understanding the role of Roman military officers in local infrastructure and civic life
across the empire. Since centurions were active participants in the religious life in local
communities, a study that analyzeslétail centurions’ roles in public building and

benefaction will help us to understand better the relationships between the military and
non-military communities at the periphery of the empire.

The conclusions of this dissertation also demonstrate an approach to consider in
future studies on Roman military culture. The fact that so little attention has been given
to such an important organizational feature of the Roman military as the centurionate
illustrates a disproportionate focus in scholarship on aristocratic perspectives and goals,
and how they determined soldiers’ attitudes toward discipline, behaviour in combat,
political loyalties, religious activities, social identity, and interaction with Rome’s
imperial subjects. This excessive focus on a “mass versus elite” dichotomy is more
conducive to dialogues on Greek political or military institutions than Roman. The
centurion’s intermediate status, seen in so many aspects of his roles in the Roman
military, demonstrates instead the prominence of the middle rank in Roman military
practices. Indeed, the Roman legions arguably represent a military force in which skill,
experience, and prestige wéoeusedn the middle rank.

Additionally, studies of Roman military history that focus on its intermediate

ranks can consider recent trends in military history. Earlier studies on combat
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motivation, military commitment, obedience, and professional identity shifted focus away
from the paramount importance of the general and battle tactics to the perspective of
individual soldiers in combat and how cohesion is encouraged among the members of the
primary unit® More recent studies, however, have emphasized instead the role of
leadership at the junior level in determining soldiers’ attitudes toward motivation,
performance, leadership, and identity. As Kindsvatter states in his analysis of the
American soldier, this intermediate position was an immensely important yet difficult
one, because such an officer was expected simultaneously to take care of his soldiers and
be willing to sacrifice himself for them, yet also was the “the final representative of
coercive higher authorityrequired to exact obedience from them and punish
transgressions. This unique position ensured that junior leaders’ behaviour and attitudes
create the norm for their soldiers to follow. These leaders, good or bad, are the
exemplars of their military institution. Indeed, as Moskos and Wood have similarly
argued in their analysis of commitment in the modern professional army, “immediate
leadersare the institution to their subordinatés

| suggest that this focus on the role of junior leadership in defining military
attitudes and practices should be applied to studies of Roman military culture. To the
militeswho chose to join and serve in the legions, the centurionate was the most
immediate form of military authority, the highest rank to which one could aspire, and it

was through this rank that military skills, habits, and doctrines were transmitted. Study

’See above, Introduction, n. 17, and Chapter Five, 108l -
3Kindsvatter,The American Soldie235.
*Moskos & Wood, “Institution Building” (emphasis added), 287.
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of the centurionate, therefore, provides a fresh and potentially rewarding approach to

understanding Roman military practices.
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Appendix A: Visual |l magery

Fig. 1

Minucius Lorarius AE 1982, 395)

Middle 1st century BCE

Note: Wearing tunic and cloalgtis in right handpugio attached to belt
Image from Franzoni, tav. XIII, 1
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M. Caelius, CIL XIlI. 8648;ILS 2244AE 1952, 181)

Early 1st century CE

Note: Vitis in right handorquesandphaleraeattached to cuirasarmillae at wrists;
paludamentunat left shoulder

Image from Franzoni, Tav. XXXII, 2
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Q. Sertorius Festu€(L V 3374)
Middle 1st century CE

Note: vitis in right hand; scale armour
with phaleraeandtorques corona
aureaon headpaludamentum

Image from Franzoni, tav. XVI, 1
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M. Favonius FacilisRIB 200)

1st Century CE

Note: vitis in right hand; wearing padded
garments as armoypaludamentum
Image from Birley, (1980), Fig. 4



Aurelius Mucianus (Istanbul, Arch
Mus. Inv. No. 116)

First half of 3rd century CE

Note: vitis in right hand; greaves
Image from Pfuhl Taf. LV, 303
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C. Aemilius Severus@IL X1 340)
Late 2% to early 3rd century CE
Note: vitis in right hand; greaves
Image from Franzoni, tav. XXI, 3



Unnamed Centurion (Scrinari no. 348’
3rd century CE

Note: sword at left; greaves

Image from Franzoni, tav. V, 4

Unnamed Centurion (Gabelmann no. 11}/4"
Late 3rd century CE :
Note: staff-like vitis; greaves

Image from Franzoni, tav. XXVIII, 3
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M. Aurelius NeposRIB 491) Valerius Aulucentius@IL V 940)

3rd Century CE Late 3rd century CE
Note: vitis at right;sagum Note: vitis at right;sagum
Image from Birley (1980), Fig. 5 Image from Franzoni, Tav. IX, 2
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Fig. 11

Flavius Augustalis€IL V 914)

3rd century CE

Note: vitis in left hand;sagum

Image from Franzoni, Tav. VIII, 1
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C. Anarius Felix (Montanari, No.
10)

Middle 1st Century CE

Note: “Coiled” vitis at bottom
Image from Franzoni, Tav. XX, 1

M. Pompeius AsperGIL XIV 2523;ILS
2662

Late ' Century CE

Note: Aquilaat centertorques phalerae
and greaves at bottom

Image from Maxfield (1981), PI. 12a

M. Creperius Primus (Montanari, No. 2)
Middle 1st Century CE

Note: “Coiled” vitis at center

Image from Franzoni, Tav. XX, 2
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“‘ e,

T. Calidius Seve
2596)
Early to Middle 1st Century CE
Note: Ring mail, greaves, transverse
crest, and horse
Image from Robinson, PI. 445

i
3

ruiL 111 11213 ILS

L. Blattius Vetus AE 1893, 119)
Early to Middle First Century CE
Note: phaleraeandtorquesat left;
greaves at right

Image from Franzoni, tav. XV, 1-2
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Unnamed Centurion (Dtschke V, no. 978)
Early 1st Century CE

Note: greaves at bottom

Image from Franzoni, Tav. XXVIII, 2




M. Petronius Classicu€(L Il 4060)
Early to Middle 1st Century CE
Note: transverse crest at top;
phaleraeat center; greaves at bottorn
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Appendix B: Clothing, Arms, and Ar mour

Clothing

The basic dress of the centurion matched that ahihies The primary garment
during the Republic and Principate was the sleeveless, wool tunicd], held together
at the waist by the belb&lteusor cingulum militarg. The basic form of thiunica
appears to have been maintained into the Principate, and according to Quintilian,
centurions were distinguished by fitting theinicaso that it did not drop below the
knees: The colour of these tunics is debated. While the long-standing view adopted by
historical re-enactors favours a deep red, it is also possible that soldiers wore white tunics
and centurions alone wore red, in order to distinguish them in bafife special military
occasions such as triumphs or religious processions, however, centurions appear to have
worn more formal white tunicséndida vestis®

Centurions also wore a cloak over their tunics. During the Republic, this was
typically the standard sdikrs’ cloak (sagun), a rectangular, reddish-brown garment
draped around the neck and fastened at the right shoulder by a Wiooleh. (The
dedication to Minucius Lorarius from this period illustrates howttinecaandsagumare
combined® During the Principate, however, centurions are often depicted wearing the

larger, more ornate cloak, tpaludamentum This cloak was worn by officers of

'Quint. Inst 11. 3. 138.

“See N. Fuentes, “The Roman Military Tunic” in M. Dawson ed., Roman Military Equipment: The
Accoutrements of War, Proceedings of the Third Military Research Seminar; Buitkheological Report
(Oxford, 1987), 41-75.

3G. SumnerRoman Military DresgStroud, 2009), 18-29, 11[7k8. On centurions’ white dress in
triumphs, see Tadlist. 2. 89.

“Appendix A, fig. 1. A variation on theagumwas the capep@enuld, which was slightly larger,
circular, and folded. See Bishop & Coulst®gman Military Equipmen68; SumnerRoman Military
Dress 72-89.
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equestrian and senatorial rank, and distinguished them from the rank antldiier
funerary monuments from the third century, however, suggest that centurions still
occasionally wore the more functional soldiers’ cloak.® Centurions appear additionally to
have worn padded leather garments both under and over their armour. This includes the
linen or leather stripgpferyge$ made famous in Hollywood films. Tlpterygeswere
attached to the armour, both at the shoulders or below, forming a “skirt” over the bottom
of the tunic, and are depicted in several monuments to centdrions.

Roman centurions adopted different footwear depending on the period. During
the Republic, they appear to have worn enclosed becalief), evidence of which is
more common for higher officers in the army. By the Principate, however, centurions
wore the newer strapped boaotsl{gae that were now standard for all soldiers. These
caligaewere hobnailed to offer greater grip on soft ground, although they slipped more

easily on rock or smooth surfaces.

Armsand Equipment

From the Republic to the late Principate, legionary centurions appear consistently
to have borne the same arms astiides These included the heavy javelpil¢m),
which came into use during the third century BCE at the latest and became the chief
weapon of the legionaries for centuries. They also bore the standard short sword of the

Republic and early Principate, tgkadius as well as the longer sword of the late second

°See examples gfaludamentunin Appendix A, figs. 24. On distinction between soldiers’ cloak
and those of senior officers, see Liv. 7. 34. 15. Cf., Sunit@man Military Dress72-73.

®E.g., Appendix A, figs. 8-12. See alsié\ Pertinax 8. 24.
E.g., Appendix A, figs. 3-4, 9.

8Minucius Lorarius (Appendix A, fig. 1) is depicted wearicmjcei On centurions wearing
hobnailedcaligag see Juv. 16. 13; Jd&8J 6. 81.
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to early third centuries CE, tlspatha Centurions were initially distinguished, however,
from legionaries by sheathing their sword at their left, rather than right simturions
additionally are more often depicted bearing a large daggeid) on their belt’

Most distinctive among the centurion’s equipment, of course, was theitis. As
it was described in literature and represented visually during the Principate, the
instrument was waist-high and straight, with a knobbed end. Two commemorative
inscriptions from Ravenna from the first century CE, however, depict a coiled or “knotted
vitis,” perhaps suggesting the living branch on which the tool was baséd. The
instrument seems to have grown longer and more staff-like during the early third century

CE, reflecting its more symbolic than practical use as a disciplinary?tool.

Armour

Centurions in many cases bore armour similar to that of their soldiers. Most basic
was the shieldscutun). During the Republic, it was ovular and made primarily of
plywood and animal hides. It was later studded with iron bosses and strips, and made
more rectangular in shape during the Principate. It served both centurion and soldier for

centuries® Centurions wore the same helmets as the rank and file, from the

°E.g., Appendix A, figs, B. The earliegladius Hispaniensisvas tapered, but was phased out
during the first to second centuries CE by a parallel-edged ($ad¢haeappear more popular beginning
with the Antonine period. See Bishop & Coulst®&pman Military Equipmenf8-83, 130-134.

Appendix A, figs. 1, 4.
YAppendix A, figs. 12-13. These two examples come only froneRaa.

7 ater staff-like appearance: Appendix A, figs. 5-6, 8, 11. Owitigand its development, see C.
Franzoni, Habitus Atque Habitudo Militimmonumenti funerari di militari nella Cisalpina RomariRome,
1987), no. 15, 19, 59; Pfuhl & Mobiubje ostgriechischen GrabrelieféMainz am Rhein, 1977), nos.
302-303, 305, 308; Bishop & CoulstoRoman Military EquipmentL20.

1Bishop & CoulstonRoman Military Equipmen61-63, 91-95, 137.39.
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“Montefortino” and “Coolus” types of the Republic, to the “Imperial Italic” or “Imperial
Gallic” types of the Principate (figs. 2-4).

Types of body armour were less standardized. During the early-middle Repubilic,
the cheapest and most basic form of armour borne by many legionaries was a simple,
brass breastplatpéctoralg formed by one large disc or by several fastened together.
Centurions and those soldiers of higher property qualification, however, more often bore
scale armour, or the more flexible and expensive ring thdiluring the late Republic
and early Principate, these latter types became more common. First century CE
monuments to centurions Q. Sertorius Festus and T. Calidius Severus show examples of
the scale mail and ring mail, respectiv&lyDuring the late first century to third centuries
CE, legionary body armour appears to have been dominated by ¢hiedo4orica
segmentati a heavier cuirass of iron and leather strips fixed together with copper-alloy
fittings that offered better protection to the chest and shoulders (fig. 1). Centurions,
however, are conspicuously never depicted or described wearing this form of armour, nor
the muscled cuirass of higher officers, but appear to have maintained use of the scales or
mail *°

The commemorations to M. Caelius and M. Favonius Facilis also depict
centurions wearing some kind of garment (leather or reinforced linen?) over their torso.
It is unclear, however, whether such garments were worn in addition to scale or ring mail,

or sewed as their primary protection, like a padded jack or jerkin. Facilis’ monument,

“polyb. 6. 23. Cf., Bishop & CoulstoRoman Military Equipmen63-64.
“Appendix A, figs. 3, 16.

®Thelorica segmentatédecome rarer during the third century CE, probably because obshe
and complexity of their construction. Cf., Robins®he Armour of Imperial Romé&47-169; Bishop &
Coulston,Roman Military Equipmentl704173.
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moreover, also depicts the use of the leather reinforcements worn over top of the armour
at the waist and shoulder’s. Additionally, some centurions appear to have worn a leather
harness with overlapping straps. These straps evidently were used to suspend one’s

military decorations, such ghaleraeandtorques'®

Centurions primarily distinguished themselves from their soldiers, however,
through two additional features of their armour. First and foremost was the transverse
crest Crista transverspborne on their helmets, which served to distinguish the centurion
in the confusion of battle and to emphasize his height and fiercEnEsslier crests
were attached through small, separately cast knobs attached to the top of the helmet,
while later crests favoured a detachable, U-shaped holder attached to the cfesEmex.
material of the crest itself seems to have varied, including both the earlier (goose?)
feathers and later horse-hair crests that are ubiquitous in Hollywood films. Both kinds
are depicted in monuments to centurions from the first century CE, T. Calidius Severus
and M. Petronius Classicas.

Another form of armour that distinguished the centurion from both his soldiers
and superior officers were greaves. While officers and certain soldiers of the auxiliary
cavalry bore them, greaves are unique to centurions in the legionary infantry. They are
commonly depicted in visual commemoration to centurions and, in the cases where only

military equipment is depicted, such as on the epitaphs of of T. Calidius Severus, M.

YAppendix A, figs. 2 and 4. On garments as armour, see &uRoman Military Dress1704175.
BAppendix A, figs. 2-4, 14, 17-18. Cf. MaxfielMilitary Decorations 9295.

¥See above, Chapter 2, n. 38.

Robinson;The Armour of Imperial Romé&40-143.

ZAppendix A, figs. 15 and 18.
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Petronius Classicus, and L. Blattius Vetus, they are highlighted along with the

centurion’s crest and dona militaria®?

Lorica SegmentatéReconstruction)
First Century CE
Image from Robinson, PI. 191

#25ee Appendix A, figs. 16, 18, and 20. See also figs. 3, 4,.a0f, (RobinsonThe Armour of
Imperial Rome187-188. There is one case in surviving evidencenibites wearing greaves found in the
Adamclisi metopes. See Bishop & Coulst®gman Military EquipmenB6, n. 46.
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Montefortino Type Coolus Type
Middle-late Republic Late Republic to first century CE
Image from Robinson, PI. 10 Image from Robinson, PI. 41

Fig. 4

Imperial Gallic Type
First century CE
Image from Robinson, PIl. 10081
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Appendix C: Centurions’ Quarters

Fig. 1
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Fig. 2
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Recreation of Caerleon (Wales), f. late first century CE

Image from Roth (2009), Fig. 41

Note: Centurions’ quarters (A) visible at end of each row of barracks near walls; note also row of
larger quarters for therimi ordinesandprimuspilusof first cohort by western wall
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Fig. 3

INCHTUTHIL : GENERAL PLAN OF THE LEGIONARY FORTRESS
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Plan for Inchtuthil (Scotland), late first century CE
Image from Webster (1969), Fig. 34 (adapted)

A: standard barrack blocks
B: first cohort barracks
C: primi ordinesquarters
D: military tribunes’ quarters
E: Barrack store houses
Note: similarity in layout of barrack blocks with fortress at Caerleon, witliurem quarters at end
of barrack block, and greater sizepsimi ordines quarters at centre-left
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Figs.4a and 4b
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Lambaesis (Algeria), f. early first century CE
Image from Webster (1969), Fig. 35a

A: first cohort

B: regular centurions” quarters

Note: number of rooms in each centurion’s quarters

Novaesium (Germany), f. late first century BCE
Image from Webster (1969), Fig. 35b
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Figs.Sa and Sb

T i
———— -

Carnuntum (Austria), f. early first century CE
Image from Webster (1969), Fig. 37a
A: centurions’ quarters

Lauriacum (Austria), f. second century CE
Image from Webster (1969), Fig. 37b
B: first cohort

- v ———t &
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Recreation of primi ordines’ quarters from Inchtuthil
Image from Shirley (2001),Fig.

A: primi ordines’ quarters

B: barrack block of first cohort

C: barrack store houses

Note: central courtyards and proximity to barrack blocks
of first cohort black at Inchtuthil above

at left and store houses are right

]

compare with plan
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