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Abstriel

I'wo schooly ol thought continue 1o debato the importance ol putronnge in the slectionn ol
the late Roman Republic, On one extrome i the orthodox sehool, which nrpues prlronape
was the key 1o elections, while on the other oxtremo the emerging, revisionist interprettion
coutends that cultivating the e

! ‘ pular support of the people through gamen, public
reputation, and bribery was the key o elections, mnd that patronupe was of subordingtg--

or even nogligible signiticance. Based on the works of Marcus Tulliug Cicero nnd Quintun
Cicero's Commentariolum Petitiondy, this (hesis ropresents n moderate view: 1 view
which states that both mobilizing patronage and cultivating, the people through popular
methods were essential tfor electorl succoss, and that neither could be ignored. This
thesis also introduces a new model of the Ropublican patronage system. Unlike the
orthodox or Gelzerian interpretation where a few nobles controlled vast armics of personal
clients, the conception of patronage which emerges from the evidence presents u
completely difleront picture: a picture in which the organizntional structure of patronage
was not grouped in huge blocks ol clients but rather fragmented among many "men of
influence” (i.e. municipal aristocrats, patrons of colleges and guilds, powerful freedmen,
and other types of friends or amici), who each controlled a finite amount of patronage
within their sphere of influence. Through lateral relationship of mutual obligation with
these men of influence, who were not themselves clients, a candidate was able 1o have
these friends or amici mobilize their clients on his behalf at his election,
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Introduction

Ihe wxial institution of patronage is a universal phenomenon that has transcended
irtually every ez and sooety 1n history  Both in time past and in time present, patron-
chent relationstups have exened their most powerful influence on politics, especially in
clections and legislaion  For many people today the Tweed Ring in late 19th century
“ew York City is probably the most famous modern example of the profound impact--
bath positive and negative--patronage relationships can exert upon the political pl’OOCSS.l
However, patronage is not exclusively a modern phenomenon. Virtually every country
within the Mediterranean basin can trace its institution of patronage back throughout its
history to ancient times.2 Many of these modern European countries can document their
patron-client relationships back to the Roman Republic, where this unique type of social
relationship remained a ubiquitous force in Republican society for five hundred years.
Like most important historical issues the debate among historians concerning the
importance of patronage on elections during the late Roman Republic has both a
traditional orthodox interpretation as well as a revisionist interpretation. The orthodox
point of view was first put forth in 1912 with Mathias Gelzer’s seminal work, The Roman

Nobility, in which he argues:

The entire Roman people, both the ruling circle and the mass of voters whom they
ruled, was, as a society, permeated by multifarious relationships based on fides and
personal connections, the principal forms of which were patrocinium in the courts
and over communities, together with political friendship and financial obligation.

These relationships determined the distribution of political power.3

Gelzer's work has influenced many historians writing on the late Republic, who have
because of this influence taken it for granted that patronage was the dominant force in
politics, that the ties of patronage between the plebs and their patrons controlled the
voting in the two legislative and electoral assemblies, comitia centuriata and the comitia
tributa, and that the voting was completely separate from the actual opinions and issues of

the plebs themselves.? In other words, until recently the majority of historians have



I Minle

anne At the Ruonan plebs had ke o o conttol onet thebr personal vote becagae ji
wan vontiallod by then pation or patrosm Revently, some bitstorbns hinve bepun (e
vt the tiditional ftorpretation, wpiing the evidence does ot support the
ansumpien i pationape epreneits the hoy (o iwnderstamding Repubilican politica

Uhe cmerging tevisloniat interpretation conterda thint pattotige wak nol (the
dommating or pervasive ree conttoltiug polition. Rovisloulsl bibston innm dilTor smongst
themselves on the impottmwee they belteve vlientolisn hind on Ropublican politics. Sone
maintain that pattonad ties were s important part of polities, but deny that thone ties of
obligation dominated or controlled the votlng for oloctions, Androw Wallaoo-1 ladrifl, lor
nstance, argues that the "pletire that omorges (tom the lnte ropublic Is dynamle: Rathor
than ollering the key (o Romwn politics, patronnge mus bo oot uK one ol soveral mothods
of generating power, 1 systow actunlly in compotition und conflict with othor xyulomu"'s
Cullivating the gonoral populuce through briboy, bunquots, yanes, ind other moons of
popular solf=promotion ure the other systoms Wallnco=k udrill argucs compotod with the
patron-cliont system lor olectoral power, Other revisionist historiang contend that
patronage was ol little or no importance in luto Ropublican cloctions, arguing, that the
structure of patronage which many historinns envision " itself’ @ modern hypothosis,
which has very little support in our ovidence. "0 I'he revisionist historians omphasize the
rarity of references Lo patronage in the primary kources, which thoy believe shows
contemporary Romans did not consider it an important aspoct of politics. Other
revisionists contend that the pervasiveness of clectoral corruption, known ns ambitus, and
the magnificent games and feasts put on by the rising politicians clearly demonstrates that
Roman politicians considered popular and illogal methods of winning clecloral support
much more important than personal relationships of obligation. For example, Alexander
Yakobson's article, "Petitio et Largitio: Popular Partici pation in the Conturiate Assembly
of the Late Republic,” argues that "the very fact that electoral corruption was 8o

rampant in the late Republic can be scen ag proving that the traditional patronage system

'
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was in crisis and did not control large sections of the electorate."’

Whatever the merits of both interpretations, evidence suggests that neither
interpretation provides a balanced examination explaining the significance of electoral
patronage in Republican society. [f one weighs the evidence from both sides, the
possibility of a third interpretation emerges integrating both arguments into a sufficient
explanation for the significance of patron-client relationships in elections. This thesis is an
example of such a synthesis. [n my estimation we should listen to the evidence, which
does not support modern assumptions bestowing a preeminence to either patronage or
popular appeals to the uncommitted voter; but rather the evidence clearly emphasizes that
canvassing for public office required a candidate to take into account two mechanisms for
winning support: the first is concerned with cultivating and mobilizing amici and their
vertical patronage ties to their clients; the second with winning the people's favor through
games, banquets, bribery, and a popular reputation. The evidence does not imply that one
was more important than the other, as modern historians seem intent on arguing, but
rather it suggests that both mobilizing patronage and winning popular support were
indispensable for winning election.

The focus of this study ranges from the time of Sulla in 80 B.C. through to the
civil war between Caesar and Pompey beginning in 49 B.C. The Commentariolum
Petitionis or "The Handbook of Electioneering” by Quintus Cicero, who was the younger
and less famous brother of Marcus Tullius Cicero, offers an illuminating perspective into
the importance contemporary Republican politicians placed on clientelistic ties.3 This
treatise will be analyzed extensively later in the study; however, for now it is important to
note that the main thrust of Q. Cicero's argument resides on the belief that winning an
election required both the popular support of the people and the acquisition of a large
network of patronal ties, including one's own and one's friends. In other words, he
contends that patronage was an important aspect of politics along with other avenues of

support, such as vying for popular support. What is especially interesting about this
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wantieste i that O Cleero hhmelt ilasteptes thnt the distine ton beyween patronage andd
poptlar support wins otten ambigaoim, sven 1o comtempormry BRommn polivicians . s
ambiguity v one of the problemm o aiidylng this lssine, becanse it in i alt 1oy
dillerentinte between wlnt te conntdeted prtronage o orher forms of polimeal sugpgrent
Modern seholy, in Ot tecognize that "patronnge as a sysiom s charnctorzed bry
ambapuity s

Hecause thero ba a livoly dispute ovor what exnctly constitites patronags in the
evideuce (i e seholars disagroo on what tolationships Tull within the parrmeters of
patronage), purt of tho st chaptor idontiflen and dofinen important signal words in order
1o show that words besidon patrocintum or clientelue indicuto the process of patronage.
Moreover, sinco thero i3 a lack of some typos of ovidonce, # compurative analysis i
conducted botwoon anciont Rome and Cutania, Italy in the 19508 in order to arguc that the
social conditions in the late Ropublic did not weaken or destroy the patronage system, but
merely transformed it. Afler the examination of the theoretical processcs and interactions
of patronage in the first chapter, which provide a necessary working definition and clearly
defined parameters for studying this phenomenon in the evidence, the second chapter of

this thesis concentrates on the synthesizing hypothesis previously proposed.
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1

Theoretical and Comparative Inquinies into Republican Patronage

What is meant by patronage? Since patronage is a highly complex social
interaction that most people only vaguely understand, it is important to illustrate and
define what exactly patronage is. According to modern definitions, patronage is above all
else a social institution based on personal relationships between individuals.!© Patron-
client relationships are usually not concentrated in only one sector of society, but rather
dispersed over the entire population. The vertical relationships between patrons and
clients are based on inequalities of wealth and power. Patrons are superior to their clients
in wealth, prestige, and power. This superior position allows the patrons to monopolize
resources and provide rewards, such as agrarian laws giving land to the landless,
subsistence crisis insurance, state-subsidized food for the urban plebs, and knowledge of
the law which their clients need. By fulfilling and guaranteeing these needs, patrons are
able to ensure their clients' loyalty and support. In return, patrons receive from their
clients electoral support in the form of votes, enhanced prestige, protection, and loyalty.
Thus the mutual exchange of different types of resources between patrons and their clients
is a fundamental part of these relationships.

There also exists a strong aspect of unconditionality and long-term obligation in
patronal relationships. Patronage is not merely a political deal where there is a specific
exchange of resources, rather these relationships exist over long periods with the exchange
of resources often occurring at significantly different times. In order for these
relationships to last over extended periods, strong elements of interpersonal loyalty and
obligation are built into the system. In fact, fulfilling one's obligation is closely
connected with one's honor. Not fulfilling an obligation diminishes one's honor and

leads to shame in society, because the community is the ultimate authority for deciding
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onc's honor  Patron-client relationships are informal ties existing outside the legal

structure and arc thercfore not contractual. Nevertheless, these relationships are tightly
binding because of the important aspect of personal honor. Although these relationships
arc long-term and tightly binding, they are not entered into by means of coercion but
rather they arc formed voluntarily and can also be dissolved voluntarily.“ Moreover, an
important aspect of the patronage system is the competition between patrons for the
support of clients, who can choose voluntarily whom they wish to be their patron.
Andrew Wallace-Hadrill describes the Republican system as pluralist in nature where "a
multiplicity of patrons acted in competition with each other, offering alternative routes of
access to resources.” 2 It is important to note that competition and fluidity are in fact
vital aspects of any patronage system; without them the whole system will stagnate and
eventually change into something wholly different.

This modern sociological definition provides us with a necessary basis for studying
patronage in ancient Rome. However, as Fergus Millar criticizes, to apply only modem
definitions of patronage to an ancient society is to "say that curiosity about exact nuances
of ancient social and political relationships is superfluous.” 13 Millar is of course correct:
To declare that the ideology and language of Roman society is irrelevant is to overlook a

vital dimension. However, to estimate the actual importance of Roman patronage solely

on the basis of the frequency of words such as patronus and cliens is vastly to
underestimate the value of patron-client relations in Roman society. Thus, it is not
convincing when historians like Millar contend that clientelistic ties of obligation exhibited
very little influence on Republican politics because key sociological terms such as

patrocinium, patronus, and cliens rarely appear in the literature. A true understanding of

Roman patronage requires the historian to navigate delicately between modemn
conceptions of patronage and Republican conceptions of patronage, which although
similar in their essence differ in actual practice due to Roman social mores and customs.

It is certainly easy to understand, if one concentrates solely on the words patronus
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nnd < liwns, how one might view patronage as an unimportant factor in Roman society and
polibes  For example, Richard Saller notes that Marcus Tullius Cicero used the word
pettrenms only twenty-three times in his extensive writings, and only twice in the meaning
ol n protector of a powerful supporter. He also notes that the word cliens was rarely
used 'V Towever, as Saller argucs in his book Personal Patronage Under the Early
L.mpire, (he literature distorts the actual social reality, so "we should not jump to the
conclusion that patronage existed only where the words patronus and cliens were
uned "!3 1t ycems logical to ask why in fact so few explicit references to patronage exist

in the literature. Saller offers an explanation to this problem:

['The] language of social subordination may have seemed arrogant when used by
the patron, a tactless advertisement of his superiority and the relative weakness of
his clicnt. . . . The appearance or absence of the words patronus and cliens is not
indicative of the presence or absence of the phenomenon of patronage, but it is a

reflection of the circumstances in which it was described. 16
In order to gain clearer insights into Roman social reality, it is therefore important to
analyze patronage-related words in the literature other than patronus and cliens that do
not carry negative connotations.

I'he Roman politician had within his sphere of influence a large and varied network
of relationships including friends, clients, freedmen, and slaves. 1”7 Slaves, of course,
should automatically be excluded from any discussion of patronage, because their ties to
their master or domini were based on legal bonds of subservience, which goes against the
very definition of patronage. The freedmen, who were manumitted slaves, became after
the cessation of their bondage the clients of their former master, who as the granter of
freedom was considered to be authorized to exercise some degree of coercion or power
over his new clients. 18 Because the Roman concept of friendship was inherently
ambiguous, it defies a simple analysis of whether it constitutes a patronage relationship or
not. Certainly some friendships were in fact patron-client relationships. Yet identifying all

friendships as patronage relationships is utterly absurd. Any study on the importance of










































































































































































































































