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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
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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
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patronage in Roman society, then, must clearly distinguish those relationships that fall
within the parameters of clientelism with those which do not. Friendships beiween men of
roughly equal social standing are also vital to analyze for this study even though they were
not in and of themselves patron-client relationships, because a significant dynamic of
Republican patronage consisted of the mobilization of clientelistic bonds through friends.
Through lateral relationships to friends, who were not clients but patrons themselves, a
politician could vastly increase his vertical clientelistic network without actually increasing
the number of his personal clients. Clients mobilized by a candidate’s friends in his behalf
do not then become the candidate's dependents, rather they are just performing their
obligation to their original patron. Nevertheless, what is taking place here is certainly the
mobilization of voters through patron-client relationships, and should thus be considered
as an example of the workings of patronage within Republican politics. Thus, it is
important to begin this study with an examination of patronage related words in the
literature. This method which should enable us to distinguish between patron-client
relationships and other types of social bonds, while at the same time allowing us the ability
to discern the mobilization of clients within some of these other equal social relationships.
These terms can be separated into two categories. The first category contains words such
as amicus, hospitium, patronus, and cliens, which identify the individuals involved in
patron-client relationships. The second category includes officium, beneficium, meritum,
and gratia, which describe the resources that are exchanged between patrons and clients?
The term amicus is the most frequent substitute for patronus and cliens in the
literature because of its inherent ambiguity, which allowed it to be applied to social
unequals without any negative connotations of social subordination. Of course not all
Roman friendships should be considered patron-client relationships. On the surface the
distinction between amicitia and clientela is as follows: while clientela is a connection

between men of differing social standing, which requires the lesser of the two men (i.e. the

client) to support his patron in his endeavors, amicitia is a relationship between men of
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cqual or nearly equal standing, which is based on genuine goodwill, political expediency,

or a combination of the two. In fact, both patrons and clients tended to avoid using words
such as patronus, cliens, or patrocinium in describing their relationship, but rather they
preferred to call each other amici and their relationship a friendship. Is it then impossible
to distinguish between Roman friendships and patron-client relationships within the
evidence? Making a precise distinction between a patrocinium-clientela relationship and
amicitia is a futile endeavor, according to Erik Wistrand. 19 This amounts to total
capitulation, however. The conundrum of needing to make this distinction in order to
provide a valid interpretation of Roman patronage and yet apparently not being able to do
so, is not nearly as untenable as it first appears. It does not follow that, because some
Roman friendships were in reality clientelistic relationships, and because both clientelistic
relationships and friendships were based on similar social and moral concepts, historians
cannot distinguish between the two. How then, in the late twentieth century, are we to
make a clear distinction which the Romans themselves often did not make or even seek to
make? Richard Saller attacks such skeptical assumptions. According to him, it is possible
to differentiate between a patron-client relationship and friendship among social equals
"where the term amicus occurs with respect to a friendship between men known to be of
unequal status."20  In other words, if it can be shown that friends were of unequal social
status, then one can assume a patronage relationship.

A more important topic for our study, however, is the patronage relationships
which underlay many Roman friendships. Friendships among men of truly equal standing,
it is important to note, might also indicate the dynamic process of patronage in the
evidence, because the compact between these individuals and their willingness to
harmonize their interests for a specific goal might include the mobilization of their vertical
clientelistic networks. So although the relationship between friends of equal standing is
horizontal in nature, one can often see or infer vertical relationships underlying and often

even supporting Roman friendships. Since amicitia was so closely intertwined with the
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mobilization patronage, it is imporiant to examine their similarities.

Both Roman friendships and patron-client relationships were based on the same
underlving precepts. ldeally, amicitia, like patrocinium, was supposed to be based on
reliance, faith, and trustworthiness, not on the mutual exchange of services. However, the
beliet in a social ideal existing undistorted or unchanged in a society is an absurd fallacy.

If anything, the evidence stresses the reciprocal obligations between amici. As P. A.

Brunt states,

it is beyond question that amicitia, for whatever reasons the relationship was
formed, was not a relationship either of mere affection or of mere reciprocal
interest; if it was more than an empty name, it bound the friends together in bonds

of obligation and honor 21
If a man received a service from an amici, he was expected to repay that service through
any means at his disposal. As Marcus Tullius Cicero, who wrote extensively on the
concepts of friendship and obligation, contends in De Officiis: "if there shall be
obligations already incurred, so that kindness is not to begin with us, but to be required,
still greater diligence, it seems, is called for; for no officium is more imperative than that
of proving one's g;l'a,’citude:.“22 Indeed, in Roman society, in consequence of the moral
duties inherent in friendships, not fulfilling an obligation would be tantamount to social
suicide, and would result in a man being plagued with the negative title of ingratus
amicus, or ungrateful friend. Friendships with men of both equal and inferior social
standing provided the ambitious politician with many valuable services, which neither
personal wealth nor power alone could possibly achieve. In the bonds of fellowship,
according to Cicero, "there is but little difference between the greatest and the ordinary
man; and friendship is to be cultivated almost equally by both. v23 1 was, therefore, a
necessary imperative for ambitious men seeking election to cultivate continuously new
friendships while at the same time perpetuating old ones, specifically for the services these
friends would be able to provide at his election. The most important service an amici

could provide was, of course, the mobilization of his clients in behalf of his friend's
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candidacy  Yet, as Marcus Cicero wrote, fiiendships were supponed 1o form on the basis

of genuine goodwill, not on uulity. This in fact illustrates one of the dilemman that
tnendships based on underlying patronage bonds ns well as other types of amiciiia
presented to Roman ways of thinking and behaving: "a man was not supposed to form a
triendship or distribute a favor with a view to the return, and yet he knew that his

amicusitecipient was in fact obliged to make a return."24

In the overall perspective, then, Roman friendships were marked by ambiguity and
contradictions, which even troubled contemporaries. Cicero's treatise e Amicitia, for
example, concentrates on the apparent contradiction between the philosophy of friendship
based on moral goodness and the utilitarian or businesslike attitude toward friendship
which seemed to pervade Republican society. "Friendship springs rather from nature than
from need," writes Cicero, "and from an inclination of the soul joined with a feeling of
love rather than from calculation of how much profit the friendship is likely to afford."2>
Cicero, arguing from a moral perspective, criticized those who maintain “"that friendships
must be sought for the sake of the defence and aid they give and not out of goodwill and
affection."20 Despite his moralizing, Cicero was not immune to the fact that utility served
a necessary function in bonds of amicitia. "Mutual interchange,” he conceded, "is really
inseparable from ﬁ'it.endship."TJr It is important, of course, to recognize the implications
these bonds exerted on politics: all the various types of amicitia affected the outcome of
elections. These ranged from int;xmate friends who simply shared a similar outlook on
politics, which Quintus Cicero calls "friends on more genuine grounds,” to the purely
electoral friendships which Quintus argues have "a wider application in a canvass than in
the rest of life."28 Even if political friendships of all types played an important role in

politics (a subject scrutinized in the second chapter), one should still not presuppose that
all friendships were merely political alliances.2°

Since both patrocinium and all types of amicitia were based on the reciprocal

exchange of goods and services and since much of what is written on them in the primary
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sources is concerned with these exchanges, the words that call attention to this flow of
resources are a good indicator of clientelistic relationships and thus need to be examined
and defined. Richard Saller notes four Latin words which indicate a mutual exchange of
services between patrons and clients or among friends: beneficium, officium, meritum,
and graria. Although it was not written in law, a beneficium was usually the initial favor
of service given in a patronal relationship or friendship, with the receiver then being
obligated to rerurn the service with worthwhile favors of his own, which were known as
officia. Officium was a word of wide connotations, involving political, social, and
economic obligations, which entailed reciprocal services or favors between patrons and
clients. Mathias Gelzer states that the best equivalent for officium in the English language
would be as a "reciprocal personal relationship . . . especially in the sense of the
performance of an action arising from such a re]aﬁonship_"30 Cicero used the term in the
sense of a social and moral obligation to repay a service with an equal or greater service
when he justifies his defense of Murena to Servius Sulpicius. He writes: " I agree,
Sulpicius, thai in the election the claims of friendship demanded all the support that 1
could give you and I think that I discharged my oﬁ‘icia."31

There were, of course, relative values placed on the services exchanged, and
benefits could be reaped by bestowing a great many services. For example, Cicero, who
lamented the proliferation of businesslike relationships—as opposed to genuine personal
bonds—in Roman society, did not consistently uphold the high moral principles he
advocated in De Amicitia. In a very calculating and businesslike manner, Cicero wrote in
De Officiis that "in order to become good calculators of officia,” one must add and
subtract obligations owing and owed in order "to strike a balance correctly and find out
just how much is due to each individual "32 The advantages of bestowing services to a
vast array of fiiends and clients were as follows: providing favors was essentially an
investment which could yield valuable returns in the future, because a favor incurred

would have to be returned with an equal or greater service. For example, if a man
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mobilized his personal clients in behalf of a friend's candidacy, he would then expect a like
service in his own canvass for election. So despite pretensions stressing the moral
foundation of patron-client relationships and friendships, in Roman social reality these
bonds were often based as much on a calculating appraisal of services as they were on
genuine goodwill. Although Romans did place values on these services, it is important to
recognize that these values were highly ambiguous, because these relationships involved
not merely the simultaneous exchange of equal services, but rather long-term credit of
services often built up over long periods of time. As Saller states, this is why "it was
difficult for an exchange partner to opt out of a relationship on the grounds that his debts
were paid up, when he could not be sure whether the repayment was commensurate with
the initial favor.">3 Thus the essential component of these bonds was not whether men
felt true gratitude and obligation in their hearts, but rather that they recognized that a
benefactor of a service, whether a friend or client, was entitled to services in return. We
may infer from this that the ambiguity of debts in patron-client relationships and in
friendships actually helped to transform these ties of obligation into long-term
relationships.

Meritum, similar to beneficium and officium, was a word which the Romans used
to express something deserved or merited. Common to all three, however, was the
concept of reciprocity as both a social and moral duty. Although different authors might
have given different variations in meaning to these three terms, there is no clear-cut
difference between them in the primary sources. Gratig, literally gratitude, which meant in
Roman society a favor or returning a favor, is often used in the sources as a repayment for
a favor already received. If a man received a beneficium, then he was gratia obligatus or
obligated to return the favor. Bestowing many beneficia gave a man a tremendous
amount of influence and gratitude which he could manipulate in order to mobilize voters at
his own election or for his friends if he so desired. Romans viewed gratia not only as a

personal duty to one's patron or friend, but aiso it was regarded as a basic social duty.
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Thus, the Romans believed that gratia was an indispensable moral force that kept a

diverse and highly stratified society tightly bound together.

It seems clear that patronus and cliens mark patron-client relationships in the
sources. It should also seem equally clear that amicus, officium, beneficium, meritum,
and gratia might also signal patronage in the literature. Certainly some amici were in fact
clients and not socially equal friends. More importantly, however, for this study is the fact
that many lateral Roman friendships were based on each man's ability to mobilize his
personal clientelistic network in his friends' behalf at their elections and for them return a
like service. The words that signal the exchange of resources in relationships of reciprocal
obligation are also essential to understand in this study of electoral patronage. Within a
patron-client relationship these words could indicate a client voting for his patron at his
election. Within an amicitia relationship these words might signal an amici mobilizing his
personal clients for another friend's election. Thus all of these words should be used as

indicators of the mobilization of patronage for electoral purposes when their context

supports such an interpretation.

: e Analvsi

The last two centuries of the Roman Republic witnessed a radical transformation in
Italian agriculture, a change in which elite type farming based on large slave plantations,
known as latifundia, replaced many of the traditionally profuse small farms. The effects
this transformation had on Roman society are certainly open to interpretation, as is all
history. Thus it might prove fruitful to conduct a comparative analysis between ancient
Rome and Catania, Italy during the 1950s, because it might shed light on whether the
conditions in Italy during the last two centuries of the Republic were in fact perfect for the
permeation of new types of patron-client relations, or whether the social conditions
weakened and destroyed the existing bonds. Although due to vast temporal differences a

comparison between these two societies might at first seem strange, in fact both exhibited
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haghly umalar wxaial Changes dunng the respedtine petinds being evamancy whsch makes
them wdeal Bor such a companson

The comparative method, usaally used to provide cvidence cither 10 undcimine an
cvisting hustoncal hyvpothesis oF 10 support a new one, 1s used 1n this study to do both
st the companson shows the common hypothesis, stating that the change in ltahan
agnculture led 1o a fundamental weakening or even the destruction of the patronage
svstem_ 1s false "Conditions of extreme uprootedness and rapid impoverishment,” writes
Lemarchand, “are just as instrumental in forcing urban and rural clienteles into the fold of
a chentelistic apparatus” as are the traditional conditions of patronage, where patron-client
relationships are formed because the patrons control the flow of necessary resources. >4
This observation by Lemarchand has led me to the formulation of a new hypothesis: The
change in Italian agriculture merely transformed segments of the existing traditional
patronage system, creating fertile ground for both new types of clients and new types of
patrons.

In their study "The New' Clientelism in Southern Italy: The Christian Democratic
Party in Catania," Mario Caciagli and Frank P. Belloni illustrate how periods of significant
upheaval and change, such as rapid urbanization due to the migration of masses of peasant
farmers from the countryside into the city, does not inevitably lead to the destruction of a
patronage system, but rather it can lead to a transformation and subsequent formation of
new types of clientelistic bonds. Caciagli and Belloni illustrate with their study of Catania
how "in such periods of transition, the old forms of clientelism, which relied on important
‘notables' and traditional patronage, are displaced by a clientelism deriving support from a
patron organization of a mass clientele."3> This type of transformation occurred in the
Catania Christian Democracy from approximately 1954 to 1960. A new leadership in
Catania based largely on 'new' forms of clientelism formed during these seven years.

The 'old' form of clientelism which existed in Catania prior to this period was what

one might call the traditional type of patronage: relationships based on marked
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inequalities of wealth in which the patron controlled highly personalized and permanent
resources apart from any public power resulting from a governmental position. "Their
status as notables -- together with the deference they received -- was taken for granted by
them, and accepted by their followers, as an established and more or less permanent fact,
unrelated to any political position that they might choose to accept."3% In agricultural
settings like the one in Catania these resources might include access to land, provisions for
seed, equipment, advice, or subsistence crisis insurance in case a client needed a loan to
get through an unprofitable season of farming. In return the patron would expect to
receive from his clients, basic labor services, supplementary labor and goods, expressions
of deference, promotion of his interests and reputation, and a client would also be
expected to campaign and vote for his patron if he should stand for ofﬁce.37

The rapid urbanization which took place during the middle and late 1950s resuited
in a "new" clientelism characterized by the exchange of political support by the client in
return for tangible benefits received from a government office holder or a political party,
such as the Christian Democratic Party in modern Italy. Personal ties still existed between
patrons and clients in this new system, but now this was done through middlemen cailed
apparatchi, who were the new patrons. The apparatchi's role was to mobilize their
personal clients to vote or campaign for any party laws or candidates. This middleman
type of patron is ubiquitous in modern patronage. For example, the political parties in
New York during the 19th and 20th centuries, such as the Tweed Ring, were based to a
large extent on the patronage power that ward leaders and precinct captains (middlemen
patrons) obtained from their districts. 38

Another distinguishing characteristic of this transformation in Catania was the
considerable increase in electoral competition, especially in the number of candidates
competing for public office. Now any person with enough initiative willing to undertake
all of the competitive processes involved in a political career could realistically achieve a

certain amount of support through patron-chent rurzlaxicnns.hip.'s.39 One result of this
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satisfy the mass of clients virually insarishle need for benetits V!

An agriculiural transformation similar to that of Catania occurred in ancient Rome
curing the second and third centuries B.C. A transtormation of this maguitude obviously
created far reaching consequences for the rest of Roman society. That is to say. it is
possible this transformarion destroyed the traditional bonds of patronsge between peasant
farmers and their patrons, or at least, as Alexander Yakobson argues, caused a weakening
in these bonds which by the time of the late Republic resulted in a full-fledged crisis within
the whole patronage systa:n_42 What we understand of this transformation, on the other
hand, could lead to another conclusion: the change in Italian agriculture might not have
destroyed or even weakened patron-client bonds, rather it might have merely facilitated
the emergence to the forefront of new types of patrons and clients.

Most Roman citizens during the early and middle Republic were small farmers
living just above the subsistence level. Making a living on a small farm was often a
precarious endeavor because a farmer could have a bad year or be burdened with
unexpected taxes or any number of other problems which could ruin him. According to
Keith Hopkins, peasant farmers' need for subsistence crisis insurance or other types of
assistance from the more prosperous "reinforced a pattemn of borrowing and dependence,"
which was often "expressed in the institution of clientshil;:n.“43 According to Roman

tradition, peasants' need for a protective patron dates back to the time of the founding of

the city itself Romulus, the mythical founder of Rome, set up a system

allowing each of the common people to have a protector of his own choice. . . .
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Romulus not only selected a genial term to enhance the relationship by calling the
protecuion of the poor and humble "patronage,’ but he also assigned each party
vbligations that were beneficial, organizing the ties between them on a humane

basis and one appropriate to citizens of the same communily.“

Although this tale is mythical, it does indicate that the Romans ascribed a long history to
their patronage system, and also shows how they wanted their society to be perceived by
themselves and other societies. Patronage in Rome may have never been this ideal, but
there probably is some basis of truth within this legend.

The last two centuries of the Republic were marked by almost constant warfare
along the Mediterranean coast involving Rome against other peoples, such as the
Carthaginians. Although most if this territory had been conquered by the time of the late
Republic, these conquests created serious negative social consequences for the Romans at
home. Men were forced to remain in the Roman armies for extended lengths of time,
sometimes six or more years. In Conquerors and Slaves, Keith Hopkins accords much of
the peasant farmers loss of land and impoverishment to this extended military service. 43
Yet to overemphasize this phenomenon would present a misleading picture: although
many small farmers did lose their land, there were also many who managed to maintam
their property despite the difficulties of the times. In fact, the rural population was
comprised of a majority of small farmers, even when slavery was at its peak46 So for
practical purposes, it should suffice to say this transformation was far-reaching and not
merely the result of a few isolated events, but it had never been so all-embracing as to alter
totally the general structure of Roman society. The rich landholders or the state often
removed indebted peasant farmers from their land, which was in turn purchased by these
aristocratic farmers and assimilated into their large slave-run plantations. This process had
many far-reaching consequences for Roman society: more to the point of this thesis
though, it illustrates the breakdown in traditional patron-client relationships for at least
some of the rural population, because no longer were patrons fulfilling their obligation to

protect their clients' interests with subsistence crisis insurance or other safeguards which
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mught cnable them to maintain thew propenty Many displaced farmers mssated (o the
city of Rome, which by the last century of the Republic had a populauon of one milhion
people

The massive urbanization of Rome is quite similar to what happened in Catania
dunng the 1950s. and it is probable that the political and social sepercussions v/ere alio
comparable as well Economic anxicty, widespread impoverishment, uprootedness, and
massive migration are imporiant forces which assimilate both urban and rural clients into
the clientelistic system, especially in areas characterized by the spread of large capitalistic
agriculture accompanied by notable declines in peasant farming and em;:»l.::g.rmwtem.“"7 Thus
it is likely that the economic and social upheaval did not destroy the patronage system in
[taly, but merely transformed segments of it from the old traditional type of patronage 1o a
new type featuring clients from the urban population of Rome. Late Republican Rome,
similarly to Catania, also witnessed the pervasive emergence of amici, who like
apparatichi were patrons of finite groups of clients, into Republican politics. Unlike than
the apparatichi in Catania, however, the Roman amici (i.e. middlemen) were laterally not
vertically connected to the candidates, and their patronage networks were not bound to
one political party or candidate; rather they could mobilize their clients for any number of
friends, political allies, or merely for the highest bidder. No longer were these power
brokers only the municipal aristocracy or the Roman nobles, rather we see the emergence
of other types of middlemen: patrons of colleges, workers guilds, and influential
freedmen. Quintus Cicero writes in the Commentariolum Petitionis: "for in these days,
electioneering experts have worked out, with all their eager will and resources, how to get
what they want from their fellow-tribesmen. "48 The political importance of these lateral
middlemen, who were equal in social standing to the candidates, is discussed more fully in
the second chapter. For now, then, it is enough to illustrate for the reader that these
middlemen-patrons did in fact exist, emerging dominant precisely because of the larger

social upheavals. In this transformed society, these patrons served as an important link in
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the patronage chain duning the late Republic.

More marginal in supporting this hypothesis, yet still important, arc the similaritics
in the resulting political systems from both of these societies. In Catania there was a
marked increase in electoral competitiveness. Similarly, Rome also experienced a rise in
electoral competition. T.P. Wiseman writes that the "competitive instinct, that urge to be
first and greatest, is all too easily recognizable in the last generation of the Roman
chublic."49 For practical purposes, two examples will be used to illustrate the increase
in electoral competition in the late Republic, resulting in part from the larger social
wransformations. The first is the notable rise in spending among potential candidates on
games and banquets. Candidates were willing to spend enormous sums of money on
games, often more than they could afford, in order to win office. For example, in a letter
written to his brother Quintus in 54 B.C., Marcus Cicero wrote about Milo's campaign for

the consulship:

[Milo] is preparing to give the most magnificent games, at a cost, I assure you,
that has never been exceeded by anyone. Considering that they are not demanded
of hirn, he is acting like a fool for these two or three reasons at least--because he
has already given a magnificent gladiatorial show, or because he has not the

means. w30

Because the competition was so fierce and the rewards so great, candidates were wiiling

to risk enormous debts in order to reach higher and higher offices. Also marking the
increase in electoral competition during this period was rampant electoral corruption.

Two candidates vying for the consulship of 53 were willing to pay 10 million sesterces to
the centuria praerogativa, the first and most influential century to vote in the centuriate
assembly. Cicero's remarks on this outrageous case: "there is a horrible recrudescence of
bribery and corruption. Never has there been anything equal to it."5! Thusin Rome, as in
Catania, similar political characteristics emerged from this transformation in the patronage

system.

In the overall perspective, this comparison assists in bringing to light important
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second chapter is fundamentally more fluid and unrelinble than the highly structured

system envisioned by the orthodox historians.

Conclusion

Since relationships of reciprocal obligation--whether patrocinium or amicitia--
were tormed, conducted, judged, and even restrained by Roman society, this study began
with an examination of the social attitudes out of which patron-client relationships
originated. This investigation into Roman ways of thinking about personal relationships,
though like all history is only an interpretation based on disputable facts, brings to light
certain important insights. First, the underlying moral and social concepts that form the
foundation of patron-client relationships pervaded Roman society, and thus also underlie
broader social relationships, é.uch as amicitia. The second point is that we can draw
distinctions between these differing social relationships, and achieve a clear representation
of Roman patronage, only if we combine modern concepts of patronage with the subtle
nuances at work in the patronage structure of Republican society. The implications in this
method arise from our ability to avoid using a definition of pafrocinium which far
exceeded what the Romans would have considered patron-client relationships, while at the

same time understanding that clientelism was in many ways connected with amicitia.
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Through comparison this study has been able to suggest an alternative explanation
for what impact social changes in the second and third centuries had on the whole
patronage structure. The patronage structure described by this new conception takes on a
fundamentally different coloring: a conception of patronage which has the virtue of
emphasizing the important emergence of middleman patron as a ubiquitous force within
late Republican elections. Additionally this reorientation of our view on late Republican
patronage supports the argument put forth in the second chapter on the importance of
patron-client relationships in deciding elections. Moreover, it also supports the argument

in the second chapter that the patronage system in ancient Rome was a great deal more

fluid and unstable than the system envisioned by the orthodox camp.
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2

Patrocinium Petitioque

Introduction

In the late Republic, men of aristocratic rank fiercely competed against one another
in order to achieve gloria and honor. These men competed in order to live up to or even
surpass the achievements of their family predecessors. When Lucius Licinius Murena was
elected consul in the election of 63 he was the "first man to bring the consulship into an
old family;" his father’s bust was wreathed in laurels for the occasion that brought so much
honor to Murena's family. 2 The subsequent prosecution against Murena for illegal
electioneering and the distinct possibility of conviction were said by Cicero to have
saddened, disfigured, and brought disgrace to his father's bust and to his family.5 3 These
men not only had to live up to their family expectations, but they also had to compete and
try to surpass the achievements of their contemporary rivals. Quintus Cicero warned his
brother that his canvass for the consulship in 63 would make many men envious of him,
because of the prestige which he would bring to himself and to his family if he won. Men
of consular families who had not risen to this position themselves would be envious that
Cicero had surpassed them, while "new men" who had only reached the praetorship would
also be jealous that Cicero exceeded them in rank. 54 In his speech in behalf of Murena,
Cicero states that one reason for the ambitus prosecution against Murena was his attempt
to rise in rank beyond his previous family members, which made nobles like Servius
Sulpicius Rufus jealous that a man of lower birth would surpass him in rank. "In trying to
rise a single step in office beyond the rank attained repeatedly by his family and his
ancestors,"” Cicero laments, "[Murena] is risking both what he has inherited and what he
has won himself "> Thus the whole electoral structure right down to its foundations
takes on a coloring which is ultimately competitive: winning elections to office, climbing

the cursus honorum to the consulship, and surpassing their peers in honor and gloria were
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ad ey Cvm oy himt “duss iy sy Carrvavs, yons rust nast deal with politics either in the
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et Sk OF ptr, uttyan or pural?7 Cicero describes the tremendous effort required of a
proticsan in ancir Romme. S wok care that § should be seen personally every day, [ lived
in the public eye, | frequented the forum;, nejther my door-keeper nor sleep prevented
atryemiz $remn having audience with me,">% The Commentariolym adviges Cicero that he
st Cominsiusly canvass, "soliciting the same people many times, and, so far as possible,
et leating anyhody be in a position o say that he has not been canvassed by you-- and
then cuphly and diligently canvassed 100,732 [n the late Republic, regardless of inherited
adynrtaygss that memnbers of the nobility had, both men from noble descent and new men
had v work hard in order 1o acquire enough support 1o win an election.% The crux of
this chagiter in an examination of how important ties of patronage were in securing election
1o office. Were bonds of patronage the only form of support a candidate needed to
cultivate to win election, or were popular appeals to the citizenry the only real key to
understanding Jate Republican elections? Was it in fact the case that a candidate had to
mobilize both bonds of patronage and use popular methods to appeal to the people in
order to win election to office?

There cxints an ongoing debate between two camps of historians who are trying to
answer these questions, At first one might think it is obvious--almost tautological--that a

candidate for public office had to mobilize votes both through bonds of patronage and
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public campaigming. However, many Roman historians argue the true answer to these
questions resides in one of the two extreme positions: either patronage was the key to
elections and everything else was negligible or popular appeals to the people were the
decisive factor in elections and patronage had little electoral impact. The traditional
interpretation first put forth by Mathias Gelzer, and then later more forcefully expounded
upon by Lily Ross Taylor, contends that ties of patronage were the key to understanding
Republican elections. 6! According to this interpretation, other factors that affected
voting behavior--including cultivating the popular support of the people through games,
banquets, bribery, and a strong public reputation--were not important for deciding the
outcome of elections. Central to the Gelzerian interpretation is the belief that it was the
nobles who personally controlled the masses of clientelae, which in turn served as an
explanation for their predominance in elections, especially consular elections.52 What else
could possibly explain the fact that during the last hundred and fifty years of the Republic
only ten "new men" were elected to the consulship; and from 93 to 48 B.C. Cicero was
the only "new man" to achieve this office.53 The emerging revisionist interpretation
questions the orthodox view, arguing that the evidence does not support assumptions
bestowing patronage with a preeminent position in deciding the outcome of Republican
elections. Although revisionist historians concede that patronage was one of many
systems for mobilizing voters, they argue that it was of subordinate importance--or even
of negligible significance--compared to popular self-promotion and illegal electioneering
methods. %4

The evidence suggests that neither interpretation provides a balanced analysis
explaining the importance of patronage in late Republican elections. In my estimation, we
should listen to the one primary source that explicitly offers a detailed account of
canvassing for election in Republican Rome: Quintus Cicero's Commentariolum Petitionis
or the "Handbook of Electioneering.” This treatise by Q. Cicero, the less famous brother

of Marcus Tullius Cicero, is replete with promises of mutual obligation and performance
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The first object--cultivating and mobilizing the support of amici--s concorned with
patronage ties and their electoral importance. For practival purposos and (o mnke | ohnlor
for the reader to understand, patronage ties nuy bo reduced to two distinet typos: (1) n
candidate's own personal patronage, which were the closo intorpersonal bonds hetwooen
him and his clients; and (2) the ties of clientelisim a candidato guinod through lateral
friendships with amici (i.e. middleman-patrons), who were on his own lovel of soclety, In
order to mobilize their patronage networks at his cloction. 'T'ho second object Q. Cleoro
states is concerned with winning the people's favor through popular roputation, games,
banquets, and /argitio (bribery). The contentions that one vbjoct was more important than
the other--which these two camps of historians seem intent on arguing--are modern
hypotheses which are not supported in the evidence; rather Q. Cicero statos Lhat
mobilizing patronage and winning the people's support were both indispensable for
winning election. It is time we started listening to the evidence.

Let us briefly look at one example from the curile aedile election of 55 B.C. which
illustrates Q. Cicero's electoral thesis and this chapter's main thesis. M. Juventius
Laterensis, a nobilis, lost this election to a first generation senator, Cn. Plancius, because,
according to Cicero, he failed to achieve the two objects put forth in the Commentariotum
Petitionis. Cicero first explains one of the reasons why Laterensis lost by viewing the
defeat through the people's perspective and arguing through their mouth rather than his

own: "I chose to bestow my favors upon the man who importuned me for them, rather
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than upon the man who would not demean himself to the homage of a supple knee."66
Although this is the appeal of a advocate defending his client against charges of electoral
malpractice, Cicero would certainly not have argued a point in a law court filled with
Roman senators and equestrians which would not have seemed at least plausible to
contemporary Romans. Cicero proceeded to state to Laterensis that one should not
"cease to wonder that by your refusal to cultivate the friendship of popular persons
(amicitiis) you should have failed to win that distinction which your merits demanded as
their due."67 Laterensis' failure to extend his network of amici, hospites, and patronage
beyond what he inherited from his ancestral ties was viewed by Cicero as the second
reason why Laterensis lost the election. Laterensis failed to do the two things which
Quintus Cicero states are required of a candidate in order to win a office; thus he lost.
Cicero gives numerous other examples of candidates who also lost their election because
they failed like Laterensis to take into both methods of mobilizing voters in Roman
society.68

We simply cannot extract from the sources how many votes a candidate could
expect to gain through ties of patronage, nor can we find out how much support could be
acquired through appeals to the general populace. Although what we understand of
Republican politics from the surviving evidence limits the possibility of concluding which
of the two objects was more important for electoral success, it is nevertheless within the
bounds of possibility to argue that both were essential aspects of electioneering and thus
neither could be ignored, which is contrary to what many modern historians in both the
traditional and revisionist camp envision. This chapter is divided into three sections. The
first section acquaints the reader with the often confusing workings of the two electoral
assemblies. Yet this background information is necessary for an understanding of
Republican elections. The second section concentrates on the role of patron-client
relationships in mobilizing voters for elections. An important question that needs to be

answered after the reevaluation of the importance of patronage in this section is whether
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or not the Gelzerian conception, envisioning a system where the nobles were patrons 10
vast armies of clients whom they used to pass the consulship "from hand to hand over long
periods,” remains valid. The third section focuses on the importance of the popular
aspects of canvassing: namely the role of games, banquets, largitio, and popular

reputation in determining electoral outcomes.

The Comitia

Each year elections in the late Republic produced twenty-four military tribunes, ten
tribunes of the plebs, two curile and two plebeian aediles, ten quaestors, eight praetors,
two consuls, and several minor officials.5® The voting for these elections took place in
one of the two electoral assemblies: the comitia centuriata and the comitia tribula. The
two consuls and eight praetors were elected annually in the comitia centuriata. The
praetor and the consul both possessed imperium, which meant that they had the power to
conduct military, administrative, and judicial functions, but the praetor's power was
subordinate to that of the consul. 70 The elections of the lesser magistrates, such as the
quaestors and the curile aediles, took place in the comitia tributa.’ !

The tribe constituted the essential voting unit for the comitia tributa. Every male
Roman citizen was enrolled in a tribe, which was a geographical voting umt. The tribe
they were enrolled in depended on the location of their property holdings, or if they
extended past tribal boundaries by his actual place of residence, except for freedmen who
were enrolled exclusively in the urban tribes. In the time of the late Republic thirty-five
iribes existed: four urban and thirty-one rural tribes. The urban tribes were constituted
mainly from the landless city population, while the rural tribes were composed of both the
rich landed aristocracy and the small farmers. It is important to note that Roman
citizenship had recently been extended through Italy south of the Po river as a result of the
Social War (91 B.C.-87 B.C). The resulting influx of new voters added new dimensions

to the elections of the late Republic. New land divisions in the tribes had to be created,
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with the result that only three of the thirty-one rural tribes had continuous boundaries,

while the remaining rural tribes were composed of as many as five or six scparate arcas.

Thus, mobilizing one's tribe through ties of patronage became more difficult because of

the discontinuity within the tribal borders. The newly enfranchised Italians could all vote
within the tribal assembly, but many of them could not exercise their vote within the
centunate assembly because they first had to be enrolled by a census, and there was only
one census between 85 and 49, that of 70/69.72 Political patronage as an activity grows
out of social circumstances and mutually beneficial relationships, out of needs and motives
not necessarily political. The mass of newly enfranchised Italians were not part of this
organization of the Roman citizen body into relationships of mutual obligation. Hence,
the introduction of these new citizens into the Roman voting body no doubt weakened the
relative importance of patronage ties in determining elections, because these people's votes

could not be cultivated and mobilized through the existing patronage structure; rather they

had to be secured by popular methods.

The voting in the comitia tributa was done tribe by tribe, where in each tribe there
existed men of varying degrees of wealth, especially in the rural tribes. Unlike the comitia
centuriata where men were divided by census classes and age groups, each person voted
within their own tribe and their vote was equal to the vote of any other person in their
tribe regardless of wealth or rank. In the tribal assembly it was not one man one vote,
since the majority of voters within a tribe decided the vote of the whole tribe. Once a
candidate had achieved a majority of the thirty-five tribes he was declared elected and the
voting for him ceased. Yet this method of voting did not prevent the tribal assembly from
becoming disproportionately influenced by the wealthier citizens. The masses of poor,
landless citizens in Rome were all enrolled in the four urban tribes. Thus the influence of
their vote was limited to only four tribes, which was small in comparison to the thirty-one
votes of the rural tribes. Some historians have argued that because the votes of the urban

plebs constituted only four tribes, their vote was inconsequential.n Moreover, because of
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divided into five classes according to an individual's property qualifications. Voters were

assigned to one of the five classes depending on their wealth: the wealthiest citizens
comprised the first class and the enrollment proceeded down by wealth to the fifth class.

Those with property qualifications valued at 40,000 sesterces or more were registered

5 & 77
within the first class. These five classes were then subdivided further into a total of 193

centuries. The order of the knights or eques also voted with the first class. The knights

consisted or two groups: the first comprised the businessmen known as publicani, and the
second were the aristocracy in the Ttalian municipalities.”® The first class, formed by

taking the qualified seriores and iuniores from each tribe, comprised 70 of the 193

centuries.
Once a majority of the 193 centuries had been achieved for a certain candidate, the

voting for that candidate would cease. It is necessary to note at this point that the division
of centuries was done in such a way as to give the wealthier citizens { i.e. those in the first
class along with the equites) a disproportionate voting advantage over the citizens enrolled
in the lower classes. For instance, the first class received seventy centuries while those
citizens who qualified below the lowest census class were enrolled into only a single
century, the capite censi. Moreover, if the first class and the knights were in complete

consensus, they needed only 9 of the remaining 105 centuries to outvote all the rest of the
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centuries and stop the voling process. Wolfgang Kunkel contends that as a result of the

voting process in the centuriate assembly the "the less well-off citizens normally had no
opportunity to make any rea| use of their right to vote."7? Such assumptions of voting
unity within the first class are fajge, This statement would only remain valid if the
centuries in the first clagg along with the knights voted in concordance with one another;
however, a split in the vote of the first class would nullify their electoral advantage and
extend the voting process down to the lower classes. Alexander Yakobson notes that
candidates for office invariably belonged to the upper class and that the "resources at the
disposal of the rival candidates (family prestige and connections, great wealth and the
readiness to use it, personal Popularity and perhaps political support, personal and political
amicitiae, patronage) must have been, in most cases, of the same order of magnitude-"go
In consequence, he further contends that "the vote of the upper strata of the assembly
must usually have been split."81 Tpy,q the votes of the lower orders often did make a
difference at elections.

A Roman seeking electoral Success could not afford to ignore canvassing the
voters within the lower classes, because he could never be quite sure whether he would
need those votes or not. Cicero, for instance, did not need the votes of the lower classes
in his election to the consulship for 63, because he was elected by a unanimity of the first
class, the equites, and the first centuries of the second class.82 Yet Cicero could not have
known that he would be elected by the unanimity of the upper class, especially since he
was a new man. Before the election it is probable that he believed the votes of the lower
classes might play a decisive role in his candidacy. The Commentariolum states that
Cicero had previous to his canvass won the support of the urban masses, and that this was
deemed an important voting block to have for his ca:npaign.83 In the very same election
that Cicero was elected unanimously, there was a deep voting fracture in deciding between
the other two candidates, Catiline and Antonius, which resulted in all or nearly all of the

centuries having to be called to vote.84 Yakobson further argues that a split within the
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upper class must have occurred with even more frequency in the praetorian elections. 83
So although the wealthy in the first class could dominate the centuriate assembly, those in
the lower classes could play an important role in an election if there existed a fracture
within the voting of the elite. Since it was difficult, if not impossible, for a candidate to
know before the election whether he would need the votes of the lower classes, it was in
his best interest to canvass these voters and try to win their support through largitio,
games and banquets, and other forms of ingratiating oneself with the general populace.
On the other hand, because those in the centuries of the first class were also far fewer in
number than the poor, " the number of voters in those units would have been
comparatively small -- a few hundred in the centuries of the first ‘class,’ compared with
many thousands in the bottom centur),:."s‘5 Thus, the number of voters in the first class
was not unmanageably large, which made it an ideal situation for cultivating amici for
their votes in the first class, and their clients' votes in the lower classes if the voting should
go down that far.

It is also important to note that the voting decision of the centuria
praerogativa, which was the first century to vote and was chosen by lot probably from the
iuniores of the first class, heavily influenced the voting of the following centuries and was
seen as an indication on the outcome of the elections. 3’ According to Cicero, the
centuriata praerogativa "carries of itself such weight that no candidate for the consuiship
has ever secured its vote without being ultimately declared consul either at that very
election of at any rate for the following year. "88 we may infer from this that armici and
debts of obligation among the members of this century were critical for electoral success,
not only because of its individual importance but also because of its broader influence and
prestige. Since this century was chosen by lot at the time of the election, it was impossible
for a candidate to know before the election which of the iuniores would be chosen, and
thus it was difficult to cultivate amici specifically for the purpose of winning this important

century. Obviously having as many amici as possible among the juniores gave a candidate
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the best possible chance of swaying the vote of this important century through ties of
tnendship and clientship. Securing the centuriata praerogativa through illegal
clectioneenng techniques was Probably a more effective way of gaining the support of this

tury. In 54 3
century. In 34, for example, two candidates for the consulship thought it was important
enough to ulegally pay 10,000,000 sesterces for its vote 39

Understanding the importance of electoral patronage in late Republican Rome
requires an explanation of how patron-client relationships affected the outcome of
elections when compared to other methods of winning electoral support. This might
sound simple, but properly expressed it includes a lot more than merely the delineation of
events and facts, one after the other. This subject requires that historians utilize a great
deal of exposition and analysis in order to support a thesis. Let me begin this section by
restating that there existed twe distinct kinds of patronage bonds a candidate utilized in his
election. The first was a candidate's own personal patronage, which were the face-to-face
bonds between him and his clients. These bonds served two distinct purposes for
elections: they provided a candidate with their own specific votes at the polls; and they
also served the equally valuable purpose, which was not in itself the process of patronage,
of providing a candidate with a strong public reputation which in turn influenced the votes
of the general populace not put under an obligation to a patron. Ironically, although the
first purpose of personal patronage gives weight to the argument stressing its electoral
importance, the second actually diminishes the electoral significance of patronage because
in this case it was being used not for the specific votes it provides, but rather for its
manipulation of the general populace's votes. The second type of electoral patronage was
formed through lateral ties with amici, who were not in and of themselves clients, but they
could mobilize their personal clients in their friend's behalf. However, unlike his personal
clients, the clients of amici, though mobilized in his behalf, did not then become part of a
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candidate’s personal patronage; rather these clients were merely pertorming their
obligation to their original patron.

A candidate’s personal patronage, though limited, was an important factor in
determining his electoral success. The tribe he was enrolled in formed the basis of a
candidate’s personal patronage, especially for the elections in the tribal assembly. A man's
personal tribe had to be won through diligence and much beneficia. Achieving this type of
zealous support from his tribe required a candidate to protect its members in the law
courts, watch over their business interests in Rome and in the provinces, give them seats at
games, festivals and banquets when they came to Rome, and even secure official posts for
some of them.20 According to Cicero, providing such services for one's own tribe was a
traditional and necessary practice of pat.romage:.91 In return for such services, a candidate
for office would expect his own tribe to give him their vote at his election. Cicero's
defense of Plancius illustrates the tremendous support a candidate could derive from his

local connections. Plancius' fellow townsfolk from Atina brought him not only

the Teretine tribe (people from Atina vote in this tribe) . . ., but they made him a
figure of importance, the cynosure of all eyes, and enlisted for him a compact,
vigorous, and indefatigable body of adherents. For neighborly sympathy often
provokes great displays of feeling in our municipal towns. . . . There was no one
at Arpinum, at Sora, at Casium, at Aquinum, but was Plancius' adherent. Thickly-
populated districts of Venafrum and Allifae, and in a word, all our rugged
countryside, which holds . . . true to the bond of kinship, counted my client's

distinction an honor, his promotion a compliment to itself 72
The support Plancius received from his town of Atina was essential in ensuring his
electoral success for many different reasons. First of all, the people from his own town of
Atina helped him win the Teretine tribe. Moreover, a candidate's neighboring towns were
also subject to ties of patronage and could in some instances be considered, as in the case
of Plancius, among his friends and dependants. This kind of neighborly support was
common in elections, deriving from the concept of vicinitas, "an important concept in
Roman social and political history, which created ties as strong as those of amicitia,

clientela, or hospitium, and usually guaranteed support at elections. "93 Cicero himself
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suftered greatly in his consular candidacy because his hometown of Tusculum was so

replete with consular families that his canvass went largely unnoticed~95 Nevertheless, for

the most part a man could count on securing the votes of his hometown and tribe during

his election. Of course, if there were two men from the same tribe vying for the same
office, only one of the two could receive such support. This brings up a very important
point on the dynamics of Republican patronage. Because the whole structure of Roman
elections was based on competition between men from the same class and often with
roughly the same resources and connections, it must have been the case that at times men
from the same tribes competed against one another and thus their tribe was under
conflicting obligations to two opposing patrons. Because of the inherent conflicting
obligations within the Republican patronage system, which are discussed in more detail
with respect to amici later, the conception of personal patronage ties which emerges is
more unreliable and unstable than the traditional interpretation has proposed. Thus
patronage as an electoral force in our interpretation is weaker than the Gelzerian model.
The zealous support of a candidate's personal clientelae also served an important
function apart from the specific votes these ties of patronage supplied. Unquestionably,
the significance of these ties rested as much on the public image they provided a candidate
as on the limited electoral support they could furnish. They gave his canvass credibility
and pompa (show), as in the case of Plancius, which in turn helped mobilize the support of
neighboring towns and the general populace not officially under obligation to one of the
candidates. Cicero, for instance, was advised to "see to it that you show off both the
number and the variety of your friends," because they gave one dignitas (i.e. merit,

prestige, dignity). A candidate's clientelae often actively spread the word about their
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96 (i.e. fellow-tribesmen, neighbors, clients, freedmen,
).

and slaves
Although a politician's personal patronage consisted largely of his municipal ties to
his hometown and tribe, this was not the extent of his clientelistic relationships. Indeed,
distinguished Romans also possessed a retinue of clients within the perimeter of Rome
itself. Like their municipal counterparts, urban clients served a dual function in the
canvass: they both provided votes for their patron and they also influenced the popular
vote through their constant attendance. Were the votes of these urban clients a valuable
voting commodity for a candidate? Cicero implies in his speech in behalf of Murena that
the votes of the lower orders were meaningless: "If the poor men have nothing but their
vote, then, even if they vote, their support is valueless. “97 1t has already been noted that
the votes of the lower orders could be very important if there existed a serious fracture
within the first and second classes, which was usually the case. Moreover, Cicero's
statement should not be taken at face value. In this particular instance it served Cicero's
purpose to portray the votes of the lower order as useless and their constant attendance as
being the only valuable function they could serve for their patron, because his client,
Murena, was charged with illegally hiring attendants to follow him around and thus
presumably also to vote for him. Cicero needed to diminish the importance of the votes of
the lower order, while making it appear that Murena's attendants were trying to repay their
obligations to him by performing the only valuable service they could provide: to
constantly follow him around the forum and give his candidacy pompa and show.
Moreover, Cicero also should not be taken too literally in this passage from his
defense of Murena when he states that the votes of the clients were worthless, because in
many other instances he says that the votes of the lower classes, which were the classes

from which many of a patron's personal clients came from, were the decisive factor in

deciding elections.
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tossed as we are upon the stgfnce;_as it likes. We too have our part to play;
wenust bear contentedly with y billows of popular favor (popularis voluntas),

estranged, grapple it to the people’s will, win it to ourselves when it is
[F we set no great store l;s When we have won it, and pacify it when it is in turmoil.
e sot 1 Y 1ts awards, we are not called upon to do it homage; but
our

Sarts upon them, we must not grow weary in courting its favor.”®

In this passage Cicero argues that it was the votes of the masses that decided the elections;
and not only the elections of the lower magistracies in the comitia tributa but also the
higher elections. For example, Cicero attributes the defeat of the noble-born Lucius
Philippus in the consular election of 93 B.C. by Marcus Herennius, a man of much lesser
birth, to the inconsistencies in the voting behavior of the masses: "Nothing is more fickle
than the people in the crowd, nothing harder to discover than how men intend to vote,
nothing trickier than the whole way in which elections work."?? What is inferred in all
this is that the votes of the lower orders did matter in elections, which means that both
forming patronage ties with these men of lower social standing, and ingratiating oneself
with them through popular appeals represented a necessary imperative in order to remove
at least some of the fickleness and unreliability inherent in Roman elections. Candidates
did, in fact, form patronage ties with the men in the lower orders, which according to
Cicero exercised a significant influence on the outcomes of elections: "The elections, and
above all those of the aediles, are the expression of the party feeling of the populace, not
of their maturer judgment; their votes are wheedled out of them rather than honestly won;
the voters too often consider what they themselves owe to a particular candidate rather
than what is due to him by the state.” 100 Regardless of the moral wrong men like Cicero
might have seen in this process, it was the right of the people to fulfill their personal
obligations to their patrons even if that meant putting their own interests and those of their
patron(s) before those of the Res Publica.

Constant attendance, which gave a canvass pompa (show) and a candidate's

reputation dignitas (dignity or prestige), served as the second function a candidate's
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rather it was being used to gain the Popularis voluntas or the people's favor. The
Commentariolum Petitionis divides attendance into three groups: "the first callers at your
house (salutatio); the second, escorts from your house (deductores);, the third attendants
in general.” 101 The first group consisted of a politician's clients and friends; the second
group was made up of friends of equal or even superior social standing; and the third
group consisted completely of a candidate's personal clientelge. The clients within the
first group performed the clientelistic ritual of paying respects at a candidate's house every
morning; however, often these clients were men "who visit several of the candidates,”
either because their clientelistic ties to one particular candidate were not strong enough to
warrant all of their devotion or they had more than one patron. 102

This evidence, needless to say, introduces an element of fluidity within the whole
patronage system, which brings us to a delicate and difficult point in our argument.
Although the pluralism and fluidity within the Republican patronage system have been
discussed before, P.A_ Brunt argues that its significance on the importance of patronage
has not been sufficiently stressed in the secondary literature. One can infer from his
argument that partly because of the fluidity within the patronage system "there is indeed
no sign that in this period the mobilization of clients had amything more than a marginal
effect on elections.” 103 Ifthe fluidity of patronage determines that it will have only a
marginal impact, then it logically follows that all forms of patronage throughout history
have been equally marginal in elections, because every type of patronage system—whether
modemn or historical—has been characterized by a certain amount of fluidity among both
patrons and clients. In fact, Johnson and Dandeker argue that all forms of patronage "are
characterized by an essential fluidity, ambiguity and flexibility,” and it is essential in a
patronage system to have "rivalry between patrons for clients and the ability to change
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patrons or to have multiple allegiances to them

w104
nage a negligible f . Brunt's argument that fluidity makes
patronag glgidle tactor in electiong simply does not bear any credibility given that

evenn‘xally make thfm l.us exclusive clients through attention and industry. A candidate
mus-t illustrate to hl-s clients that their moming attendance is pleasing to him, and that he is
gr a“fied by evelT this small service they pay to him. In this way clients who visit several
candidates, "seeing that one of them takes special notice of this service, often devote
themselves to him, desert the rest, and gradually emerge as his own men instead of
everybody's." 19> Still the str ong aspect of fluidity does present a weaker system of
patronage than had previously been envisioned.

The third group of attendants the Commentariolum speaks of were the attendants
in general, who were the clients bound to support their patron/candidate during his
canvass and at his election. The Commentariofum stresses that a client's full-time
attendance was also an obligatory aspect of patronage: "To those who owe you this
service, insist absolutely that any who are not too old or too busy should regularly attend
on you themselves, and that those who cannot themselives do so should appoint their

»106

relatives this duty. The most revealing passage on the popular function these clients

served comes from Cicero's speech in behalf of Murena:

Men of small means are only able to earn favors from our order or pay us back in
one way and that is by helping us and following us about when we are candidates
for office. . . It is the poorer men with the time available who provide the constant
attention that is habituaily given to men of standing and to those who confer

benefits. 107
We may infer from this that through the attendance of personal clients a candidate hoped
to win the favor of the larger populace. According to Q. Cicero, the popularis voluntas
could be won over through attendance because "a large company of daily escorts makes a

great impression and adds great prestige.” 108 pnforeover, Q. Cicero stresses to his brother
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electoral effectiveness of his friends.!11 The positive public image of patronage ties and
the rumor or talk spread by clients were thus a significant aspect of late Republican

patronage, and one of the reasons why it was so important for electoral success. Although
this evidence illustrates the influential impact patron-client relationships exerted on voting
behavior, it is important, of course, to recognize that patronage was used for an entirely
different purpose here: a purpose which actually leads to conclusions that weaken instead
of strengthen the role of patronage in influencing the outcome of elections, because in this
instance patron-client ties were used to win the votes of the uncommitted voter who could
be swayed by rumor and public reputation.

Nevertheless, the preceding pages should have convinced the reader that personal
patronage ties represented an essential factor for electoral success not only for their own
votes but also for the influence they had on the masses. In between the two systems
designed to mobilize votes, the evidence indicates there often existed a common ground in
which patronage ties and popular support intertwined. This evidence, however, also
suggests that the popular function of a candidate's personal clientelae was more important

than their specific votes. More marginal because of their limited number, yet still
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edless to ;
Ne say, a candidate could Not secure election to one of the lower

magistracies merely OTI the basis of the votes provided by his personal patronage ties; he
also had to develop friendships, either based on genuine goodwill or political expediency,
among those men who could greatly influence voting behavior by means of their
downwardly vertical patronage networks. This second, and in my estimation significantly
more dynamic and powerful aspect of Republican clientelism, is concerned exclusively
with the bonds of patronage gained through amici. The picture of this second type of
patronage that emerges throughout this section is one in which a candidate was able to
vastly increase his vertical clientelistic network without actually increasing the number of
clients he possessed through lateral relationships to amici, who were not in and of
themselves clients. Unlike the Gelzerian interpretation where a few notables controlled
vast multitudes of personal clients, the conception of clientelism the evidence supports
presents a completely different picture: a picture in which the organizational structure of
patronage was not grouped in huge blocks of clients but rather it was fragmented among

many middlemen (i.e. municipal aristocrats, patrons of collegia, powerful freedmen, and
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le others involved both politics

because
these men were just starting out in their political careers and thus would not have had

much of an opportunity to develop a Strong public reputation through a career in the law
courts or in the military. By the same token, however, young politicians also had not had
sufficient opportunity to cultivate a wide array of amici through one of these careers, as
men vying for the upper magistracies most certainly would have. So younger politicians
had to depend to 2 much larger extent on amicitia relationships previously cemented
through family and tribal connections, Nevertheless, amici gained through these family
ties and tribal bonds gave a candidate for one of the lower magistracies powerful electoral
support at the polls. Above all a candidate had to secure as many friends as possible who
were of exceptional influence and could control the vote of a tribe. A candidate had to
utilize numerous methods to win the support of many influential amici: he had to use
promises and assurances along with kindness and charm; he had to weigh each man's
capacity for vote-getting in order to determine the extent to which he should value and
Cultivate each and every friend's support.1 2

Such was the case with Plancius, a relative newcomer to the Roman political scene
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Plancius, through ties of friendship with influentia} tax-farmers who were able to mobilize

the votes of their order in his behalf, secured for hjs candidacy much of the eighteen

centuries of equites. Conversely, Cicero states that the equites in return ensured a "means

of securing advancement for their children. "7 g other words, Plancius was henceforth
gratia obligatus (1.e. he owed them) to his amici among the tax-farmers for the electoral
support they mobilized for him.

"Name any tribe," Cicero boasts in his defense of Plancius, "and I will tell you
through whom he carried it.*118 Meaning that Plancius won the necessary eighteen tribes
needed for election in the tribal assembly by means of amici and their vertical patronage
networks, such as Plancius’ amicitia relationships with the prominent tax-farmers
discussed above. Regardless of the moral wrong men like Cicero might have seen in this
process, it was the right of the people to fulfill their personal obligations to their patrons
even if that meant putting their own interests before those of the Res Publica. Again,

however, one should view Cicero's claim above with a certain amount of skepticism,

because after all he was trying to present an argument showing his client won these tribes
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it still must have been the case that Plancius
did receive prodigious support from his friends. Cicero certainly would not have argued

improve the effect of his defense argument,

that a young politician like Plancius could win election through the support of friends, if
that argument did not at least seem plausible and in keeping with traditional Roman
electioneering practices. The mobilization of patronage networks outside of his own
personal patronage ties, as described above, required candidates like Plancius to employ a
hierarchical approach to canvassing: first a candidate had to secure friendships with men
of influence within his own social class, who would then use their patronage ties to secure
their respective tribes for him. According to Cicero, such a canvass was common and

accepted: it was a traditional feature of Roman canvassing for politicians "to secure for
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amici was often based to a very large extent on self-interest, for the reason that such

backing required the recipient to return the fayor with equal support to the benefactor in
his election.

The introduction of these amici or latera] middlemen-patrons as a significant
component in Republican patronage brings to light an aspect that fundamemally weakens
the importance of electoral patronage when compared to the traditional Gelzerian
interpretation: that of conflicting obligations. It must have often been the case that a2 man
of influence in his tribe was friendly with many of the candidates vying for the same office;
and thus he might have been obligated to mobilize support for more than one of the
candidates. Although men of influence in their tribe could support more than one of the
candidates because there were a plurality of offices open at each level of the cursus
honorum, it certainly must have been the case that they had to deny support to some of
their friends because of obligations to other candidates. The trial of Plancius again serves
to illustrate this point. Cicero owed a deep obligation to his client and friend, Plancius, for
the support received from him during his exile from Rome in 58 B.C.12% Yet the
prosecutor of the case and one of Plancius' rivals in his aedilician election, Laterensis, also

had been very concerned over Cicero's dignity and safety during his banishment, because

he was also an amicus of Cicero's. Cicero clearly states the dismay he felt over his

conflicting obligations when he was forced to make a comparison between the prosecutor,
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In the Gelzerian view, a noble could rest assured that his personal clientelae would
him. This new izati
vote for conceptualization of patronage, however, presenting the historian
with many new complexities, results in a reevaluation of the relative importance of patron-
for electoral success. In the first place, middlemen-patrons were not bound by
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them, secure the masses that remain. After that, comprehend in your mind and
memory the whole of Italy divided into its tribal divisions, and let there be no
town, colony, rural district, or indeed any place in Italy where you have not a
sufficiency of support; inquire and seek out men everywhere, get to know them,
pursue them, secure them, see that they canvass their localities for you and act like

candidates on your behaif. 130
One might at first ask whether in fact this is patronage? The answer is a resounding
"Yes." Of course, amici were not in and of themselves clients; however, two segments of
this passage reveal a fact that scholars have not sufficiently stressed: namely, that patron-
client relationships form the foundation which underlies these friendships. For instance,

when Q. Cicero tells his brother to form friendships with the leading men from among
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Needless to say, it follows from this that 2 candidate for one of the higher

magistracies began to cultivate bonds of amicisig years in advance of his actual bid for the
consulship. It took many years and a lot of hard work for a rising politician to form
enough political friendships. Leaders of the equestrian order and wealthy men in the
Italian municipalities were of particular import for a candidate to form close ties with. As
proconsul of Transalpine Gaul in 66 and 67, years before his candidacy for the consulship,
Murena's generosity to men of influence in this region won him the electoral support of
many tribes in Umbria. While in Gaul Murena looked after the equestrian interests in that
province, enabling them to recover difficult debts. Such activities were the ways in which
arising politician secured to himself amici.131 Work in the law courts as a defense
advocate was one of the most effective methods a candidate could use to form ties of
amicitia with influential men in Rome and in the municipalities. Cicero, for example,
based his earlier elections and his consular campaign for the most part on the bonds of

obligation or friendships he had acquired defending eminent men in the law courts. Cicero

i ] lection he
Seined many officia as a defense advocate; and thus by the time of his consular electio

i i had defended.
had acquired tremendous electoral support from those influential men he



ot . ,
i Ahett auppor! nnd backing for hyy clectiony A :

knights or

sted of both

the businessime
L const sinen known .
g WD a8 publicay; and the aristocr

n municipalitios (‘icero states: sy uithe
]

"[ h o 4 fe
i ave been concernegd for perhaps the greater pan

i : ted with reve
o e in cases connec Cvenue-contract .
ol my ors (i.e. thepub!icam)
and . . 1

peliove [ mity Bty that practical experience haw given me 5 fairly intimat i
€ acquaintance with

«132 Cicero's defense of Sextus Rosciug
8i :
them n80B.C. presumably laid under obligation

ally obligated to Ci

by
person cero as Sextus Rosciug was, were upset at the charges against
heir leading townsman, and thus would have been quite responsive to any request by their
plron asking them to lend their support at Cicero's future canvasses. In another case,
[cading members of the Aletriang asked Cicero to defend one of their own, Scamander.
pecause Aletrium was situated near Cicero's hometown of Arpinum, Cicero was already
ied to them through vicinitas (neighborly bonds). So he was more than willing to use his
forensic skills on behalf of people who were tied to him as clients. Asking Cicero to

defend one of their own shows the Aletrians already had close bonds with Cicero and
perceived him to be their protector or patron in Rome. Those men of influence or amici
whom Cicero had defended were obligated to return the service at his election, or else

they would be looked down upon by their peers as an ingratus homo. Q. Cicero notes the

electoral support Cicero derived from his clients in the law courts and the obligations
these men owed:

Since your campaign is amply supported by the kind of friendship which you have
acquired by defending cases, make quite sure that a paniqula{ duty is aPPOTUO'led
and assigned to each of all whom you have laid under obhga_ztlon; and since you
have never before troubled any of them for anything, make it clear_tl}at you have
kept in reserve for this occasion ail your claims to what in your opinion they owe

y011'133
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For instance, Cicero's defense of Caecina of V olaterras and 5 o 134
sreated long-term relationships based on the mutya exchange 0:’::;&0;“ Ar]'f.':t'lurr.l
ponds of mutual obligation with persons of influence like Caeci ces. Again Cicero's
Arretium are not in and of themselves examples of .na o the woman fom

. patronage ties, because these
rlfooTes peeen pf.:rsons of roughly equal socal standing were lateral not vertical in
nature. However, Caecina and the woman from Arretium used their patronal power
within their particular spheres of influence for Cicero's elections, and this is an example of
the mobilization of patronage. So a candidate like Cicero first cultivated lateral
relationships of obligation with amici, and then and only then do we see the mobilization
of clients between these amici and their adherents. In return for their political support,
Cicero constantly watched over and protected his friends' interests, both through his
official magisterial positions in Rome and also through his connections with other amici.
For example, Cicero proposed in a letter to his friend Atticus in 60 B.C. a protective
neasure in behalf of Volaterrae and Arretium, which would atlow them to retain property

that had been made public land, but had not yet been di*:»'u"lbl.lte:d.135 Similarly, a letter

addressed to Q. Valerius Orca in 45 B.C. again illustrates Cicero's efforts on behalf of

these two communities. Cicero strenuously beseeched his friend Orca to look out for the

In return for this service, Cicero promised Orca

ality so respectful, s0 staunch,

best interests of these two communities.
he would receive the support "for all time a mMumeip
at he used his position

i itude to me in
these communities because "they have proved their & atitu

and influence in behalf of
and so honorable.” 136 Cicero stated th _
overflowing
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1t should of course be recognized that most of the leading members of these Italian
5 mmunities and groups had a plurality of obligations to many people

In fact, by
conferring 2 beneficium for Volaterrae and Arretium, Orca, just like Cicero, formed a
relationship of mutual obligation with the leading members of these communities. Cicero
thought it a rare honor when the people of Capua chose to have him as their only

patron. 140 The plurality of obligations were the reason why a candidate constantly
needed to remind his amici of their obligation to him. In fact, the need for a candidate
during his canvass to remind his friends of their debt to him is a pervasive theme
throughout the Commentariolum. In one example, Quintus advised his brother on how to
mobilize his friends for active support: "What you have to do is exact from them on this
occasion what they owe you by frequent admonitions, requests, assurances, making it
clear that they will never have another chance to thank you." 141 14 another instance,
Cicero is advised to explicitly demand those under a personal obligation to him to repay

their personal debt at his upcoming consular election. Constant demanding put a strain on
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Jasin the rest of life for a candidate to exact services f;
it >

) e m amici.
Despite the unrehability and strenuoyg demands ofte |
N placed on amici
, the hard

work candidates like CIcero put in years before their election in ghe |
€ law courts or in other

” returned dividends at the polls.

B : ;
- Y the time of hig consular election, Cicero had

Lequire 4 many influential friends among the public revenye contractors, Ord
, Order of the

grights, many City boroughs, many men of varying rank whom he had R
courts, and several Colleges. L Through these amici Cicero could expect to mbil'e u
many plocks of clients. How much stock could a candidate put into his ﬁiend::obn:n
thell patronage ties in his behalf? The fact that the leading members of the Italian g
communities and other men of influence had a plurality of obligations, often conflicting,
seriously undermines the reliability of these ties of patronage. A candidate simply could
not be sure which of his friends would support his candidacy. According to Q. Cicero, in
the election "all things are full of deceit, snares, and treachery. w144 priends one expected
to give unconditional support might turn out instead to offer their support for the
opposition. Thus, not only did a candidate have to remind amici of their previously
existing obligations, but he also had to spur them to active interest by promising them
future benefits (beneficiis) once he was elected. 14> If patronage through friends could
not be wholly relied upon, then a candidate would not rely completely on these ties for
votes at his election. Consequently, he would need to turn to other methods of support
such as games or bribery, which would complement his patronage support: his friends and
his own. In the overall perspective, then, the Republican patronage system, with its

intrinsic fluidity and plurality of obligations, emerging in this study is significantly weaker
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"For getting the votes of the centuries,” Q. Cicero States that one needed to £
o form

friendships with "persons of exceptional influence, . For in these days electioneering

experts have worked out, with all their eager will ang resources, how to get what they

want from their fellow-tribesmen, "149 Q. Cicero statement is a general remark on how a

candidate secured support in the comitia centuriata. But the 193 centuries were made up
of various smaller voting groups and organizations which a candidate specifically tried to
mobilize through amici. Individual friendships needed to be used to secure the Order of
the Knights, the municipalities, the colleges, the guilds, and the suburbs of Rome.
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canvass, for all it nuisances, has the convenience that you can make friends of any people

- wish without disgrace, which you cannot do in the rest of your life »154

Brief political friendships formed during the Canvass, although essential for
securing enough electoral support, were looked down op by contemporary Romans
because they often didn't have the moral qualities of fides that was in accordance with the
Roman ideology of friendship. However brief political friendships did not have to remain
temporary and without fides, rather the Commentariolum advised Cicero to show his new

friends he valued their services highly, stressing to them that their friendship would remain

a good investment even after the election. "The result will not be a brief vote-catching
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didates in your behalf. They will want you as 3 friend if they see that You'are atious
:arfrien dship." 157 When a candidate had secured friendships with the men of influence
;m among the varied voting, political, social, and 8eographic groups in Italy,
only then did his prospects for election to the consulship appear bright.

then and

Let us examine the example of Lucius Licinius Murena's candidacy for the
consulship of 63, which visibly shows the value of amici in a canvass; however, it also
jllustrates the problem of ambiguity when trying to differentiate between ambitus and the
legitimate exchange of resources in a patron-client relationship in the evidence. Murena, a
novus homo, was successful in his bid for the consulship, defeating among others the noble
Servius Sulpicius Rufus. Sulpicius, sensing he was going to be defeated in his attempt at
the consulship, prepared a prosecution against Murena for ambitus even tTef'ore th? acn.ml
election had been decided. 158 Ajthough Cicero had aided his friend Sulpsmfxs dun'ng his
canvass, he served as defense advocate for his other friend Murena during his ambifus

i ip between them and
trial. Sulpicius was hurt that Cicero violated the bonds of friendship
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Moreover, Murena's trial also shows that a friend's SUPPOTt dirring
2 cany
given was not permanent and unconditional Sulpicius’ ¢ lation of S omee
) o ntemp, 3 prosecution
during his canvass markedly diminished the vigor of kis

friends backing Cicero notes that
"close friends of candidates are unnerveg by this sort of rumor and their enthsiz .
They either abandon the campaign as already decided or they keep their services and

support for the prosecution and trial " 16! As seen above Roman elections had a powerful

"bandwagon effect," influencing the support of even the sirongest friends. *in 2 consular
election a sudden movement of opinion is important,” Cicero emphasizes, “particularly
when it has swung to a good man whose candidature has many other sources of

support."162 ¢y appeared that a friend would lose, there was no sense in confiming to
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ostablished way of fulfilling their obligations "165

The prosecution further charged Murena with breaking the ambitus law by
indiscriminately providing seats at games and banquets. A candidate could provide seats
at games, provide banquets out of his own purse, and perform other services for his own
tribe. The preceding beneficia were, in fact, required duties of a candidate. Cicero

rhetorically asks the people in the courtroom if they could

ever remember a time when there has not been this wish---whether self-interested
or out of a disinterested generosity-—to provide a seat in the circus and the Forum
for our friends and fellow-tribesmen? Those are the rewards and bounties that
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poorer men receive from their fellow-tribesmen by ancient custom ! %
Murena, Cicero argued, merely followed ancient and hallowed patronage customs, and
(hus was not guilty of committing ambitus. To do this indiscriminately 1o all the 1ribes,
powever, was ambirtus. Although a candidate could not win tribes other than
his OWN through beneficia, his friends could secure their own tribes in his behalf by means
of beneficia in a legitimate patron-client relationship. The prosecution argued Murena
won these tribes through indiscriminate public displays. However, Cicero provides an
alternative explanation: "But shows were given to the tribes and invitations to dinner
were given. . . . Even though Murena took no part in this gentlemen (i.e. the men in the
courtroom), and his friends followed traditional practices with moderation.”17 What the
prosecutors argued was ambitus, Cicero reasoned was merely a permissible beneficium
from Murena's friends to their clients and fellow-tribesmen. Cicero maintains that *all
these acts are the obligation of friends and relatives, the services of poorer men and the
duties of candidates . . . displaying an open-handedness which is the token of liberality
rather than of bribery."” 168

Are the preceding examples of illegal electioneering, or are they in fact examples
of the genuine exchange of services between patrons and clients for electoral purposes?
Unfortunately there is no way of completely knowing. All we have is Cicero's highly
biased account to go on. Whether Murena was guilty of these allegation is not important,
however. What is important is how these examples iltustrate the dynamics of Roman
patronage, both between patron and client and among amici; but their import also rests on
their illustration of the inherent ambiguity between patronage and ambitus, and how illegal
electioneering methods could be hidden within the parameters of patronage and passed off
even to the most discerning Romans as a traditional and legal electoral practice.

As we come to the end of this analysis of the dynamics of Republican patronage,
one needs to ask whether the nobles emerge as the central patrons, as the Gelzenans

argue. Even P.A. Brunt, who has argued so forcefully against placing too much emphasis
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ccds to aT8UE clicnts were not a sufficient reason for the noble’s success at the
l‘“:umr elections. The traditionalists have argued in favor of the masses of clients among
c‘:: Loble houses to explain how the nobility maintained a virtual stranglehold on the
fonsulship during the late Republic. Only masses of clients could possibly explain this
domination. they argued. The evidence suggests, however, it was not the nobles who
ere the great patrons of huge armies of clients. The Commentariolum suggests the
afluence of the nobles in elections, their own and their fiiends, derived not necessarily
from Mass clientelae, but rather from their dignitas and prestige they bad with the masses.
[t has already been shown that a candidate had to set up a variety of friends to win
Jection. TO win the centuries and tribes through ties of patronage he needed to make
friends with "men of influence." In another passage from a letter to Curio, Cicero states
(hat Milo had the support of "men of influence in securing votes." 170 what is
remarkable about these two passages is that the nobles and men of exceptional influence
appear to be two distinct groups of people. "Men of illustrious career and name (i.e. the
nobles),” Q. Cicero argues served only the purpose of providing a candidate's canvass with
show and prestige. 171 The real power patrons were the influential men in the order of the
knight, colleges, sodalities, tribal organizations, and Italian municipalities. These patrons
served as lateral not vertical middiemen betrween candidates and the fragmented clientelae
of ltaly, of which each middleman controlled only a finite amount of clients.

If the nobles were not powerful patrons, then one must ask how they were able to
maintain such a dominant hold on the higher magistracies, excluding from office many new
men like Cicero. The answer lies with the nobles' dignitas. Precedence played an
important role in Roman society. Nobles were bom into families with illustrious histories.

Their ancestors were the distinguished consuls and generals of antiquity who had given

Rome its greatness. The Roman people obsessed over the qualities of the noble houses.
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Unlike the traditional Gelzerian model of Republican patronage, with its highly

systematized and organized structure of patron-client relationships, the picture which

emerges from this study presents a significantly more unstable system of clientelism. The

introduction of lateral middlemen-patrons or amici as the prevalent source of a

candidate’s patronage votes offers the historian a weaker form of patronage. Middlemen
were not bound to candidates by the same interpersonal ties of obligation as clients, and
would hardly have mobilized their clientelae with the same vigor as the candidate himself.
Moreover, middlemen-patrons often were confronted with conflicting obligations to more
than one of the candidacies, creating a great deal of uncertainty and unreliability within the
whole patronage structure. Thus, the introduction of these middiemen-patrons into our
model of Republican patronage results in a much more fluid and unstable system, which,
when compared to the Gelzerian conception, is weaker and a much less reliable, though

still important, source for gaining and mobilizing votes.

Cultivating the People's Favor By Popular Method
Patronage was only one of two systems a candidate could utilize in order to secure
electoral support. Even in a paper on patronage it is necessary, in order to maintain
perspective, to emphasize what is unquestionably true: namely, that cultivating the favor
of the general populace was just as indispensable for electoral success as the cultivation of
patronage ties. Each of the two systems coexisted within Roman society and even
intertwined at times. According to Q. Cicero, "a memory for names, an ingratiating

manner, constant attendance, generosity, publicity, [and] a fine public image" were all
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during his canvass, or giving games illegally. Often, however, there existed a great deal of
ambiguity between benefits exchanged in a patron-client relationship and the
indiscriminate purchase of votes (e.g. Murena). Many laws were passed to clarify this
distinction. In 81 B.C. the Romans Passed a bribery law which introduced a maximum
penalty of ten years exclusion from public office for committing ambirus. Again in 67, 63,
55, and 52 stricter and more encompassing ambitus laws were passed to try and curb the
increasing instances of electoral bribery. 173 These laws, however, failed to curb the
pervasiveness of electoral bribery, because the dividends were too great and candidates
could for the most part conceal their illegal electioneering activities in the guise of
resources flowing between patrons and clients, as Murena might have done.

It may not always be possible to say exactly what aspect of electioneering was the
most important, exactly how many votes a man could secure by means of the differing
mechanisms; but without doubt the development of a strong public reputation was crucial
for electoral success. Fame as an orator or military man, support from the distinguished
publicani and equestrians, friendly regard of the nobles, enthusiastic aid of young men,
and constant attendance were all ways in which a politician could achieve widespread
publicity about his reputation. 1 74 According to Q. Cicero, "there are two professions
which can raise men to the highest level of distinction: that of a successful general and

that of & good orator.”173 Cicero himself gained this level of distinction through his
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but with the people in gen 176
general too."176 Cicero notes that both his defense of Bestia and
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known and respected among the crowds,

who might then praise Cicero's f€putation to the larger Roman populace. Cicero,
although a new man, was said to have overcome the stigmatization that comes alon g with
this moniker solely because of the great prestige he acquired in the law courts. !’ An
orator could also bring great prestige to his reputation if those he had defended in the law
courts were in constant attendance throughout his canvass. "Demand of them plainly,"
Quintus advises his brother, "that since it is due to your unpaid efforts that they have
retained their property, or their reputation, or their life and all their fortunes, and since

there will never be another chance for them to thank you, they should repay you by this

service." 179

The alternative method for attaining a renowned public reputation was through a
career 1n the military. In fact, Cicero argues that a candidate gained a superior public
reputation in the military than in the law courts: "Let the Forum give way to the camp,
peace to war, the pen to the sword, shade to the heat of the sun; in short, concede first
place in the State to that profession which has given the State dominion over the

world."180 Again one should take Cicero's defense rhetoric cum grano salis. He is after
all attempting to prove that his client, Murena, won the consular election in part because

of the tremendous reputation and fame his military career gave him with the Roman

populace, which, according to Cicero, was a traditional method of securing the favor of

the people. At the same time, Cicero was trying to reduce the prestige Servius Sulpicius
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Transalpine Gaul. Murena did not run for the consulship until 63, yet the soldiers in

Lucullus army gave him overwhelming support during his canvass and at the polls. They

were able to do this because they were assembled in Rome for a triumph. According to

Cicero their voting power and prestige is undeniable, "deriving its strength from their very

number, from their influence with their friends and, most important of all, from the great
weight that they carry with the whole people of Rome in electing a consul."182 Thus, not
only were the votes of the soldiers a significant asset at the election, but their influence
with the general populace was also pivotal in ensuring Murena's success at the polls. The
talk of Lucullus' soldiers was especially influential in helping increase Murena's reputation

with the people. According to Cicero,

talk like this is important: "He saved my life when I was wounded; he gave me a
share of the booty; he was our leader when we took the camp and engaged the
enemy; he never asked a soldier to endure more hardship than himself; he was

lucky as well as brave. 183

Through talk like this the people of Rome learned about Murena's bravery, generosity,
leadership skills, and his reputation for luck. Moreover, Lucuilus' commendation aiso
impressed upon the people Murena's qualifications for the consulship. All of the above
had an influential impact on the general populace, which helped sway their vote in favor of

Murena's candidacy.

Constant attendance from a variety of men gave a man's campaign much pomp and
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| - ‘ a candidate. T
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€ Breat pains, besiqg

cather to keep the enthusiasm of thoge whom you &
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€3, 10 acquire young nobles, or

those men a candidate had defended in the law

ourts. According to Cicero, "if the :
¢ Y come in large numbers to our houses and on

occasgon-accompany l.ls down to the Forum, if they condescend to walk with us the length
of a public hall, we think that we are receiving great attention and respect."185 By
providing this service, amici helped a candidate win the favor of the people, mainly
because 2 "large company of escorts makes a great impression and adds great
prestige. n186

A man running for office also had to present to the people the personal qualities
they wanted in a candidate, impressing upon them his worthiness for public office. First, a
candidate had to show off his ability to remember people and their names. “Nothing to my
mind," Q. Cicero comments, "is so popular and gratifying." 137 At first this might appear
trivial, but in Roman society it was seen as an agreeable trait for a man canvassing for
office. When a candidate visited the forum in order to cultivate the populace he had to
know and recognize the people previously canvassed, by name if possible, and treat them
as if they were intimates even if they were not, because "people are charmed more by
looks and words than by the substantial benefits received.” 188

If a candidate wished to win the favor of the masses, then ingratiation was another
necessary skill. Although contemporary Romans viewed ingratiation as crude and base
most of the time, but in the canvass it was "indispensable for a candidate, whose facial

expression and conversation must be modified and adapted to the humor and the

inclination of all whom he meets." 189 One's public persona needed to adapt equally to

rich as well as poor men, urban and rural, young and old. Obviously the favor of some
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A wide display of generosity also established a strong public reputation: such
repute positively influenced the voting behavior of the Roman populace. Generosity often
took the form of public games and or banquets, which were supposed to be provided for
out of the rising politician's own private means. Election to the aedileship was especially
important for the rising politician because one of its primary functions was to give feasts
and games for the public benefit. When Julius Caesar was aedile in 63, he staged games
including 320 pairs of gladiators fighting in combat, also sparing no expense on theatrical
performances, processions, and munificent public banquets. Plutarch states the result of
this magnificent display "was to make the people so favorably disposed towards him that
every man among them was trying to find new offices and new honors to bestow upon him
in return for what he had done."190 Nor was Caesar's extravagance during his aedileship
by any means unusual. In fact, Cicero's testimony in De Officiis unrolls name after name

of prominent men who staged magnificent games and banquets during their

aedileships. 191

Cicero lamented candidates having to "squander their money on public banquets,

doles of meat among the people, gladiatorial shows, magnificent games, and wild-beast

fights. w192 Cicero, however, was above all a realist when it came to politics, which made

him accept as fact that sometimes extravagant expenditures on the part of rising politicians

were unavoidable: "And yet I realize that in our country, even in the good old times, it

had become a settled custom to expect magnificent entertainments from the very best men

in their year of aedileship.” 193 (Cicero himself was rare in that his aedileship was not
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marked by magmficent public displays designed 10 win the favor of the people  raring has
acdileship, bowever, Cicero did use his own private resources to lower the price of yramn
in Rome, which in actuality was merely another way besides games and feasts to secure
general populanity among the masses Morcover, a candidale’s umics often gave banquets
in his behalf, assembling the people cither at large or tnbe by tribe  Although games and
banquets could not reach all the citizenry, a candidate should have his fricnds and
adherents praise the munificence of these displays to the larger Roman populace. implying
that positive rumors such as these will favorably dispose the people towards his
candidacy. 194

Failure to give magnificent banquets and or games could hinder a man’s
advancement up the cursus Aonorum to the consulship. Such was the case of
Aemilius Lepidus Mamercus Livinianus, a very wealthy man who failed in his bid for the
consulship precisely because he refused early in his political career 1o accept the aedileship
and the responsibility of having to pay for public displays. 195 Quintus Tubero, who
despite his noble lineage, failed in his bid for the praetorship not because he failed to give
the people a game or a feast, but rather because the feast he did give was cheaply
arranged, including earthenware crocks and goatskins instead of the more expensive

196 Cicero is advised to avoid any suspicion of cheapness: "the

coverings and silver cups.
Roman people loathe private huxury, but they love public splendor.” 197 On the other
hand, Cicero attributes Murena's election to the consulship in large part to the splendor of
the public games he presented to the people as praetor. In the following passage Cicero
explains to the prosecutor in Murena's ambitus trial, Servius Sulpicius, the electoral

significance his client's games had on winning the favor of the general populace:

Do not treat with such complete contempt the fine arrangements for his games and
the splendor of his shows which helped him so much. Need I mention that games
have great attraction for the people and the ignorant herd? There is nothing less
surprising. Yet that is enough for my case; elections are decided by the people and
the masses. If, then, the splendor of games has such an attraction for the people, it
is not surprising that it won their support for Lucius Murena. If we, who are able
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Murena's games sufficiently explained his success at the polls is irrelevant. Cicero's
argument that games in and of themselves carried enough weight with the people to decide
a consular election must have rung of the truth to the jurors, or else such an argument
certainly would have rung hollow in the courtroom and Murena would not have been
found not guilty. Moreover, the importance of splendid shows and games in influencing
voting behavior is not presented in the evidence as an aberration peculiar to Murena's
canvass; rather Cicero emphasizes they were a well known and accepted part of
Republican politics. 198

Unquestionably, too, illegal electioneering methods served as a powerful
mechanism for securing the favor of the uncommitted voter. The distribution of money by
candidates was the most blatant form of electoral corruption. Bribe money was
distributed in both assemblies through divisores, who were agents and officials of the
tribes. Divisores often did the legitimate job of distributing money from leading tribesmen
to their tribules (i.e. the flow of resources from tribal patron to his clients), but they also
served as intermediaries for bribes given to the tribes by candidates. Cicero charged that
Verres bribed divisores to defeat him for the aedileship. "I found out” Cicero maintains,
“that baskets full of Sicilian money were handed over by a certain senator to a roman

knight . . . and that the divisores of all the tribes were called to him by night."199 4 is
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oflen diflicult to tell who exactly

recet
cetved the money, or how much was in the bribe. It

sccms‘ plausible to assume that if large amounts of people were bribed the amounts would
be quite small, and 'lhus the rich would be less likely to be influenced by such bribes.
Conversely, a candidate could also bribe 3 select few individuals with large bribes.
Murena was ch.arged with trying to bribe the equestrian centuries, which were small
enough for their voting behavior to be sufficiently swayed by large bribes to a select group
ol‘individuals.zoo Similarly, in 53 two candidates vying for the consulship were willing to
pay as much as ten million sesterces for the vote of only a single century, centuria
prcwmgc-'ﬂ'va-zm In short, bribery was rampant in the late Republic. Q. Cicero
inefYectively attempts to diminish the fear he has that bribery might ruin his brother's bid
for the consulship when he states "that no election is so polluted with bribery that some
centuries do not return, without bribes, the candidates with whom they have a very special
bond."202 One can certainly infer from this statement the cbvious prevalence bribery
must have played in Republican elections. In order to curb the affects of bribery, Cicero is
advised to strike fear into the other candidates and divisores with threats of
1::e|'()s¢$cuti01'1.203 Moreover, the case of Murena showed that bribery could easily be
concealed within the legitimate exchange of resources between patrons and clients.
Because bribery was so easily passed off as legitimate beneficia, it seems plausible to
assume that this made it even more appealing to ambitious candidates hoping to gain an

advantage.

Conclusion

Out of this evidence a new conception concerning the importance of patronage in
Republican elections emerges. Let us examine, for the sake of cogency, the main points
which support this new conception. In light of the interpretation of patronage put forth in
this second chapter, one is able to view retrospectively how crucial the theoretical,

methodological, and comparative examinations were in the first chapter for establishing
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potween relationships within the rubric of clientelism with those that were not. Yet

dependence upon a purely ideal theory of patron-client relationships would be seriously

damaging, if'not [atal, to this analysis: it would simplify the multiplicity and disregard 100

many facets of an actual moving sitvation, Secing patron-client relationships in the

evidence only where the words patrocinium, Patronus, and cliens appeer is inadequate
because it is superficial: it takes into account Loo fow aspects of patronage, it explains
things too ideally, it overemphasizes only the explicit references to patronage and ignores
the social conditions these relationships existed in, and it ignores patron-client
relationships contained in Republican society which are not readily apparent or easily
discernible. Therefore, the methodology for this thesis required an examination of
patronage in the primary evidence not only where it exists explicitly but also where it
exists implicitly. Thus, words such as amicus, beneficium, officium, and gratia also
served as examples of patronage relationships in the evidence when their context
supported such an interpretation. Without doubt, the interpretation in the second chapter
could never have developed and come to fruition without an examination of these words
that implicitly referred to patronage relationships. Furthermore, the comparative analysis
with the parallel system of patronage in Catania, Italy provided a valuable model upon
which to compare and illustrate the main dynamics and principles acting within the
Republican patronage structure.

The significance of the interpretation set forth in the second chapter, when cast
against the backdrop of the ongoing debate between the traditionalists and the revisionists,

arises from its integration of both arguments into a balanced interpretation. Between
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his synthesis h .
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too sup ctured in its perspective of clientelism, the orthodox school

presents an ln-terpretanon inadequate for €xplaining both the organization and importance
o Pa"'o“a-g ‘.3 in the elections of the late Republic. The view put forth in the preceding
pages diminishes the orthodox hypothesis to a very large extent, and supports the
revisionists’ contention that patronage was not the dominant force in Republican politics.
It has been shown that a few nobles in fact did not control large blocks of patronage, but
rather these ties were dispersed among many amici or middlemen-patrons. This
fragmented organization obviously brings with it more fluidity and unreliability into the
patronage system, which results in a much weaker system of clientelism than what Gelzer
and his later proponents had envisioned.

Moreover, in order to understand Republican politics one cannot focus simply on
ties of patronage, as has been the case with many of those in the orthodox camp, but
rather one must also take into account the votes of the general populace and how
candidates went about securing those votes. The votes of the undifferentiated masses
were won through games, banquets, illegal methods, and above all a strong public
reputation. Thus, it is also true that popular methods of canvassing were also
indispensable for electoral success. Yet the evidence does not suggest that patron-client
ties were of negligible importance, as some of the revisionists like Yakobson and Millar
have argued. The preceding pages should have convinced the reader, if nothing else, that
although patronage was not the key to deciding elections, it was nevertheless an
indispensable aspect of late Republican politics. It is in a sense inevitable that out of two
opposing camps a moderate synthesis of both arguments will emerge, and this thesis is a
representation of that moderate view: a view which states that the revisionists were
correct in that the orthodox view clearly overestimated the significance of patronage ties

in Republican politics, and envisioned a2 much more stable structure of patron-client
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