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INTRODUCTION

The success and smooth functioning of the Roman Republic depended
on a careful balancing of the interests of the individual and the in-
terests of the commonwealth.! On the one hand, the state depended
on the accomplishments of individual Romans to ensure its safety
and prosperity. Over the course of four hundred years, Rome ex-
panded from a small city on the banks of the Tiber River to become
the dominant state in the entire Mediterranean basin. This feat was
made possible through the successes in war of a series of Roman
generals, who fought campaigns almost every year to defend and
expand Roman territory. In this way the achievements of the state
were predicated on the achievements of individual Romans, and it
was therefore necessary for the Senate to find ways of rewarding
individuals who had helped the state to prosper. On the other hand,
in order to ensure that the welfare of the state remained the para-
mount concern, the Senate needed to keep control over state affairs.
It was essential to create mechanisms so that individual generals took
actions which served the best interests of the state, and not merely
their own best interests. For the system to work properly, the Senate
needed to allow sufficient room for the individual initiative and ac-
complishment on which the state depended while at the same time
maintaining overall authority for the direction of affairs in Rome.?

The generals who fought on Rome’s behalf had their own con-
cerns in addition to merely protecting their homeland; they fought
not only to defend and expand Roman territory, but also to enhance
their own glory and prestige. The Roman aristocracy was highly
competitive, especially in the Middle and Late Republic when our
evidence is most abundant.’ Regardless of whether one views the
Romans as fundamentally imperialistic, it is clear that the acquisition

' As the focus in this study is on Republican Rome, all dates are B.c.E., unless
otherwise noted.

? Cf. the comments of Brunt (1988), 11-15, on the operation of the Roman gov-
ernment.

8 Competition and ambition among the Roman aristocracy has been remarked
on by many scholars. See recently Wiseman (1985), 3-16, Brunt (1988), esp. 43ff,
and Rosenstein, (1990).
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of military glory was a primary goal for the vast majority of Roman
aristocrats.* Glora acquired on military campaigns was the principal
means used by members of the ruling elite to distinguish themselves
from each other as they strove for a position of preeminence within
the state. Victory brought public recognition of their accomplishments
and frequently also brought large sums of money to spend in Rome
impressing the populace. The latter in particular could be used to
improve the individual’s standing with the electorate, but victory would
also bolster his position within the narrower ruling elite. Roman
generals thus needed to achieve military success for their own pur-
poses as much as the state needed them to achieve that success, and
these mutually reinforcing needs were the key to the Roman system
of government. The interests of the Republic were served by allow-
ing individual generals, within certain limits, to satisfy their own
interests.

The danger inherent in this arrangement, that a single man might
place his interests above the state and bend the machinery of the
state to his own purposes, must have been evident from the outset.
The twin principles of collegiality and the yearly tenure of office, the
hallmark of Roman magistracies, were clearly intended to reduce the
possibility of this occurrence.’ Collegiality placed a physical limit on
magistrates, by assuring that no individual could wield legal powers
that were superior to every other member in the state; there would
always be at least one other magistrate with equivalent powers to
serve as a counterbalance. Yearly tenure placed a temporal limit on
magistrates, forcing them to leave office after only a single year in
office, presumably before they could accumulate too much power and
turn the magistracy to their own personal use. The failure to stick to
these principles in the Late Republic reflects the breakdown of this
system. The successive consulships of Marius at the end of the sec-
ond century, the extraordinary commands given to all the leading
generals, and the sole consulship given to Pompey in 52 removed
one of the primary checks on the power of individuals. When indi-
viduals did place their own interests above those of the state, as in

* See Harris (1979) for the thesis that the Romans were imperialistic by nature.
Criticisms of this view can be found in the review of Luttwak in AHR 85 (1980),
606, and the remarks of Eckstein (1987), xiv—xxii. Evidence on the desirability of
acquiring military glory is collected by Harris on pp. 11-104.

> Cf. Mommsen’s remarks on collegiality in RS 1.27-61.



INTRODUCTION 3

88 when Sulla and Marius turned their forces towards controlling
the government in Rome and later in 49 when Pompey and Caesar
did the same, the state was powerless to intervene. The final result
is clearly visible in the fall of the Republic and its eventual replace-
ment by the Principate of Augustus.

The relationship between the Senate and its magistrates during
the first century B.c.E. was therefore largely antagonistic, as the Sen-
ate repeatedly sought to control the ambitions of its leading mem-
bers. The hard-line stance taken in regard to Caesar in 50 and 49
is simply the best known example, but mention may also be made of
the Senate’s refusal to ratify Pompey’s acta in the East in 62 and of
their refusal even earlier to provide land allotments for the veterans
of Marius following the Cimbric wars. Some scholars have been led
to look further backwards in time and to postulate conflict between
the Senate and the leading men even in the Middle Republic.® On
this view, although the system did not crack until the Late Republic,
there were frequent stresses and constant tension from an early date,
and the Senate had to continually attempt to rein in its magistrates
who were constantly seeking their own glory even at the expense of
the state. Yet such an approach seems misguided and exaggerates
the amount of tension between the Senate and its magistrates. What
is remarkable is not the strains of the last hundred years of the
Republic, but rather that the system functioned smoothly and with
only minor adjustments for over four hundred years; this fact alone
attests to a high degree of cooperation between the Senate and its
magistrates. That cooperation, rather than any retrojected antago-
nism, deserves to be the focus of study. How did it work? How was
the Senate able to maintain the requisite control of political affairs
while generals were able to obtain a sufficient amount of glory to
satisfy their needs? How was individual initiative reconciled with
corporate supervision to the benefit of both parties? These questions
are essential to a proper understanding of the workings of the Roman
state, but have yet to be thoroughly analyzed.’

The present study will attempt to answer these questions through
an investigation of Roman religion, and particularly through an
analysis of the process through which new temples were vowed, built,

¢ See Schlag (1968), Carney (1958).
7 The recent study of A. Eckstein, (1987), has addressed some of these questions
in regard to Roman foreign relations of the third and early second centuries B.C.E.
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and dedicated in Republican Rome. The close link between religion
and the state in Rome offers one reason for pursuing this line of
approach.® The principal purpose of the state religion was to safe-
guard the pax deum, the favor of the gods, and thereby to ensure the
safety and prosperity of the community. By their very nature, there-
fore, religious actions had political overtones. The Senate, as de facto
guardian of the state, exercised a close supervision of religious mat-
ters, which included the recognition and handling of prodigies, the
resolution of disputes involving sacred matters, and on occasion the
introduction or suppression of new cults.® Yet in regard to the intro-
duction of new cults and the construction of new temples, the initia-
tive usually lay with the individual; the most common scenario, that
of a general on his campaign vowing a temple, will be familiar to
any reader of Livy. Previous studies on how the Romans built new
temples to their pantheon have made the assumption that a victori-
ous general could complete this project on his own by using his share
of the spoils of war, his manubiae, and subsequently performing the
dedication. The recent work of A. Ziolkowski states this proposition
outright: “a single person could vow, locate, and dedicate a public
temple of the Roman people without consulting the people or the
Senate.”'® This contention leads directly to his conclusion that “a
temple could be founded without the state’s participation, i.e. en-
tirely beyond the state’s control.” On this view, the construction of
temples played a vital role in the aristocratic competition in Rome,
as triumphant generals sought to promote themselves by building
monuments of their campaigns. Yet this position implies that, despite

8 The close relationship between religion and the state has been emphasized in
many recent studies. See Watson (1992); Beard & North (1990); Morgan (1990);
Gruen (1992); Wardman (1982); MacBain (1982); North (1976); Rawson (1974);
Schilling (1969).

® For prodigies, which the Senate seems to have handled on an annual basis, see
Livy, e.g. 22.1.8-20 (217 B.c.E.), 22.36-6—-9 (216), 23.31.15 (215). For disputes, note
the debate over the shrine of Libertas which Clodius tried to consecrate in Cicero’s
house. For new cults, consider the introduction of the Magna Mater in 204, and the
suppression of the Bacchanalia in 186. See also Beard & North (1990), 30-33, where
Beard argues that the Senate was the principal means of controlling human ap-
proaches to the divine in Republican Rome, but cf. contra the review of Brennan in
BMCR 2.6 (1991).

10 Ziolkowski (1992), 235. Other studies have contented themselves with individual
aspects of the process of building a new temple, particularly the use of manubiae to
finance the construction. See in general Bardon (1955); Stambaugh (1978). On manubiae
and its uses, see Bona (1960); Shatzman (1972); Morgan (1973a); Pietild-Castrén
(1987).
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its control over other aspects of Roman religion, the Senate had little
or no control over perhaps its most important aspect: the decision of
which gods should be publicly worshipped. A general could vow and
build a temple to a deity of his choosing, and thus potentially add a
new god to the Roman pantheon, without consulting the Senate.
The present work questions this thesis by pointing out the active and
significant role played by the Senate in the construction of new temples
to Rome. The Senate’s involvement in this process will force us to
modify the picture often given for the significance of this action.

This study will isolate and analyze the normal procedures by which
public temples were built in Rome, in order to better understand
how the Senate interacted with its magistrates and on occasion with
other states. For the purposes of this study, a public temple is con-
sidered to be one which is attested as part of the official state religion
in Rome, particularly from its appearance on one of the surviving
fasti, or calendars of the Roman state.!' It was possible for cults to
exist in Rome outside of the official state religion; Festus indicates
that rites for which the cost was paid from public money and which
were performed on behalf of the populus were part of the sacra publica,
while those performed on behalf of individual men or families were
sacra privata.'® Such private cults are attested by epigraphical evidence
and included deities, such as Isis, who were not officially welcomed
to Rome as part of the state religion but had been brought in by
merchants, soldiers, or others who may have spent time overseas.
However, since these cuits tell us only about the family or group
involved with that cult and not about the state, these private cults
will not be considered in this discussion. Instead, we will focus on
the over eighty public temples which were dedicated in Rome dur-
ing the Republic.”

" On the fasti and the calendar, see especially Degrassi (1963) and Michels (1967).

12 Festus 245: Publica sacra quae publico sumptu pro populo fiunt, quae pro montibus, pagis,
curtis, sacellis; al privata, quae pro singulis hominibus, famaliis, gentibus fiunt. The distinction
between private and public religion is well discussed by Bakker (1994), 1-3, follow-
ing the earlier work of Wissowa (1909). As Bakker summarizes on p. 2, “Public
religion was limited to a fixed number of gods and feriae publicae: those approved by
the government—representing the populus—as state gods and feasts. On the other
hand, any god could be worshipped through feriae privatae.” As Bakker notes, the
pontiffs still held jurisdiction over feriae privatae through their supervision of the dus
divinum,

'* Two temples built towards the end of the Republic, the temple of Venus Victrix
built by Pompey in 55 and that to Venus Genetrix built by Julius Gaesar in 46, will
be treated only at the end of this study; cf. pp. 196-98. The emphasis which these
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Details about the construction of these temples vary greatly, from
names, dates and circumstances in some cases to nothing except a
terminus ante quem in others. Much of the evidence for the construc-
tion of new temples during the Republic is provided by Livy in his
summations of a given year’s religious events. While we must be
aware of Livian embroidery or misinterpretation in regard to the
specifics of any given temple, his use of priestly records usually pro-
vides sufficient details to enable us to analyze the circumstances and
procedures for the erection of new temples.'* Furthermore, for the
period when Livy’s account is usually considered least reliable, the
Early Republic, comparatively few temples were built. On the other
hand, our reliance on Livy means that our information is notoriously
spotty for the years 292-219 and after 167, periods for which Livy’s
manuscript is lost. These gaps in our knowledge must not be taken
to indicate gaps in temple construction, and we must be very careful
in drawing conclusions from other periods to fill these gaps. Further-
more, we can not assume that Livy has given a notice for every
temple built during the years that his manuscript does cover; he makes
no mention of the temple of Ceres, Liber & Libera which was dedi-
cated in 493, nor in a later period does he mention the temple of
Hercules Musarum, built by M. Fulvius Nobilior in the 180’s or
170’s."> Nevertheless, Livy’s interest in religious matters makes him
an invaluable source, if only for the names and dates he provides,
names and dates which can be confirmed and supplemented from
other sources.

The actual process of constructing a new temple in Rome can be
broken down into several distinct phases, and this study will treat
each step in order. Before discussing how temples were constructed
in Rome, however, we must ask why new temples were felt to be
desirable in the first place: why did Rome come to possess over eighty

men, and others in the Late Republic, placed on individual accomplishment even at
the expense of the state, stands in sharp contrast to the prior four hundred years of
the Republic. These two temples have more in common with Imperial temples and
Imperial politics than with Republican, and thus can be used to illustrate the tran-
sition between Republic and Empire, but not the operation of the Republican system.

'* See Ziolkowski (1993), 218-219, for a recent defense of Livy’s reliability for
temple founding.

* The temple of Ceres is attested by Dionysios of Halicarnassos (6.17, 6.94),
while the temple of Hercules Musarum is not securely dated but seems clearly before
167; it was vowed in 189. This temple is mentioned by Cicero (Arch. 27), Pliny (HN
35.66), Ovid (Fast: 6.797), and Macrobius (1.12.16), among others.
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public temples by the end of the Republic? This can not simply be
a situation in which more equals better, for if that were true one
would expect the number of temples built to be much higher. To
say that temples responded to crises or breaches in the pax deum does
not advance our analysis very far, for many options were available
to the Romans to handle such situations. Chapter One first offers a
broad analysis of Roman religion and theories which have been offered
to explain this phenomenon, and then more narrowly examines the
situations in which new temples were vowed. It will become evident
that Roman religion was extremely flexible and that political as much
as religious factors influenced the decision to build a new temple.
This fact serves to underscore the inseparability of politics and reli-
gion in Republican Rome, a point which will recur throughout this
study.

Our attention then turns to the first step in the process by which
new temples came to Rome, the vow, and this leads us directly into
a discussion of the relationship between the individual and the com-
munity. T'wo possibilities existed for the vowing of a new temple. As
already mentioned, the most common scenario was that of a Roman
general on campaign vowing a temple in exchange for military suc-
cess. In a smaller number of cases, the Senate itself, acting on the
advice of the Sibylline Books, directed that a temple should be built
to a particular deity. In the former instance, the initiative lay with
the individual, even though the construction of a new state temple
clearly had implications for the entire community. In the latter, the
initiative ostensibly came from a divine source, although the Senate
played a significant role in these proceedings. Chapter Two is devoted
to an attempt to untangle the lines of authority in the matter of gen-
erals’ vows and then to a discussion of the significance of those vows.
Chapter Three treats the temples built on the authority of the Sibylline
Books; the task there is to determine when and why this mechanism
was utilized as opposed to the vow of an individual general.

The actual construction of the temple occupied the next stage in
the process and thus occupies the next stage in our analysis. This
aspect of the introduction of new temples received the least attention
from the ancient authors, which may reflect their conception that it
was the Jeast important of the three stages. This ancient attitude should
warn us not to put too much stress on this aspect of the process, but
nevertheless an investigation of who paid for the construction of new
temples will further our understanding of the roles played by the
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Senate and the individual. Many modern scholars have assumed that
victorious generals used booty from their campaigns, i.e. their manu-
biae, to finance the construction of the temples which they had vowed.
This position implies that temples served as memorials of an individ-
ual’s accomplishments, and served to further his personal ambition
and electoral career. A reexamination of the evidence for this con-
tention in Chapter Four reveals that this type of manubial building
may be the exception rather than the rule, and that funding may
have often come through the Senate. Although there was some room
for personal advertisement, the close involvement of the Senate causes
a very different picture of the relationship between individual and
state to emerge.

Our study concludes with an exploration of the dedication cer-
emony, the final step in adding a new temple to the Roman reli-
glous system. The dedication was a festive ceremony, performed by
a single man and often accompanied by games, which provided an
excellent opportunity for a Roman aristocrat to publicize his name
and accomplishments. Yet again, the Senate maintained the ability
to select the person who would dedicate a temple, and this process
allows us to draw further conclusions about the nature of the rela-
tionship between the Senate as a corporate body and its individual
members. Chapter Five first explores the legal issues surrounding the
dedication, and then analyzes the identity of those men who are known
to have dedicated temples. This will enable us to gain a clear picture
of the relations between Senate and individual, both cooperative and
antagonistic.

The process for the erection of new temples provides a remark-
able illustration of the Roman system of government. We will see
that legally defined powers do not exist, but spheres of responsibility
demarcated by custom were understood by all involved. Policy was
often not made by careful forethought; no central organizing prin-
ciple dictated who should vow a temple, or when, or to which deity.
Rather, such decisions were made on an ad hoc basis, responding to
situations as they arose. Vows for new temples were often made
without prior consultation either of the Senate or the priestly col-
leges, the guardians of Roman religion, despite the fact that the
erection of a new temple could bring an entirely new cult into the
Roman religious system. The Senate allowed magistrates to assume
this initiative for two primary reasons. For one, the Senate through
its active involvement in the construction and dedication of temples
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possessed sufficient control over the process. Secondly, and more
significantly, complete Senatorial control was not required because
of the mutual trust between Senate and magistrates. Magistrates knew
what kinds of actions would be acceptable to the Senate and wanted
Senatorial approval for those actions to further their own career. In
turn, the Senate cooperated in implementing their actions; when the
need arose it could still take the initiative itself. The means by which
the Romans erected new temples thus sheds important light on the
relationship between individual initiative and collective responsibility
in Republican Rome.






CHAPTER ONE

ORIGINS

The construction of new temples in Rome presents a tangled series
of interrelated questions bearing on Roman religion and Roman
politics. On some occasions, a temple was erected in honor of a
divinity who was already receiving cult worship in Rome, at an altar
in an inaugurated templum but without an aedes.' As the essential
religious act of antiquity was the animal sacrifice, which took place
at an altar, a temple was not strictly necessary to the performance of
cult and its construction was often a secondary development. On
other occasions, a temple was erected to a deity who already pos-
sessed a sanctuary complete with temple, so that in this case also the
erection of a new temple marked another stage in the development
of the cult. At other times, however, the decision to erect a temple
led to the introduction of a completely new cult, in honor of a divin-
ity who had never previously been worshipped in Rome. The con-
struction of these temples thus had the potential to profoundly alter
the religious landscape of Rome, by importing new and/or foreign
divinities. One question which will concern us later in this study is
whether the same procedures were utilized for the construction of
these temples as for temples to recognized deities. Yet before we can
begin to analyze the procedures involved in the construction of new
temples, we are faced with a more basic question: why did the Romans
introduce new temples and new cults to their pantheon in the first
place? Studies of Roman religion have frequently noted that the
Romans were always prepared to add new cults and practices, yet
no satisfactory explanation has been offered for this trait or for the
purposes which this practice served. Most scholars have searched for
a single theory which would explain all the cults introduced to Rome,
yet the cults and the needs to which they responded seem so varied
that a single explanation may not be possible. After reviewing several

' The word templum signifies a properly consecrated space in which religious ritu-
als could be performed, while the word aedes (less frequently sacellum or fanum) usu-
ally designates the temple as a religious structure. On templum, see Catalano (1978),
esp. 467-479.
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theories which have been offered for the introduction of new cults to
Rome, we will turn to an examination of the circumstances in which
new temples were vowed in an attempt to understand this practice.

I. Theories on Temple Vowing

Some scholars have been content to sketch the existence of foreign
gods in Rome without making an attempt to explain their presence.’
Most, however, have searched for ways to explain the Romans’ ten-
dency to add new gods to their pantheon. Georg Wissowa, the first
great student of Roman religion, argued that this phenomenon was
an integral part of the Roman religious system. In his view, the key
to polytheism’s tolerance, as practiced by the Romans, was not to
offend any divine legal claim.* He proposed that as the growth in
Rome’s hegemony brought the state in contact with other gods and
made their existence known to the Romans, the Romans had to make
an effort to propitiate those gods in addition to their own gods. These
gods had a “right” to worship just as the Roman gods did; in order
to avoid a breach in the pax deum, the Romans vowed temples to
foreign deities and accepted their cults in Rome. Some cases do seem
to suit this theory, but the argument runs into a significant difficulty.
The Romans did not recognize the divine claim of every foreign god
they encountered, but rather they were choosy as to whom they
allowed into their religious circle.* Alan Watson has recently pro-
vided a more apt summation of the Roman options when faced with
a foreign cult:

One of two official responses was possible. Either the foreign religion
or ritual was accepted by the state and incorporated as part of the
official religion, or the foreign performance of the religion itself was
declared to be criminal, independently even of excesses associated with
it. Both approaches have a long history at Rome. Which was accepted
depended on the times and the nature of the religion.®

2 E.g. Rose (1949), 88-106; Bailey (1932), 109-142.

% Wissowa, RKR 38~46.

* The repeated injunctions against Isis in the second and first centuries provide
one of the most famous examples of the Romans’ rejection and suppression of a
foreign cult they had encountered. An earlier example is the goddess Nortia, who
was not brought to Rome from Volsinii even though the Volsinian god Vortumnus
was. Cf. Taylor (1923), 154-57.

5 Watson (1992), 58.
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Simply encountering a foreign cult was not reason enough to intro-
duce that cult to Rome. Watson’s response changes the focus to a
determination of the nature of religions permitted in Rome and the
times which demanded their introduction. This entire line of analy-
sis, however, takes no note of the non-foreign deities who were given
temples in Rome during the Republic, and these are in fact more
numerous than the foreign deities. Any attempt to explain the intro-
duction of new cults in Rome must explain all new gods, and not
merely the foreigners.

Many other scholars have believed that the Romans introduced
new cults out of a feeling of insecurity, that their own gods were no
longer sufficient. W. W. Fowler, in his classic Religious Experience of the
Roman People, wrote that the story of Roman religion during the
Republic was

that of the gradual discovery of the inadequacy of this early formalised
and organised religion to cope with what we may call new religious
experience; that is with the difficulties and perils met with by the Roman
people in their extraordinary advance in the world, and with the new
ideas of religion and morals which broke in on them in the course of
their contact with other peoples.®

This theory is similar to Wissowa’s in that it revolves around the
contact with foreign gods, but it places emphasis on the notion that
such contact revealed weaknesses in the Roman religious system. This
line of reasoning has had a powerful influence in discussions of Roman
religion. Thirty-five years later, J. Bayet wrote in a similar vein that

if every individual action showed the need to refer oneself to a super-
natural energy, the social or collective emergencies—always the same,
wars, plagues, famines, earthquakes; and always insufficiently conjured
away—required the recourse to new divinities, whose new force propped
up the more ancient religious routines.’

Both Fowler and Bayet, and others as well, argue from the assump-
tion that the Romans introduced new gods from a position of weak-
ness, that the new gods were meant to strengthen a religious system
which was increasingly becoming decrepit.® The moralizing tone

8 Fowler, RERP 248. For his overall treatment of new cults, cf. 223-269.

7 Bayet (1969), 120. The first edition of this work was published in 1956.

8 Cf. also Bardon (1955), 168; Schilling (1969), 461; Toynbee (1965), 2.478. For
a specific application of this principle, cf. Champeaux (1987), 30, who argues that
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evident in such analyses, viewing the development of Roman reli-
gion as a debasement from a pure and primitive state, formed part
of a progressivist view which explained the rise of Christianity as
responding to a spiritual need which Roman religion no longer met;
such a position can no longer be upheld.®

One major problem with this view lies in the fact that the ten-
dency to absorb new cults is inherent in Roman religion and present
from the very beginning.'"® The Romans possessed no cults which
could truly be called their own, excepting perhaps only the Penates
which Aeneas was supposed to have brought with him when fleeing
the sack of Troy. All other cults, including the Capitoline triad of
Jupiter, Juno and Minerva which lay at the heart of the state reli-
glon, were taken from neighboring peoples. Even if we make allow-
ances for the Etruscans being the dominant power in early Rome
and so do not count Etruscan divinities as foreign, the first century
of the Republic saw the introduction of two cults which are of Greek
origin: Castor and Pollux who received a temple in 494 and Apollo
who received one in 431. The cult of Hercules, which according to
Livy was celebrated with the Greek rite, apparently goes back even
further; the foundation of the cult at the Ara Maxima was ascribed
to the Arcadian king Evander, supposedly a contemporary of Aeneas.'
In view of these very conspicuous examples, it can not be main-
tained that the introduction of new, foreign gods is a late phenom-
enon which indicates the increasing poverty of the Roman religious
system. Rather, this process should be considered a token of health,
an indication that Roman religion is functioning normally.

A more recent study of J. A. North has emphasized that in many
cases we should view the introduction of new cults as a sign of strength,
not weakness.'? The acquisition of new gods parallels an acquisition
of power and of land; just as Rome was strengthened by adding new
territory and new citizens, so too it was strengthened by adding new
gods to the pantheon. Rather than being done out of need to prop

the old cults of Fortuna “had become too old to respond still to the needs of the
men of this time” and hence were supplemented by the new cults of Fortuna
Primigenia and Fortuna Equestris.

® See the comments of J. A. North (1976), 10, on Toynbee.

10 Cf. Wardman (1982), 1-21.

' Livy 1.7.

'2 North (1976), 11. Palmer in his discussion of Juno in Italy, (1974) 1-56, also
seems to follow this view. Some hints of this view can be detected in certain comments
of earlier writers, including Wissowa, but they are not given full consideration.
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up a dying religion, the addition of new gods functioned as a con-
scious display of Rome’s growing power. The establishment of a foreign
cult in Rome served as a mark of Roman domination of the deity’s
country of origin; even its gods have been brought to Rome. For
instance, the evocatio of Juno Regina in 396, when the Romans in-
stalled the Juno of Veii in a new temple on the Aventine hill, put
the final stamp on the Roman eradication of Veii. The capture of
the deity and her establishment in Rome served as a symbol for
Rome’s subjugation of the people whom the goddess was supposed
to protect: Rome’s domination was so complete that she had even
appropriated Veii’s gods. It is significant that the two cities, besides
Veii, which are most often thought to have undergone an evocatio are
Volsinii and Carthage, both of which were mortal enemies of Rome,
-subdued and completely destroyed only after a long and arduous
struggle.”® In a similar but less bellicose manner, the erection of the
temple to Diana in Rome, ascribed to Servius Tullius, undoubtedly
was meant to symbolize the transfer of power in the Latin League
from Aricia to Rome.'"* The welcome of these gods to Rome was a
sign of Roman strength in absorbing them, and the communities
which they guarded, into the Roman sphere.

Both of these approaches, the “weakness” model and the “strength”
model, have some validity, as each has several examples to recom-
mend it. Yet both are selective in only explaining a limited number
of new cults, and in their effort to construct a cohesive model, both
have gotten away from the core of Roman religion as the Romans
themselves saw it. The essence of Roman religion was to maintain

3 On Volsinii, cf. Varro LL 5.46; Propertius 4.2.3; Fowler RERP, 201; Scullard
(1981), 174-75; Wissowa RKR, 233-34; Latte RRG, 191-92; Basanofl (1947), 56-63.
On Carthage, see Macrobius 3.9.7; Serv. Ad. Aen. 12.841; Wissowa RKR, 312-13;
Latte RRG, 346, n. 4; Basanoff 63-66. I am not convinced by Girard (1989), who
argues, based on Ovid, Fasti 3.839-846, that Minerva Capta came from Falerii to
Rome as the result of an evocatio. As Dumézil, ARR 427, pointed out, the fact the
Minerva possessed this surname is a good reason for believing that this was nof an
evocatio; see also Basanoff (1947), 50-52. Nor do I believe that the inscription de-
scribed by Hall (1972) offers evidence of an eocatio; even Hall is content to state
that the ceremony was “similar to evocatie” and “what this vow involved is unclear.”
In general, I believe that the role played by evocatio in Roman Republican religion
has been vastly overstated by modern scholars, based on late notices in Pliny the
Elder (WH 28.18) and Macrobius (3.9). Only Juno Regina is firmly attested to have
come to Rome in this manner.

'* Livy 1.45; Val. Max. 7.3.1; Dion. Hal. 4.26. Cf. Wissowa RKR, 200-201; Platner
& Ashby, 149-50; Gordon (1934), 10; Latte, RRG 173; Palmer, (1974) 62.
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the pax deum, the favor of the gods."” Livy’s descriptions of religious
rites show clearly that maintaining the pax deum was essential to the
growth of the Roman state, and on several occasions this link is made
explicitly.'® For instance when the Romans were about to embark on
a war against Perseus, the Senate decreed that “the prodigies should
be expiated and the peace of the gods sought by prayers.”'” Every
rite and ritual in Roman religion was directed at insuring that favor,
including the famous Roman need for the punctilious performance
of these rites and rituals. The most famous passage about the proper
performance of rituals comes from Pliny the Elder:

We see that the highest magistrates have entreated with fixed prayers
and lest any word be omitted or spoken out of place, a reader first
dictates, another is appointed guardian who keeps watch, another is
appointed who orders a strict silence, and a fluteplayer plays, so that
nothing else is heard.'®

If an error did occur during the performance of the ritual, then the
ceremony was repeated in its entirety, a practice known as instauratio."®
The purpose of the instauratio was to ensure that the gods were sat-
isfied with the Romans’; offering; Cicero explicitly stated that “the
minds of the immortal gods were pleased by the repeated perfor-
mance of games.”® Thus the introduction of new cults and the con-
struction of new temples must have responded to this desire in some
way and served to maintain the pax deum.

One important element of Roman religion to bear in mind is that
most actions undertaken by the Romans to cultivate the pax deum
were capable of two or more interpretations. Most commonly, reli-
gious actions served either as a plea for help in the future or as an

B Cf. e.g. Wissowa, RKR 327-29; Latte, RRG 40—41; Bayet (1969), 58—60; Schilling
(1969), 443; Wardman (1982), 7-8.

16 See now Linderski (1993), 55-57, who notes that while this theme is very
important to Livy, the historian actually uses the term pax deum very infrequently:
only eleven usages in the entire extant work. As Linderski notes, a full study of this
phrase is badly needed.

17 Livy 42.2.3: prodigia expiari pacemque deum peti precationibus. For other examples, cf.
Livy 3.5.14; 3.8.1; 7.7.2. See also Cicero, Rab. Perd. 5, for a more personal plea for
the favor of the gods.

'8 Pliny, NH 28.3.11: “videmusque certis precationibus obsecrasse summos magistralus et ne
quod verborum praetereatur aut praeposterum dicatur, de scriplo praeive aliquem rursusque alium
custodem dari qui adtendat, alium vero praeponi qui favere linguis tubeat, tibicinem canere ne quid
aliud exaudiatur.” On this passage, see Koves-Zulauf (1972), 21-63.

19 See Cohee (1994) for a recent discussion of this practice.

0 Cicero, HR 11.23: mentes deorum immortalium ludorum instauratione placantur.
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expression of gratitude for past benefits. The supplicatio is a particu-
larly good example of this phenomenon, as on some occasions this
ritual was declared as a means to win the gods’ favor during a threat-
ening situation, while on other occasions it was declared as a period
of thanksgiving following a great victory. To take one early example,
in 463 the Senate ordered the people to supplicate the gods on ac-
count of a pestilence, while in 449 supphcationes were decreed by the
Senate to celebrate victories over the Sabines.?’ The vow of a new
temple similarly could either mark a plea for help at a critical point
in time, or it could express gratitude for the successful resolution of
a military or civil crisis. This is particularly true of temples built
following a general’s vow in battle, for such temples effectively served
both purposes; even if the temple had been vowed during a critical
moment in the battle, it would not have been built until after the
crisis had long passed, so that the construction and dedication would
have served as a public thank-offering to the god who had responded
to his plea. This dual nature of actions undertaken to preserve the
pax deum plays a critical role in understanding the situations in which
new temples were vowed.

Closely related to the Roman belief in the pax deum is their belief
that they were the most religious people in the world. Cicero writes
“if we wish to compare ourselves with foreign peoples, we will find
that in other matters we are equal or even inferior, but in religion,
that is in the cult of the gods, we are much superior.”? He expresses
a similar sentiment elsewhere: “in piety and religion we have out-
stripped all the nations.””® Nor was Cicero alone in his belief; other
Roman authors from Virgil to Livy evince the belief that Rome owed
her greatness to her superior cultivation of the favor of the gods.*
Part of this superior cultivation of the gods may be seen in the number

2 Livy 3.7.7, 3.63.5. Other examples are plentiful, including an instance in 193
where the consul demanded a supplicatio in addition to his triumph to thank the
gods, while the decemviri after consulting the Sibylline books in the same year de-
creed a supplicatio on account of numerous prodigies (Livy 35.8-9). Cf. Halkin (1953),
9-13, who actually divides supplicationes into three categories: expiatory, propitiatory,
and gratulatory. I make less of a distinction between the first two which, as Halkin
himself noted, are very similar, differing only in whether it was celebrated after an
“actual” calamity or before an “imminent” one.

2 Cicero, ND 2.3.8: Et si conferre volumus nostra cum externis, ceteris rebus aut pares aut
etiam inferiores reperiemur, religione 1d est cultu deorum multo superiores.

B Cicero, HR 9.19: pictate ac religione omnes gentes superavimus.

# Livy’s view of religion is more complex than this simple statement, but such a

belief is part of his view. Cf. Walsh (1961), 46-81 and especially 66-69.
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of temples in Rome: having the greatest number of temples is one
indication of being the religiosissimi people. In broad terms, this may
help to explain the inherent Roman tendency to introduce new cults,
yet it runs into the same criticisms as the theory of Wissowa; if more
equals better, then why didn’t the Romans introduce even more gods?
Why be discriminating at all? There must be other factors at work,
and our task is to draw them out.

The place to begin attacking this problem is to focus on the situ-
ations in which new temples were vowed, because the vow invari-
ably brought about the construction of a new temple. It has been
noted that the vow was the critical moment for obtaining the favor
of the gods.® At that moment the contract between the gods and the
Romans was created, that if the gods acted in the specified way, the
Romans would perform the specified ritual. The actual performance
of the ritual could come after the gods had come to their aid. The
fulfillment of the vow therefore did not help to obtain the gods’
assistance in an emergency, but it was necessary to maintain good
relations with the gods after the fact. The issue of how far a magis-
trate’s vow put the state under an obligation will be treated in Chapter
Two; here we are concerned with what circumstances led the Ro-
mans to vow new temples. One fact will rapidly become evident:
temples were vowed under a wide variety of conditions, but the same
set of conditions at different times did not necessarily produce the
same result, i.e. the construction of a new temple. This state of affairs
reflects the flexibility of Roman religion and once again illustrates
the close relationship between religion and politics at Rome.

I1. Situations Resulting in New Temples

Of the approximately eighty public temples which were dedicated
between 509 and the mid-first century, we have reports for the vow-
ing of forty-eight, or approximately sixty percent.”® Evidence for the
foundation of the remaining temples in Rome is lacking, so our
conclusions must remain somewhat tentative. In some cases, an an-
cient source makes reference to a temple which was clearly standing

% Cf. Rohde (1932), 11.
% See Appendix One for a list of all temples known to have been dedicated in
Rome during the period under discussion.
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at the time, but whose foundation is not recorded in any of our
sources; for instance, a temple to Luna is mentioned by Livy in
connection with the prodigies of 182 and 1is attested both on the
stone fasti and by Ovid, yet no record of its founding survives.” For
such temples, we can not even be sure of the date of the temple’s
foundation, let alone the circumstances which attended its vowing.
For other temples we know something of the circumstances of their
foundation, but nothing specifically about the timing of the vow. For
instance, five temples were built by aediles out of the fines they
collected during their term in office.® The exact moment of the vow
is often not recorded for these temples, so it is difficult to determine
whether these temples should be considered the result of entreaties
or thanksgiving, and they are best omitted from this analysis.?® Nev-
ertheless two facts should give us confidence in conclusions drawn
from the information we do have. For one, the missing data is due
primarily to the loss of Livy’s narrative for the years 292-219 and
after 167. Thus it can not be argued that the known cases are known
simply because they deviated from normal; in fact many of the re-
ports on new temples are entirely unexceptional. Second, the picture
drawn from the surviving evidence is sufficiently clear to allow us to
have confidence in the outlines.

The circumstances in which new temples were vowed can be di-
vided into two broad categories. A few were vowed as a response to
an internal, civil situation involving only the Romans and their gods;

7 Livy 40.2.1-2; Ovid, Fasti 3.883-84. The assumption made by most scholars is
that the loss of Livy’s history for the years 292-219 is responsible for our lack of
knowledge about many of these temples.

% The temples include Concordia (Livy 9.46; Pliny, NH 33.19), Venus (Livy
10.31.9), Victoria (Livy 10.33.9), Libertas (Livy 24.16.19), and Faunus (Livy 33.42).

® In one case our sources give a clear answer: the temple of Concordia, vowed
by Cn. Flavius after he alienated the nobility by publishing a legal calendar, was
intended to help reconcile the Orders during his year in office (Livy 9.46; Pliny, NH
33.19). For the other cases, however, we are left with speculation. The temple of
Faunus was built with money collected from the pecuari; it could either thank the
patron of the flocks for his help in bringing these shepherds to heel, or it could have
been a request for his help when the aediles set out to do so. Similarly, the temple
for Venus was erected with money obtained from women who were convicted of
stuprum. There is a certain irony in this fact, but we can not be sure of its significance,
nor indeed whether the equation of the Roman Venus with the Greek Aphrodite
had fully taken hold at the time of the temple’s construction in 295. There may
have been a feeling in this case, like that of Faunus, that the proceeds of the fines
should go to the deity to whose jurisdiction those who paid the fines belonged. For
the other two aedilician temples, we are not informed about the source of the aediles’
fines.
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these account for approximately one-fifth of the total, and include
such natural phenomena as plagues (two temples), droughts (two
temples), and other portents (four temples), as well as internal crises
such as a mutiny (two temples). The remaining four-fifths about which
we have information were vowed as a response to an external, mili-
tary situation involving a foreign enemy. This category consists mainly
of twenty-six temples (fifty-four percent of the overall total) which
were certainly vowed by generals on their campaigns, many at criti-
cal points in the battle. For a further eleven temples (twenty-three
percent), we know that they were vowed during a particular war,
e.g. the First Punic War, but we can not be sure of who made the
vow or under what circumstances owing to the loss of the relevant
sources. Two other temples (four percent), Mens and Venus Erycina,
were vowed on the orders of the Sibylline Books following the de-
feats at Trebia and Lake Trasimene against Hannibal.®** All of these
situations presented crises that threatened the welfare, or at times
the very existence, of the Roman state, and thus the pax deum would
have been a paramount concern. Yet maintaihing good relations with
the gods is not a sufficient explanation for the vowing of new temples.
Not every similar situation resulted in the vowing of a new temple,
but sometimes met with another religious response; the pax deum could
be assured by a variety of means. An examination of the situations
in which new temples were vowed will enable us to offer some sug-
gestions as to why the vow of a new temple was considered the
appropriate response on some occasions but not on others.
Temples vowed in response to an internal situation often responded
to a prodigy or a sign that there was a rupture in the pax deum which
needed to be repaired. Four temples arose as a consequence of pes-
tilence or a drought, which the Romans believed came from the
gods as punishment for some flaw in their relationship. In these cases,
the prodigy itself threatened the health of the Roman state, as a
prolonged plague or famine presented one of the gravest threats to
ancient cities. In other cases, temples were erected in response to por-
tents which, while causing little actual harm, were considered to por-
tend no less of a threat to the Roman state. For instance, during the
war against Pyrrhus in the early third century, the terracotta statue

% The temple of Tellus, vowed after an earthquake struck during a battle, has
been counted under “portents” and under “war”, and thus the total exceeds one
hundred percent.



ORIGINS 21

of Summanus in the pediment of the temple of Jupiter Optimus
Maximus was struck by lightning and hurled from the pediment.
The lightning was perceived as a sign that something was not right
in the Romans’ relations with the gods, a situation which the Romans
believed could have dire consequences for their campaign against
Pyrrhus, and as a result a temple was erected specifically for Sum-
manus to appease the god of night lightning.®! Similarly, in 114, a
temple was vowed to Venus Verticordia, a Venus who turns hearts
from lust to chastity, as part of the expiation following the unchastity
of three Vestal Virgins.®? Such unchastity could be viewed as a sign
that the pax deum had been shattered, and this temple was meant to
correct the flaw and to placate the goddess; it also served as a visible
reminder of Roman moral values.*® These temples all arose from a
clearly visible rupture in the pax deum which presented a direct threat
to the welfare of the state.

Yet repairing a breach in the pax deum is not a sufficient explana-
tion for the decision to erect a new temple in Rome; not every in-
ternal crisis met with this result. A drought or a plague which resulted
in the construction of a new temple in one instance might be handled
in a different manner fifty years later. The converse is true as well:
prodigies which usually did not lead to the erection of a new temple,
such as a shower of stones, did on occasion have that consequence.
Furthermore, several temples were vowed not during an internal cri-
sis, but only afler the crisis had already passed. Such temples were
clearly not intended to repair a breach in the pax deum, and are
therefore even more problematic. The matter is thus not as simple
as it might seem at first. There must be other factors at work influ-
encing the decision to build a new temple. A closer examination of
the circumstances under which new temples were built will make
this point clearer, and also shed light on some of these “other” factors.

The Roman reaction to various episodes of pestilence is instruc-
tive, since of the numerous episodes of pestilence recorded by Livy
only two resulted in the erection of a temple. Rome in the early
years following the expulsion of the Tarquins may not have had a
god specifically devoted to healing; certainly there was no temple to

' Ovid, Fasti 6.731.

%2 Obs. 37, Val. Max. 8.15.2.

% On Venus Verticordia and the problems posed by unchastity among the Vestals,
see further Chapter Three, p. 88 and n. 40, pp. 102-3.
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a healing deity.* According to the literary tradition, the kings of
Rome had built temples to the following deities: Jupiter Feretrius,
Jupiter Stator, Vesta, Janus, Saturn, Pallor and Pavor, Jupiter Capito-
linus, Diana, and Fortuna.* The first temple vowed under the Repub-
lic was the temple of Castor, which was built in the middle of
the Forum, near the Temple of Vesta and the spring of Juturna.
Although Castor was introduced as the patron of horsemen follow-
ing the battle at Lake Regillus, it appears that one element of this
temple was a role in healing the sick.’® For the next sixty years this
was the sole temple in Rome, as far as we know, with any aspect
devoted to healing. In 436 a pestilence struck Rome, which caused
the people to offer up a public prayer (obsecratio) under the direction
of the duumviri’” The following year the pestilence was worse, which
encouraged the Fidenates to attack Rome itself and caused the
appointment of a dictator to meet that threat. Finally in 433 Livy
reports that a temple was vowed to Apollo for the health of the
people. We see a clear progression here; the original expiation failed
to avert the anger of the gods and in fact that anger intensified.
Only after three years of plague and the failure of at least one recorded
attempt to end the plague was the new temple vowed. Even before
the construction of the temple, Apollo seems to have been known in
Rome, for Livy speaks of a Senate meeting in 449 which took place
in the precinct which “even then they called Apollinar.”*® Although
Apollo had many aspects as a god, the temple, his first in Rome,
was specifically dedicated to Apollo Medicus.* The erection of a
temple to Apollo has been taken to indicate that the Romans had

3 A cult of Minerva Medica is attested during the Republic by Cicero, De Div.
2.123, and CIL 6.10133 and 6.30980. However it is unlikely that the cult dates to
the early Republic.

% Jupiter Feretrius: Livy 1.10.6, Dion. Hal. 2.34; Jupiter Stator: Livy 10.12, Dion.
Hal. 2.50; Vesta: Plut. Muma 14.1; Janus: Livy 1.19.2; Saturn: Macrobius 1.8.1; Pallor
and Pavor: Livy 1.27.7; Jupiter Capitolinus: Livy 1.38.7, 1.55; Diana: Livy 1.45,
Dion. Hal. 4.26; Fortuna: Livy 10.46.14, Dion. Hal. 4.40, Plut. QR 74.

% On the introduction of Castor and Pollux, see below p. 30. For the healing
aspect of the temple of the Dioscuri, see Schilling (1979), 344-47, who bases his
case on scholia which indicate incubation or healing in the temple (Ad Persium 2.56
[Buechler, p. 20]) and the connection with the spring, whose curative powers both
Varro (LL 5.71) and Propertius (3.22.6) mention.

3 For the events of this and the following years, see Livy 4.20-25.

% Livy 3.63.7: iam tum Apollinare appellabant.

% See Livy 40.51 for the surname. According to Asconius (fn Cic. Tog. Cand.,
80-81), this was the only temple of Apollo in Rome prior to Augustus.
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lost faith in the ability of their existing gods to combat the plague,
none of whom was really a healing god to begin with. Apollo was
therefore approached and given the specific task of being god of
healing who could end the misery inflicted on the Romans by this
plague.

Almost one hundred and fifty years later a similar series of events
led to the introduction of Aesculapius into the Roman circle of gods.
In 295, the Roman success in the Samnite war was tempered by a
plague which struck the city and by prodigies.* The Sibylline Books
were consulted, but to no avail, for two years later Livy reports that
the pestilence was ravaging both city and country. The devastation
caused by the plague was such that in itself it was considered a por-
tent, and once again the Books were consulted. This time, it was dis-
covered that Aesculapius must be brought to Rome from Epidaurus,
and, although the consuls were too busy with campaigning to do
anything in that year, the god was finally brought to Rome in 291.
In the Hellenistic world, Aesculapius was the preeminent healing god,
and his sanctuary in Epidaurus was considered the most ancient and
true home of the god. Again we see the progression of attempts to
end the plague before resorting to the introduction of a new deity.
And once again the god introduced is more intimately connected
with healing than his predecessor: although Apollo was a healing
god he also had many other aspects, while Aesculapius’ sole function
was as a healer. The Roman pantheon thus underwent further spe-
cialization, which appears to make the sequence fit the weakness
schema: the older, more general god was no longer considered suffi-
cient in the face of increasing difficulties.

While the desire to have a deity more and more closely devoted
to healing may play some role in the successive introductions of Apollo
and Aesculapius, it does not tell the whole story. On several other
occasions, progressive attempts were made to expiate a pestilence
without eventually resorting to the introduction of ‘a new temple or
a new god to counter the misery. For instance, a terrible pestilence
broke out in 365, which lasted into 364 when a lectisternium was held
with the object of appeasing the divine wrath.*' The ludi scenici were
held for the first time in conjunction with this lctisternium, but even

“ For these events, see Livy 10.31.8-9; 10.47.6-7; Per. 11. On Aesculapius in
Rome, see Roesch, (1982); Musial, (1990).
* Livy 7.1.7-2.3.
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that failed to remove the pestilence. Finally in 363, “it is said that
the elders recollected that a pestilence had once been allayed by the
driving of a nail by a dictator.”* This ancient ceremony, which was
also enacted in the cella of Minerva at the temple of Capitoline Jupiter
to mark the passage of years, was then performed, and the pestilence
apparently ceased, for no more is heard about it. Again we see a
three-stage progression, from plague to one attempt to ease it to the
final successful appeasement; in this instance however the ultimate
step was not the introduction of a new cult, but a return to an ancient
ceremony which, according to Livy, only the elders remembered. This
same expiation of driving a nail was repeated in 331, after another
plague had lasted into a second year, and also in 263.** One should
also note that no expiation at all was performed for a plague which
struck in 412.* These examples show clearly that the same problem
could lead to very different responses, so that the construction of a
new temple can not simply be a response to a breach in the pax
deum. In the case of Aesculapius, his introduction may be tied to the
Roman maneuverings as the Third Samnite War wound down and
Roman attention focused more closely on Magna Graecia.® This
episode provides one instance of how religious decisions could be
influenced by non-religious factors.

The Roman response to several droughts presents many similari-
ties and some significant differences to their approach to plagues.
During the regal period, there is evidence for several vegetation or
harvest deities, including Consus, Ceres, Mars and others; however,
none of these deities possessed a temple yet.* In 496, however, the
Romans were engaged in a war with the Volscians and there was a
great fear that food supplies would fail entirely, “because the land
had borne no crops and food from the outside could no longer be

2 Livy 7.3.3: repetitum ex seniorum memoria dicitur pestilentiam quondam clavo ab dictatore
Sfixo sedatam. This event is also attested in the fasti Capitolini which indicate the elec-
tion of a dictator causa clavi figendae.

# The ceremony of 331 is attested by Livy 8.18.2 as well as the fasti Capitolini,
while the ceremony of 263 is attested only in the fasti.

* Livy 4.52.

* This argument is fully developed in Chapter Three, pp. 106-8.

% The antiquity of such gods as Consus, Ceres, and Mars is shown by their
presence on the so-called “Calendar of Numa” and/or by the existence of a flamen,
the most ancient priests of Rome. Mars, who is better known as the god of war,
seems to have been a vegetation deity originally. On the calendar, see Michels (1967);
on the flamen, see now Vanggaard (1988).
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imported because of the war.”*” The dictator Postumius ordered the
duumuiri to consult the Sibylline Books, which advised the Romans to
propitiate Ceres, Liber and Libera. Therefore, Postumius vowed that
if abundance returned to the land, he would build a temple to the
triad and institute annual sacrifices. Following the successful conclu-
sion of the war and the return of prosperity to the land, a temple for
this triad was built on the Aventine hill, since they were considered
responsible for averting the danger from Rome.

Several other droughts or food shortages are recorded in the sources
later in the fifth century and down into the fourth and third centu-
ries.® Yet none of these famines seems to have resulted in extraor-
dinary religious measures, as for instance a consultation of the Sibylline
Books. Only in the midst of a drought in the middle of the third
century did the Romans again respond by vowing a temple on the
orders of the Sibylline Books, this time to Flora, another vegetation
deity.* Like Ceres, Flora was an ancient Italian goddess who was
already receiving cult worship in Rome prior to the construction of
her temple.®® The question that immediately presents itself is why
the Romans chose to honor Ceres with a temple in the early fifth
century and then took no similar actions for an additional two hun-
dred fifty years before erecting a temple to Flora. There do not seem
to be sufficient differences in the descriptions of the food shortages
to account for the different religious responses, which again reminds
us that problems with the pax deum alone can not explain the deci-
sion to erect a new temple.

For these two temples we can point to some factors which may
have influenced at least the choice of deity to honor. One suggestion
offered for the temple of Ceres is that it was intended to offset the
contemporaneous introduction of Castor and Pollux. Ceres was closely
connected to the plebs, and so her introduction in 496 would balance
out the Dioscuri, who as patrons of horsemen were more connected

# Dion. Hal. 6.17: moAbv adtoig mapéaxov gdPov b émheiyovoar, THic te Yig dxbprov
yevopévng kol thg EEwbev dyopdg odxétt mapaxoutlopévng did tov moHAepov.

% See Garnsey (1988), 167-181, for an account of these incidents.

* This temple to Flora is usually dated either to 241, following Vell. Pat. 1.14.8,
or to 238, following Pliny, NH 18.286. See Degrassi (1963), 450—452.

% Legend held that Titus Tatius had erected an altar to her in Rome, and she
had her own priest, the flamen Floralis, which also attests her antiquity (Varro, LL
7.45). Furthermore, she received sacrifice from the Arval Brethren in their sacred
grove, along with such ancient Roman cults as Janus, Jupiter, Juno and Vesta (Henzen,
Acta Frat. Ar. 146).
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with the wealthier Romans and whose temple had been vowed at
Lake Regillus.®® Another possible explanation is that Flora represented
a slightly different domain than Ceres, one that perhaps was less
appropriate in 496. A passage in Ovid’s Fasti about a peculiar rite
during the Floralia, when goats and hares were set loose in the Cir-
cus Maximus, indicates “that forests were not given to her [Flora],
but gardens and fields which were not to be entered by warlike wild
beasts.”? The contrast in this passage is clearly with the areas watched
over by Ceres; during the Cerealia foxes were set loose in the Circus
and foxes certainly belong in the woods rather than in domestic fields.*
Perhaps the third century drought particularly affected the domestic
fields and gardens, which led to a new temple for the goddess who
was responsible for their protection. The loss of Livy’s narrative here
is particularly crucial here, for we know that the construction of this
temple was unique: it was the only temple built on the advice of the
Sibylline Books which was erected by aediles.®* More information
about the context in which this temple was built would help shed
light on this matter, but it is clear that the mere fact of drought is
not sufficient to explain the construction of a temple nor the goddess
to whom the temple was dedicated.

Another problem with the notion that temples responded solely to
ruptures in the pax deum is provided by the vowing of a new temple
after a civil crisis had already passed. The temple of Fortuna Muliebris,
whose date of dedication is not preserved, provides the clearest ex-
ample, and the story of its founding deserves close scrutiny.”®> When
Coriolanus was marching on Rome with the Volscians, the Roman
matrons went out to meet him. The entreaties of his aged mother
persuaded Coriolanus not to proceed with his attack on the city, but
to turn back. Following this success of the matrons, the Senate met
and decided that the women should be praised with a public decree

5t Schilling (1976), 59-60, who notes that the dictator Postumius played the cen-
tral role in the introduction of both cults.

82 Ovid, Fasti 5.371-2: non sibi, respondil, silvas cesisse, sed horlos arvaque pugnaci non
adeunda ferae.

% For the celebration of the Cerealia, see Ovid’s Fasti, especially 4.679-712.

% See Chapter Three for the Sibylline Books.

5% The story of Coriolanus is found in Livy 2.24.7-2.40.12 and 8.1-54. The story
of the temple’s founding is omitted by Livy, but appears most completely in Dion.
Hal. 8.55-56. Elements can also be found in Val. Max. 1.8.4; Festus 282L; and
Augustine CD 4.19. Champeaux (1982), 335-373, devotes an entire chapter to vari-
ous aspects of this story, with full bibliography.
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and given a gift of their choice. The women asked only for permis-
sion to found a temple to Fortuna Muliebris on the spot where they
had turned back Coriolanus, and to perform sacrifices on the anni-
versary of that day. The Senate in response promptly decreed that
public funds should be used to buy the land, to erect a temple com-
plete with cult statue and altar, and to perform the sacrifices. The
women themselves were to choose the officiant, and they also of their
own accord dedicated a second statue of the goddess.

This story is remarkable in a number of ways and, as with any-
thing connected to Coriolanus, can not be accepted uncritically. The
story of the temple’s founding, since it is so out of keeping with
normal practice, might be a late invention to explain the foundation
of a temple to this deity. Yet even an anachronistic account main-
tains a semblance of historical accuracy; it reflects the later under-
standing of how events might have transpired, for it does no good if
the story is patently false. So for instance the matrons did not vow
the temple when meeting with Coriolanus, or even after their return
to Rome; women did not vow state temples in Rome, and no an-
cient author could have conceived of such a situation. Only when
the Senate, the controlling force in Roman society, decided to honor
them did they indicate their wish to erect this temple. This would be
a more plausible scenario. Similarly the timing of the decision to
build a temple in the story, after the women had turned back the
renegade, reflects the fact that temples could be vowed afler the threat
to the state had been averted and not only in the midst of crises.

The construction of a temple following the successful resolution of
a crisis can no longer be considered a response to a breach in the
pax deum, but a symbol of thanks to the gods. In this case, the temple
was clearly intended to indicate the gratitude of the Romans towards
the tutelary deity of women.*® Even though the Romans had not
specifically prayed to Fortuna Muliebris for help, the building of the
temple would recognize the help she had given to Rome in its hour
of need and so help maintain the pax dewum. However, there is a further
point to note here in the Senate’s close involvement with the details
of construction. Had the sole purpose been to honor the goddess,

6 Cf. Champeaux (1982), 349-373, who argues that Fortuna Muliebris actually
had two prime functions: a tutelary goddess for Roman matrons, but also a protectrice
of the city, especially in view of the location of the temple on the via Latina near
the fossae Cluiliae at the ancient edge of the ager Romanus (368).
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the Senate could simply have approved the women’s request to build
the temple and left the rest of the process to them. The erection of
this temple by the matrons of Rome would have acknowledged the
divine support which they had received and thus strengthened the
pax deum. The Senate’s decision to provide public sanction for their
vow, by setting aside public funds for the temple and annual sacri-
fices, acknowledged not only that the debt to Fortuna Muliebris was
owed by the entire state instead of merely the matrons, but also that
the state owed a debt to the matrons themselves. This aspect of the
story may be an aetiological embroidery, but it is significant none-
theless. The desire of the state to recognize the role played by women
in Roman society can not be considered a religious consideration in
our sense of the word, but this message was conveyed through a
religious building. The story thus offers one example of how non-
religious factors could influence the decision to erect a temple in a
specific instance.

The temples considered so far are those vowed in relation to an
internal crisis rather than to an external, military threat from one of
Rome’s enemies. One of the major differences between these two
situations lies in the fact that the latter were vowed by individuals
acting on their own authority, rather than by the state following the
advice of the Sibylline Books as was often the case with the former.
Yet some of the same characteristics are encountered in analyzing
the circumstances of these vows. Like vows made in response to an
internal crisis, vows made during the course of a military campaign
could either serve as a plea for help at a time of crisis or as a token
of th#nks following a successful encounter. Furthermore the same
variety of responses seen in internal situations is evident in generals’
actions; some generals vowed temples, while others vowed different
objects and many generals made no vows at all. Again let us exam-
ine a few examples.

The most common scenario, repeated many times in the text of
Livy, was for a general, in the heat of battle and unsure of the
outcome, to vow a temple if the gods granted him the victory. This
attitude is explicit in the vow of Appius Claudius Caecus recorded
by Livy at a critical moment in a battle against the Etruscans and
the Samnites in 296: “Bellona, if today you grant victory to us, then
I vow to you a temple.”’” Other generals made similar vows for the

5 Livy 10.19: Bellona, si hodie nobis victoriam duis, ast ego tibi templum voveo. Even if
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same reason just before the battle began, rather than waiting until a
critical moment.®® Such vows seem to originate from a position of
weakness, in that the consul expressed concern that his forces were
not strong enough to defeat the enemy without additional divine
support. Note, however, that it is the general’s perceived weakness of
his own position, and not the perceived weakness of the Roman
national gods in dealing with this crisis, that is at issue here. In fact,
almost none of the divinities who received temples as the result of a
battlefield vow can be considered foreign.® In the case just cited,
Bellona, the personification of war (bellum), can hardly be considered
a foreign deity, although she may not have been recognized by the
state until this vow of Appius Claudius. The divinity, in exchange
for a temple and continual worship in Rome, is asked to shore up
any potential deficiencies in the battle plan and ensure the victory
for the general. There is no sense that the Roman gods were not
sufficient to meet the threat without the help of foreign gods, but
that Appius was not able to meet the threat without the help of a
Roman god.

In other instances the outcome of the battle was already decided
when the general vowed a new temple, so the point of his vow can
not be to guarantee victory. The clearest example comes from a battle
in Spain fought against the Celtiberians in 180. This battle was very
hard-fought, and the Celtiberians nearly succeeded in breaking the
Roman line until the commander Fulvius Flaccus ordered the cav-
alry into the center of the fray. Livy reports the subsequent events as
follows:

Then indeed all the Celtiberians were turned to flight and the Roman
commander, gazing upon the backs of the enemy, vowed a temple to
Fortuna Equestris and games to Jupiter Optimus Maximus.®

The temple to Jupiter Victor was similarly vowed at Sentinum in
295 as the consul pressed on to the enemy’s camp after their line
had been broken; in this battle the favor of the gods had already

Livy has put these intentionally archaizing words in Appius’ mouth, they reflect his
understanding of the sentiment behind such vows.

¢ E.g. the temple to Fortuna Primigenia (Livy 29.36.8) and the temple to Juno
Sospita (Livy 32.30.10).

% A notable exception is Juno Regina, who came to Rome as the result of the
evocatio performed by Camillus at the siege of Veii in 396. See pp. 62-3.

% Livy 40.40.10: Tunc vero Celtiberi omnes in fugam effunduntur et imperator Romanus
aversos hostes contemplatus aedem Fortunae Equestri Iovigue optimo maximo ludos vovit.
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been obtained by the devotio of Decius Mus.®! Likewise the dictator
Postumius vowed a temple to Castor after his troops had broken
through the Latin line at Lake Regillus in 496 and were pursuing to
the enemy’s camp.®? These vows were not intended to provide the
margin of victory but as a reward for the gods, just as the booty
from the enemy’s camp was to be a reward to the soldiers.®® Such
vows have a different flavor from those made in a moment of dan-
ger and seem more designed to give thanks to a deity who had helped
propel the Romans to victory. Fortuna Equestris and Castor were
patrons of the cavalry, which played a critical role in those two battles,
while Jupiter Victor’s role as patron of victory is self-evident. There
is no sense of weakness evident anywhere in these types of vows.
Thus, vows made by generals on campaign can not be attributed to
weakness, the heat of battle or uncertainty about the outcome.

Furthermore, as with internal crises, it was not necessary for a
general to vow a new temple in order to insure the favor of heaven.
Generals could and did make other vows, ranging from burning the
spoils of the enemy to giving a tithe of the booty to Apollo to cel-
ebrating games.®* The most unusual vow of this type occurred in
293, and is worth reporting in full:

in that very moment of danger, in which it was the custom for temples
to be vowed to the immortal gods, he had vowed a little cup of mead
to Jupiter Victor before he drank wine, if he routed the legions of the
enemy.®

Livy himself recognized that this was the normal moment to vow
temples, and yet the consul, L. Papirius Cursor, vowed only a liba-

& Livy 10.29.14.

6 Livy 2.20.11-12. It is worth noting that Livy chooses to report this version of
the story rather than the variant offered by Dionysius of Halicarnassus (6.13), that
two supernatural horsemen appeared at the critical moment in battle to provide the
victory, and later that same day were seen watering their horses in the spring of
Juturna and announcing the victory. While Dionysius offers an aetiological explana-
tion for the location of the temple, Livy’s version is more in keeping with his con-
ception of how new temples were built, i.e. following a general’s vow in battle.

8 In the case of Postumius’s vow, his promises may have served a dual purpose:
a reward for past successes, but also to offer a further incentive to sack the enemy’s
camp. The propitiatory and gratulatory aspects could thus be represented in a single
VOw.

8 For the games, sec those vowed by the Scipiones below, plus one by military
tribunes (Livy 4.35.3) and one by a dictator (Livy 4.27.2). For burning the spoils,
see Livy 23.46. For the tithe, promised by Camillus at Veii, see Livy 5.23.8.

8 Yivy 10.42.7: in ipso discrimine quo templa deis immorlalibus voveri mos erat lovi Victor,
st legiones hostium fudisset, pocillum mulsi priusquam lemetum biberet . . .
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tion, a vow not recorded anywhere else. No reason is given for his
decision to make this unusual vow rather than the more normal
temple, although Papirius was likely aware of that tradition: after his
campaign his colleague Sp. Carvilius let the contract for a temple to
Fors Fortuna, which had presumably been vowed at some point dur-
ing his campaign.® According to Livy the libation vow had the same
effect as a temple vow normally did, that is, it made Papirius confident
in the successful outcome when the auspices indicated the vow had
been pleasing to the gods. This incident provides proof that vowing
a temple, as opposed to another object, was not necessary to win the
favor of the gods: vowing a temple certainly addressed a religious
need, but that same religious need could be addressed by other means
as well.

This point brings up one more similarity between vows made by
generals on military campaigns and vows made during internal cri-
ses: not every campaign resulted in a vow to build a new temple in
Rome. In fact, the large majority of campaigns resulted in no re-
corded vow at all. During the period under discussion, from 509 to
100 B.c.E., Rome elected approximately eight hundred consuls. Bal-
ancing out the dictators and praetors who led armies on Rome’s
behalf with those consuls who did not lead armies on campaign, this
means that approximately nine out of ten generals did not vow a
new temple while on campaign. It is difficult, if not impossible, to
establish a single theory to explain why some generals but not others
vowed temples, as an exhaustive review of the temples vowed by
generals on campaign shows.®’” The nature of the war or the nature
of the enemy seems to have made no difference; temples were vowed
during important campaigns and insignificant campaigns, against
mortal enemies and against minor tribes, against Greeks and against
“barbarians”. Critical battles or campaigns are no more likely to result
in temple vows than other battles or campaigns; while there does
seem to be increased activity at certain periods of stress, 1.e. when
Rome was engaged in important campaigns whose outcome was in
serious doubt, the Second Punic War, surely one of the most stressful
periods in Roman history, did not result in a greatly increased num-
ber of temples. Nor can individual characteristics provide a defining

% Livy 10.46. Curiously, the vow for the temple is not reported by Livy. Perhaps
the historian or his source only recorded the more unusual of the two vows. On this
temple, see further Chapter Four, pp. 123-24, 135.

7 Cf. the list of temples vowed in Appendix One.
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feature, since all sorts of generals vowed temples: plebeian and patri-
cian, novus homo and nobilis, established statesman and relative neo-
phytes.®®

One factor we must consider is one which we can not even hope
to isolate: the different personalities of the individual generals. The
temples of Tellus and Pales provide the clearest illustration of the
importance of personal predilections and the difficulty in searching
for common factors as an explanation for temple vows. These two
temples were vowed in consecutive years, 268 and 267, years in which
both consuls were given the same provincia.® Although in each year
both consuls celebrated triumphs, these campaigns do not seem par-
ticularly important or distinguished by critical battles, and in each
year only one of the consuls vowed a temple. P. Sempronius Sophus
vowed the temple to Tellus in 268 during the campaign against the
Picenes.” It is recorded that an earthquake struck during this battle,
which, although other propitiatory offerings were possible, provides
an obvious motivation for the vowing of a temple to the goddess
Earth. Yet for the temple of Pales no such aetiology is provided; <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>