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Abstract

This thesis examines warfare, social power, and the state in central Italy for
the period between 900 and 343 BC.' The goal of this research is to better
understand how warfare fit into the dialogue of social power in Etruria and Rome.
This is achieved through the fulfilment of a number of aims. The first is to
understand the patterns of warfare present in central Italy, as these can help us better
understand the social aspects of conflict in the region. The project assumes that the
practise of warfare is important for understanding its role in this dialogue, and thus
an analysis of arms, armour, and tactics is also necessary. The second aim is to
understand how warfare and politics affected one another. The condottieri paradigm
is challenged and the strength of central Italian states asserted. The third aim is to
explain the interaction between warfare and economic power, and the interaction
between these two aspects of social power. The fourth aim is similar, and analyzes
the connections that are visible between warfare and religion.

Through these aims, this project creates a clearer picture of warfare in Etruria
and Rome from the Iron Age to the Archaic Period. It argues that the exchange and
dialogue of social power was not alienated from the state, and that independent
warfare would have been of less value than it was probably worth. To this end, the
Servian Constitution is re-examined and the idea of an early Roman hoplite phalanx,
and single class army, is rejected. The original contribution of this work is in
reasserting the position of the state in Tyrrhenian warfare and rejecting the idea that

private interest was more powerful.

! All dates BC unless otherwise noted.
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1. Introduction

The topic of warfare in classical antiquity is an increasingly popular avenue
of research, primarily in historical studies. This popularity is certainly on the rise,
and the recent launching of a new series from Cambridge University Press, 'Armies
of the Ancient World," reflects the academic interest in the topic.® Within this ever
expanding body of research, early Italy has received relatively little attention. The
seminal works on the subject are now over thirty years old, and represent a dated
approach to the topic.* Since the publication of these two monographs considerable
research has been done on the societies of central Italy and the societies of the wider
Mediterranean which influenced the development of Etruria and Latium. Significant
in this discussion is the progression of research on Greek warfare and its
development throughout the archaic period, whose impact has only been lightly felt
in research on Italy. The current work aims to begin the process of filling this gap
and bringing the study of central Italian warfare into the modern world of
scholarship.

In order to accomplish this aim, a number of methodologies will be adopted
and adapted to better understand the evidence available. The period under
investigation requires a number of different types of evidence to be analyzed co-
operatively to reach a thorough understanding. The earliest temporal periods treated
by this thesis are known to us only through the archaeological record. Later periods,
especially the closer the study comes to its end date of 343 BC,’ are known through
both archaeological and historical evidence. Even when there is historical evidence
available to the researcher, it is a period which is hotly contested, and the reliability

of the historical narrative is questionable. Because of all of these issues, a thorough

3 The first volume in the series has recently been published, Fischer-Bovet (2014).
* Saulnier (1980) and Stary (1981).
> All subsequent dates are BC unless otherwise stated.



and delicately constructed methodology must be adopted and explained. The
following chapter outlines the general approach of the later analysis and then
discusses the individual methodologies relating to each type of evidence being used
in the study. The concluding discussion of this chapter explains how the different
methodologies will be used together to gain a complete understanding of warfare's
relationship to society and state in Tyrrhenian Italy through the employment and
adaptation of the IEMP model of social power put forward by M. Mann.
1.1 Thematic Introduction

Warfare is a topic which is approached by many scholars in different ways.
Traditional methods of approaching warfare in past societies can be broken into two
relatively broad groups: tactical and grand strategic. The first type of study concerns
itself with the 'battlefield reality' of pre-contemporary war. Studies of this kind focus
on identifying troop types, usages on the battlefield, and often, if not always, the
arms and armour of the belligerents involved. Classic studies on early Roman
warfare exemplify this approach, and the study of tactics ends up as the focus of the
work.® Often, the society behind the method of warfare is forgotten or discussed as it
suits discussions of tactics. The progress of tactical studies of this kind about the
Greek world has yielded interesting results which have impacted on both the
understanding of the practise of warfare and the societal implications of that
warfare.” The impact of these studies has been felt in a reduced way in research on
carly Italy.®

The importance of tactical studies, though, on pre-literate societies is

dubious. The interpretation of a spear-head, however thorough, is limited in its

% Nilsson (1929).

7 Cf. Snodgrass (1965), Hanson (1989), van Wees (2004), Rawlings (2007), and Kagan and Viggiano
(2013a).

¥ Rosenstein (2010) and Smith (2006), 288.



usefulness.’ The same can be said of all types of arms and armour. Iconographic
representations can be used to help fill the gap, as has been exemplified by some
scholars in the interpretation of Greek warfare,'® but we lack depictions which are
easily identified as battle scenes in Etruscan and early Roman art. Thus, earlier
interpretations of Etruscan and early Roman tactics have been based on each
particular author’s understanding of contemporary (ancient) Greek tactics, known
vicariously, to readers both ancient and modern, through later, Classical, literature.

In recent years, it has become fashionable in the history of ancient warfare to
approach the subject from the ‘Face of Battle’ approach, based on the work of the
same name by John Keegan.'' This approach emphasizes the experience of soldiers
in combat, which is quite heavily predicated on a wealth of literary evidence.'>
Gregory Daly has used this methodology to write the first original take on the Battle
of Cannae in recent scholarship."> The period analyzed by this thesis, however, is not
a good candidate for this approach as we do not have reliable and detailed historical
accounts of battles. It is only in the concluding chapters of this thesis that the tactical
implications of Etruscan and early Roman evidence is fully discussed and this aspect
of warfare purposefully takes a back seat to the otherwise cultural approach adopted
throughout the rest of this study.

The second traditional approach to the historical study of warfare is the
'grand strategic' method, which analyses warfare through the eyes of strategic

outcomes. In the study of the ancient world, this type of analysis was championed by

? Some efforts seem fruitful, if not wholly convincing, i.e. Small (2000).

1% yan Wees (2000).

"Keegan (1976).

" Ibid., 13-77.

" Daly (2002). A shorter study, that is still effective in its aim, has been published by Phil Sabin
(2000).



the extremely controversial work of Luttwak.'* A study of this scope would be
impossible for the time period under investigation. Like the ‘Face of Battle’
approach, it requires a thorough documentation in the guise of narrative history, as
well as documentary sources such as plentiful epigraphy and 'non-official' historical
evidence. Although one could attempt to discuss a specific military-political strategy
in late archaic and early classical central Italy (c. 509-343) it would be very
dangerous, and the results of one of these studies have been highly criticized."
Neither of these methodologies is appropriate for this study. Evidence is
lacking for both of these approaches to come to a fruitful conclusion. In order for this
study to yield new, and important, results, a more progressive methodology is
adopted. This methodology can be called a cultural approach to warfare. Rather than
regarding warfare as a separate entity from culture more generally, this thesis
approaches warfare as another element of culture. It exists alongside all other
elements of a society: art, myth, politics, religion, trade, and so forth. While I do not
disagree with the idea that 'war was central to ancient societies,''° I do not believe
that a fruitful study of warfare can be removed from the other elements of those
societies. While this study cannot claim to be completely divorced from the more
traditional approaches to warfare, its central methodological underpinning hopes to
take 'into consideration the role of culturally unique dispositions, proximate
causation, and agency in the analysis of social process,' primarily warfare.'” To
further discuss this methodology I must first define war/warfare in the context of this

study and then illustrate its perceived position within society.

' Luttwak (1979).

15 Alfoldi (1965).

'® Fagan and Trundle (2010), 1.

' Nielsen and Walker (2009b), 4.



What defines warfare and differentiates it from other forms of violent
interaction is a blurred space in the academic mind. Brian Ferguson provides a
succinct definition, that war is 'organized, purposeful group action, directed against
another group... involving the actual or potential application of lethal force.'® He has
gone on to clarify his believe that war is more than the action, that it is a condition
which can exist between two societies, and that it can have correlates in 'every
dimension of culture."® The idea that war must be an acknowledged condition is one
that is difficult, if not impossible, to see in the archaeological record. Destruction on
two sides of a 'border' may be a sign of this mutually acknowledged state, but it
could have a number of other explanations. For the purposes of our analysis, ‘war’
will be seen in a broader sense. War, here defined, is the act of aggression which
may or may not lead to violence but often leads to a transfer of material or
geographic resources between the aggressor and the target. But the prospect that
there are correlates of war in other dimensions of culture is useful to keep in mind.

The evidence analyzed in this thesis regards the period c. 900 - 343. These
two dates represent the 'traditional' dating of the beginning of the Iron Age
(Villanovan) and the beginning of the First Samnite War. These chronological
bounds have been set for a number of reasons, the most important of which is the
continuity seen in the archaeological record during this time. At the beginning of
these bounds, the great cities of central Italy began to take shape. This is the
transitional period between bronze and iron being the predominant materials used in
tools and weapons, and it is shortly after this period that urbanization begins to take

hold in central Italy.”® The continuity of these sites, and in many ways the material

'8 Ferguson (1984), 5.
"% Idem. (1990), 26.
* Cf. Rasmussen (2005) and Smith (2005).



culture which went along with them, lasts throughout the historical period. But there
is a logical reason for the ending date of 343.

This study concludes with the first ‘long distance’ war in the history of the
Roman Republic, and the beginnings of its empire. In the period leading up to 343
we can start to talk about an end to the Tyrrhenian way of war. The first major shock
came in 396 when the Romans destroyed the power base, if not the power, of their
rival city in the Tiber Valley, Veii. This is a momentous occasion even for central
Italy, as it is the first documented instance of two primary centres coming into
conflict with the result that one is destroyed. The second major event is the Gallic
sack of Rome, traditionally dated to 390, which revealed some of the weaknesses of
Tyrrhenian warfare and, again, threatened a primary centre. The third, and final,
even which forms the conclusion to the period under study is the beginning of the
First Samnite War (343). The outbreak of this war, and the traditional account of
Roman involvement, shows that the Roman state had evolved to the point that it
could insert itself into the affairs of peoples outside of a short marching distance
from the city, and probably signalled the arrival of the Roman army as it was known
throughout the Middle Republic.

It may seem odd to some that a work covering both the Etruscans and the
Latins would be a favourable option. Monographs tend to carry titles such as ‘A
Critical History of Early Rome’ or ‘The Etruscans,’ rather than a single volume
dedicated to a detailed history of both.*! Some works purport to present a broader
history with their titles, such as ‘The Beginnings of Rome: Italy and Rome from the

Bronze Age to the Punic Wars (c. 1000-264 BC),” but they tend to focus on Rome,

*! Forsythe (2005) and Barker and Rasmussen (1998), respectively.
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for reasons of evidence and academic training.”* Looking deeper into continental
scholarship, however, leads us to two fundamental monographs on the subject of
Tyrrhenian warfare, those of Saulnier and Stary.” Both of these works look at the
warfare of both the Etruscans and the Romans.** Besides just following earlier
studies, there are deeper reasons to study the warfare of these peoples together, the
evidence.

The literary tradition holds that the Etruscans and Romans were particularly
indebted to one another, even if they were known to later authors as two separate
‘ethnic’ groups.” Etrusco-Roman dependence supposedly ran so deep that ancient
authors held that there was a dynasty of Etruscan kings which ruled in early Rome
(Livy 1.33-44), and that the early Roman army was modelled after an ‘Etruscan
phalanx’ (Diod. Sic. 23.2.1).%° Even if this ancient belief does not hold up to modern
scrutiny, there is something to be said of the similarity of conditions in Etruria and
Latium. The archaeological evidence shows that rather than being two distinct
‘ethnic’ groups (Etruscans and Latins), there was much cultural overlap.”” From at
least the archaic period onward, ‘horizontal’ movement of elites and their followers

between communities helped to create, and was a sign of, the ‘multi-ethnic’

22 Cornell (1995). Many of the longer monographs on the period in English tend to be written by
classicists (philologists in the past) rather than archaeologists, thus Rome is an easier subject to
approach based on their training. This has caused some problems of interpretation, see the brief but
profound statement in Spivey and Stoddart (1990), 127.

# Saulnier (1980) and Stary (1981). Add to this numerous other titles on other subjects, principal to
our study Lubtchansky (2005).

2 Along with the Etruscans and Romans, Stary includes the ager Faliscus, Umbria, Picenum, and the
Abruzzo, thus rounding out his ‘Mittelitalien’.

* Speaking of ethnic groups, and ethnic identity in antiquity as a whole, is, in my opinion,
anachronistic. On the division of the ‘ethnic groups’ of ancient Italy in the literary evidence, see
Bourdin (2012), 25-44, 69-77, 195-214, 216-224.

26 Cf. Cornell (1995), 151-72; Poucet (2000). See especially Cornell (1995), 170; 432 n. 72, for the
ineditum Vaticanum. Note, however, that Livy (8.8) has the ‘Roman phalanx’ being based on that of
the Macedonians, showing some of the confusion of the literary tradition.

" Ampolo (2009). See, however, the comments of Bourdin (2012), 62-66.
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character of central Italian settlements.”® Linguistically, though, we can divide the
two groups on non-anachronistic grounds.?’ Inscriptions show that the Etruscans
spoke a language which was different from that of the Romans, and this was noted in
antiquity (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.30.2). These differences in language, however,
should not be exploited by attaching retrojected ethnographic terms to regions and
thus restricting academic studies by these boundaries.*

Beyond theoretical arguments there is a very practical reason to consider the
Tyrrhenian region as a whole in a study of warfare. The period in question was not
one of conquest or overseas campaigning; it was one of regional conflict and
aggression within a semi-closed system: Etruscans and Latins fighting one another
for a myriad of reasons.” Therefore the details of warfare being waged by Etruscans
and Latins were influenced by one another. And it is through a combined approach
that we must proceed with our study.

1.2 Archaeological Methodologies

Archaeology in central Italy has been influenced, like the archaeology of

ancient warfare in general, by the researches of ancient historians and classical

philologists.** Occasionally, as in the case of Andrea Carandini, the analytical

connection between archaeological and textual material is too close for practical

¥ Bourdin (2012), 532-551, has assembled a vast body of evidence on this topic. Two principal types
of evidence have helped us to understand the phenomenon. The epigraphic evidence from Etruria, for
instance, has shown that family groups could move from one settlement to another and integrate into
that society. The historical sources, which favour Rome, give evidence of, especially, elite mobility
into the city.

* Ibid., 46-59.

3% Bradley (2000), 113-14 presents a concise argument. For a further argument against assigning strict
cultural identity and regionalism to archaeological evidence see the essays in Shennan (1989).

3! This is not to claim that there were no other groups present in the Tyrrhenian arena during this
period, but they did not have as much of an impact in Central Italy as the indigenous populations
themselves.

*2 See, recently, Carandini (2012) and Cifani (2012).
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comfort.™ Many academics acknowledge that too close of a partnership between
these two fields causes circular and poorly reasoned arguments. Critical approaches
to the history of Early Rome are often prefaced by a discussion of this problematic
connection.”* The approach taken in this work reflects these concerns and addresses
archaeological data and literary evidence as complimentary, but not co-dependent.
Sophisticated approaches to warfare through archaeology have become more
prevalent in the academic literature in recent years. Much of this interest has come
from pre-historians of the New World or the East.”> A number of these studies
address the issue of the origin of warfare in human societies and how this knowledge
can help us understand warfare in later periods.’® This research has been aided by a
growing interest in warfare and conflict from anthropologists.’” The scholars
involved in this research have progressively abandoned the techniques of processual
archaeology in favour of a more culturally subjective analysis. This post-processual
methodology has spawned interesting archaeological approaches to warfare that have
looked at topics such as religion,*® ideology,> political complexity,*” and others.
Regarding the ancient Mediterranean, these new approaches have seen less
use in examining warfare. Existing archaeological studies of Greece and pre-
Roman/Roman Italy that address conflict and warfare have been occupied with

somewhat older, more ‘traditional’, questions: tactics, strategy, conquest. This trend

3 For instance, Carandini’s (2009) close association of the foundation myths of Rome with his
analysis of the archaeological data.

3* Cornell (1995) 26-30. Although note the absence of a detailed analysis in Forsythe (2005),
including 12-13.

%> See summaries of recent approaches in Allen and Arkush (2006) and Nielsen and Walker (2009b).
36 Cf. Keeley (1996), Otterbein (2004), and Guilaine and Zammit (2005). See Gat (2006), 3-113, for a
thorough introduction.

37 Cf. the discussion between Otterbein (1999) and Whitehead (2000). See also Brian Ferguson’s
summary of his own research in the field: Ferguson (2008).

¥ Walker (2009).

3% Cobb and Giles (2009).

% LeBlanc (2006); Wiessner (2009).
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is most probably the direct result of the close connections between classical
archaeology and classical philology and ancient history.

The hierarchy of disciplines within classical studies has prevented, to some
extent, the diversification of warfare studies in classical archaeology. Historically
minded archaeologists have often looked to connect their work with that of ancient
historians. The most obvious example of this connection is the study of the ‘hoplite
age’ in Greece. The discovery and analysis of pieces of hoplite kit, such as the large
round aspis, or the Corinthian helmet, are often predicated on the study of ancient
texts.*! Although this trend seems to be changing,*” it has influenced the direction of
archaeological studies of warfare in the Mediterranean. The present study attempts to
evaluate the archaeological evidence of warfare in central Italy independently from
the historical evidence, as far as that is possible. Due to the nature of the evidence,
however, a continuous archaeological discussion spanning the entire period under
investigation is impossible.

The type of evidence available in central Italy, as well, dictates what types of
analyses may be undertaken. In the earliest phases of the Iron Age, we possess a
considerable corpus of martial artefacts.* Much of this data comes from funerary
contexts, which forces us to understand these items through the ritual of which they
were a part.** As funerary practices change, the nature of, and volume of, arms and
armour found in mortuary contexts changes. Over time the volume decreases, until it
is completely phased out of the burial practices of central Italy. Standing alongside
this type of evidence, especially in later periods of this study, is a body of art

depicting martial activity. Whilst much art of this nature was produced domestically,

! Snodgrass (1965 and 1986); Jarva (1995). On the connections, or lack thereof, between the
historical and archaeological disciplines in classical studies, see the essays in Sauer (2004).
#2 See, for instance, Brouwers (2010), especially chapters 1-6.

* Stary (1981) is still the best catalogue of the data.

* Cf. Whitley (2002).
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the impact of Egyptian, Phoenician, and Hellenic motifs and styles must be
negotiated to come to an understanding of what the art is saying. In the resulting
analysis, we see that martial art in Etruria and Rome was influenced by, but not
produced for the same purpose of, the imports which came so readily from the
East.* In this regard, structuralist and traditional methodologies of artistic
interpretation are both important and applied in this work.

1.3 Historical Methodologies

Knowledge, then seems to me

to be nothing but the perception
of the connexion and agreement,
or disagreement and repugnancy,
of any of our ideas.

John Locke*

The scholarly debate on the history of early central Italy is mired because of
the nature of the evidence. No texts survive, or indeed were probably to have ever
existed, from the earliest periods of Etruscan and Roman history. Greek authors
whether poets, historians, or philosophers occasionally mention events relating to
central Italy in their works from periods considerably earlier than the birth of
indigenous Roman historical writing. For instance, Hesiod ‘knew’ of Agrius and
Latinos, kings over the ‘famous Tyrrhenians’ in what would be known as Italy
(Theog. 1011-1016). In the context of the ongoing conflicts between the Western
Greeks and the Carthaginians, with whom groups of Etruscans were allied, we know
that poets such as Pindar used their talents to bring further glory to leaders such as
Hieron of Syracuse, thus bringing elements of Etruscan history (in this case) into the

Greek literary tradition (Pyth. 1.71-76). Circulation of poetry such as this would

* Izzet (2007), 20-31, applies a similar methodology. Cf. the collected essays in Hodder (1982) and a
summary of the impact of post-processual archaeology on the study of Greece in Whitley (2001), 52-
59.

* Locke’s (1993), 291, conception of knowledge is very relevant to the historiographical approach to
Early Rome, what some scholars consider knowledge others consider repugnant credulity, whilst what
some others consider knowledge still further scholars consider disagreeable hypercriticism.
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have brought Italian peoples, under the general moniker ‘Tyrrhenians’, to the
attention of Hellenes throughout the Mediterranean.*’ The historian Promathion
wrote a history of Italy which included a discussion of the foundation of Rome (Plut.
Rom. 2 =FGrH 817 F 1).* Hellanicus of Lesbos also discussed Rome’s foundation
(FGrH 4 F 84) and may have known some Latin.* By the fourth century, the
philosopher Heracleides of Pontus and Aristotle could speak of the Gallic sack of
Rome, which Heracleides referred to as a Greek city (Plut. Cam. 22).%° Dionysius of
Halicarnassus cites Hieronymus of Cardia and Timaeus of Tauromenium as the first
two historians to have dealt with early Roman history (Ant. Rom. 1.6.1). Momigliano
famously argued that Timaeus was the Greek historian who ‘discovered’ Rome.”'
Much of the Greek interest in Italy was devoted to the Etruscans, or
‘Tyrrhenians’. The Etruscans traded with the early migrants from Greece who settled
at Pithecusae and Cumae in the Bay of Naples, and continued this economic contact
throughout much of the archaic period.’* But this contact came at a price, or so we
are led to believe, as the Greeks remembered the Etruscans, often, as pirates (cf. HH
7 1-11; Strabo 6.2.2). A number of specific battles were remembered, the Battle of
Alalia between Phocaean colonists and a combined fleet of Etruscans and
Carthaginians (Hdt. 1.166-67) and the Battle of Cumae (Pind. Pyth. 1.71-76).

Unnamed cities of Etruria are mentioned in connection with the Athenian assault on

7 On the politics of this type of poetry, and its circulation, see Hornblower (2009). Poems, such as the
one cited by Pindar, would have played a part in bringing Italians to the attention of Greeks
throughout the diaspora; Antonaccio (2006), 276-283, has pointed to the connections between this
poetry and the dedication of arms in Pan-Hellenic sanctuaries.

* Wiseman (1995), 57-58, suggests an early fifth-century date for Promathion, in the time of the
conflicts between the Greeks and the Persians.

* Wiseman (2007), 68-69.

*% Because Heracleides was a Pythagorean, Wiseman (1995), 58, has suggested that his view of Rome
may derive from the Pythagorean circles of Croton and Tarentum of the sixth century. Plutarch claims
that Aristotle received an accurate (axpif5¢) report of the sack. This version held that the hero of
Rome was someone named Lucius, which indicates a different version of the story than that in Livy
(see below). It is possible, though, that Aristotle’s received version prioritized the religious saviour of
the city, Lucius Albinius, who does appear in Livy (5.40).

3! Momigliano (1959).

>2 Ridgway (1988b), 653-61, (1992).
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Sicily during the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 6.88). Etruscans are even mentioned by
Aristotle, in a passage which shows the confused understanding of the Greeks
regarding the Etruscans (Pol. 3.9.6 = 1280a). Although the instances of Etruscans in
Hellenic historiography are important, they often betray themselves as topoi and
must be interpreted delicately. Unfortunately, none of the larger historical narratives
which either focused on Italy or included extensive discussions of early Italy have
survived.

The first Roman writers to address the history of Rome, and by extension
central Italy, worked in the second century BC, but none of their works survive
complete.” The first Roman to write a history of his own city was Fabius Pictor.
Livy refers to him as the most ancient author regarding Roman history (1.44, 55,
2.40 = FRHist T 11). Dionysius says that Fabius Pictor and Lucius Cincius were the
first two Romans to relate the early deeds of their city (Ant. Rom. 1.6.2 = FRHist T
12).>* From Cicero (Div. 1.43 = FRHist T 10) and Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 1.6.2 =
FRHist T 12) we know that Fabius wrote his history in Greek.”> Although Dionysius
describes the treatment of early Rome by these authors as brief, what we know of the
work points to admirable levels of detail being written about.’® Beginning with these
early historians, Greek ideals and styles of historical writing helped to influence the

creation of the narratives of Roman history.’

>3 Wiseman (1979), 9-16, gives a succinct analytical summary. See Ogilvie and Drummond (1989), 5-
9, for brief biographical descriptions of the early Roman historians. The chronological distance
between Archaic Rome and the first Roman historians should not be considered a severe danger in
itself. From a global perspective, we know of pre-literate societies which preserved systematic,
technical, details and information over a vast span of time, see Zuidema (1982).

>* On Cincius, see FRHist, 1.179-183.

> The commentators on Fabius Pictor in FRHist, 1.163-166, have pointed to evidence which suggests
Fabius’ may also have circulated as a Latin text. Whether or not it was written by the historian in
question is impossible to determine but the commentators’ working hypothesis that the same historian
wrote both the Greek and the Latin texts seems plausible. Chassignet (1996), Ixi-Ixii, proposed that
the Latin version of Fabius Pictor was a translation of the Greek text, created by the historian himself.
°° FRHist, 1.169-173.

>7 Mellor (1999), 6-19. See also Beck and Walter (2001), 17-26.
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Besides the narratives of Livy and Dionysius, of the annalistic tradition, a
handful of brief statements on archaic Rome, in particular, are preserved in
antiquarian sources. The antiquarians did not write historical narratives but rather the
analysis of certain topics of interest in an historical manner.’® This type of work has
been described as ‘encyclopaedic.” From our knowledge, the most productive of
these ancient scholars was Marcus Terentius Varro, who is supposed to have written
between 490 and 620 works throughout his life.®* Two of the most important
antiquarian sources to which we have relatively good access are Festus and Aulus
Gellius. Sextus Pompeius Festus compiled a Latin dictionary in the second century
AD, of which the portions from M to T have been preserved in one manuscript and
the rest in an abbreviated epitome by ‘Paul the Deacon.”®" Aulus Gellius wrote a
miscellany in the second half of the first century AD, most of which survives.®
Though claiming that we should not call Gellius an antiquarian ‘scholar’, Stevenson
has compared the topical essays found in the Noctes Atticae (Gellius’ surviving
work) as ‘comparable (in spirit at least) to many of those in early editions of, for
example, The Classical Weekly or Quarterly.”® Although these sources provide
alternative versions of some stories, or references to otherwise unknown traditions,
events, and rituals, they were still not absence of bias.®*

Unfortunately, very little of the antiquarian tradition survives, and that which
does survive in reference to Early Rome is preserved as quotations and fragments.

Within the Ciceronian corpus, we find a number of his own antiquarian deductions

*% On the possible research methods of antiquarian writers, see Stevenson (2004), 134-141.

>’ Bispham (2007), 31.

50 Cornell (1995), 19. Varro’s actual outputs were probably many fewer than this, perhaps around
forty works? See FRHist 1.415-423.

® FRHist 1.67.

52 Book eight is lost to us except for chapter headings. On the composition of the work, see Holford-
Strevens (2003), 27-47.

5 Stevenson (2004), 123.

% As observed by Bispham (2007), 30-32.
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about Archaic Rome that are quite important as they represent the understanding of
one of the most learned men of the Late Republic, however there are not many of
them.®® The information preserved in these fragments, however, is often considered
to be important for our understanding of Early Rome because it is devoid of the
problems of the narrative tradition in construction and judgment.®

We are left with secondary material which dates, primarily, from the first
century BC onward. The usefulness of these authors has often been questioned and
academics are split on how much, if any, of the information preserved in these texts
is historically valuable.®’ In the ultra-sceptical camp, it is believed that the narratives
of Livy and Dionysius, especially, are not to be trusted for historical fact; some
sceptics go so far as likening these texts to ‘science-fiction.”®® On the other hand,
there are scholars who believe that we can draw on the preserved narratives quite
readily.®” Tim Cornell goes so far as claiming that ‘the most important evidence for
the early history of Rome comes from [these] literary sources.’” There is no
consensus among scholars as to how to approach the narratives of Early Rome and

central Italy, except that caution must be used in our analyses.”"

65 Rawson (1972).

5 Cornell (1995), 18-26, Forsythe (2005), 64-65. Whilst it is important to realize that we do posses
traces of a different, if not entirely different, history of Early Rome and Etruria in the antiquarian
fragments, I do not believe, as some modern scholars, that the antiquarian tradition is any better a
source than the annalistic tradition. Without possessing the antiquarian works in their entirety they
cannot be sufficiently and scientifically analyzed and thus our use of these sources in their
fragmentary form must be restrained and just as cautious as our use of the annalists.

57 Miles (1995), 8-74, has argued that Livy’s history, while certainly having moralizing elements, was
also written within a developed historical method.

6% Rathje (2004).

% Carandini (1997), 13-37, believes that the continuity of oral tradition would have preserved Early
Roman history somewhat well throughout the Republican period. Carandini’s up-to-date views can be
found in English now as Carandini (2014). His view is in the extreme as, for example, he reads
Romulus as an historical person. The reviews of Wiseman (2000; 2001) are important to read
alongside Carandini.

0 Cornell (1995), 1.

! Forsythe (2005), 59-77. We may look at the trends of Homeric scholarship as a cautionary tale of
adhering to any one orthodoxy on the ‘usefulness’ of our narratives. While the influential article of
Anthony Snodgrass (1974) had for some time championed the view that we should not see a ‘unified
Homeric society’ the arguments against this point of view have continued and the subject of ‘Homeric
Greece’ has become a minefield in which scholars are forced into tightly packed orthodoxies on the
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The earliest stories of Rome, presented as history by ancient authors, are
certainly elaborated legends and myths.”* Poucet has laboriously demonstrated the
problematic nature of this material.”® By the time that Roman history was being
written down, the influence of Greek mythology and the Hellenic obsession with city
origins had taken hold of Roman thought and heavily influenced their foundation
myths.”* The problems of the historicity of the foundation stories can be extended to
the legends of the early kings of the Regal Period.”” While the names of the kings are
plausible,’® the deeds associated with each, and the chronology of the period, are
problematic.

Especially troubling are the diametrically opposed kings, Numa Pompilius
and Tullus Hostilius. The first is credited with the creation of many of Rome’s
religious practices (Livy 1.18-21; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.63-73; Plut. Numa 7-20).
Numa’s successor, Tullus Hostilius, was his opposite and was known for his
conquests and warfare (Livy 1.22; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 3.2).”" The history of the
later kings, those of the so-called Tarquin dynasty, is considered by some to be more
historical in nature than those before.”® The narratives at this point read more
believably and contain less overtly mythological elements. Some elements of the

stories surrounding the Tarquins, though, may have been created because of political

subject. See Raaflaub (1998) for a relatively up to date discussion and bibliography. I would hope that
the scholarly views on the narratives of Early Rome do not appear or become this tightly contested
and the view that I express here is one of, hopefully, moderation.

72 Cornell (1995), 57-73; Wiseman (1995), 1-17. Cornell rightly argues that the foundation legends of
Rome were formed or forming by the end of the sixth century, but this does not mean that we should
rely on them as historical evidence.

7 Poucet (1985). See, though, the positivist analysis of Grandazzi (1997). While I am sympathetic to
some of his ideas, his intimate reading of the archaeology into the narrative tradition is problematic.

™ Wiseman (2004), 13-36.

> Cornell (1995), 119-21.

76 Forsythe (2005), 97.

" Cornell (1995), 119, describes these successors as ‘little more than contrasting stereotypes.’

78 Especially by Cornell (1995), 127-30, who believes that it is with the accession of Tarquinius
Priscus that we can begin speaking of Roman history. Forsythe (2005), 99-108, is perhaps even more
erudite in his claim that this period of regal history is, if nothing else, full of ‘more complex
problems.’
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or economic motives. This has been suggested for the Corinthian genealogy
associated with the dynasty, which may have been a Cumaean creation.”’ What
seems probable is that the historical tradition of the kings was patched together
throughout the centuries from a number of different sources, and contains a complex
web of myths and facts.*

The history of the Early Republic has been preserved in a more believable
form than that of the Regal Period.®' The mythological overtones are considerably
lighter, even if the presence of religious and divine occurrences is still prominent.*?
It is possible that the narrative of the early Republic reads more believably than that
of the Regal Period because the surviving narratives are structured in a more familiar
way, recalling events for years based on the magistrates in power during those
years.™ It is commonly believed that the narratives for this period are based on a
smattering of ‘facts’ preserved until history was being written in Rome.** Principal
among these sources are the annals of the Pontiffs, Annales Maximi (Cic. De Or.
2.52-53; Serv. ad Aen. 1.373). Scholars have debated the reality, usefulness and
accuracy of these records, what form they took, and how exactly they were
organized.® Tt has often been questioned how far back into the Republic the Annales

existed, and why there is a discrepancy between the historians of the annalistic

7 Zevi (1995) has suggested that the story of Demaratus’s migration from Corinth and Tarquinius
Priscus’ to Rome was recorded by Aristodemus who had been made Tarquinius Superbus’ heir (cf.
Livy 2.34). By emphasizing Tarquin’s non-Roman heritage, it is argued, Aristodemus created a
stronger case for his right to their property. This idea has recently been challenged, however, along
with the existence of a ‘Cumaean chronicle’, see Gallia (2007), 59.

% See Poucet (2000) for a complete review of the evidence and a ‘middling’ approach to the Regal
Period. Cornell (2014) gives a succinct overview of the historiography of the Regal Period in Livy.
81 See Forsythe (2014) for a brief introduction. Cf. Cornell (1995), 16-17.

%2 Inclusion of religious events and prodigies are not unique to the first pentad of Livy, see Davies
(2005), 21-26.

¥ Forsythe (2005), 60-64.

$ Cf. Carandini (2014) for the idea that oral tradition may have helped preserve this memory. Purcell
% Crake (1940), Rawson (1971), Drews (1988), Ogilvie and Drummond (1989), 19-21, Bucher
(1995), Cornell (1995), 13-15, Chassignet (1996), Beck and Walter (2001), 32-37, Forsythe (2005),
69-72. Frier (1999) provides the most thorough analysis which brings to light the many problems of
historical interpretation of the annales.
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tradition and the antiquarian notice that at the beginning of the Republic there was
one, not two, supreme magistrates of the Roman people.*® In addition to the Annales
Maximi, other documentary evidence probably survived from the earliest periods of
Rome which could be and were used by later historians to help form their
narratives."’

Inscribed documents are occasionally cited by ancient authors. The most
famous and discussed of these is the first treaty between Rome and Carthage, at least
the first known, which was preserved by Polybius (3.22).* Polybius tells us that this
treaty dated to the consulship of Lucius Iunius Brutus and Marcus Horatius,

traditionally the first consuls, and elaborates this telling us this was twenty-eight

years before Xerxes crossed into Greece (480 BC). The language of the treaty was in

8 Smith (2011c).

¥ Documentary sources which diverged from the traditional story could be used to challenged the
‘orthodox’ narrative, as Licinius Macer has been said to have done, Levene (2007), 279. Ogilvie
(1958), 46, suggested that damage to original documentary sources (such as those which would date
to the earliest period of the Republic) could have caused parts of the historical tradition to have
become confused. An example of this confusion is in the consular names given for 444, see Frier
(1975).

% The historicity of this treaty has been questioned and rehabilitated by various scholars. Cary (1919),
71 n. 5, found it “more probable’ that the first treaty dated to 348, in contradiction to Nissen (1876).
The authenticity of this treaty has often been questioned because of the consuls named as signatories,
L. Iunius Brutus and M. Horatius. The first year of the republic supposedly saw five consuls, resulting
from a series of resignations and deaths, Broughton (1951), 1-3. As Walbank (1957), 339, has pointed
out, the general assumption that the consuls of this year are fabrications of the historical tradition is
not a strong basis for denying the treaty’s late sixth-century date. The names of Brutus and Horatius
could have been added to the treaty at a later time. What is more problematic about Polybius’ version
is the supposed preservation of the treaties in the so-called treasury of the aediles, which was
supposedly located on the Capitoline Hill next to the temple of Jupiter Optimus Maximus (Polyb.
3.26). This is the only mention of this treasury. It seems possible to me, however, that Polybius meant
the temple of Fides on the Capitol. The foundation of this temple was attributed to Numa (Livy 1.21;
Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.75; Plut. Numa 16), see Platner (1929), 209. Mommsen (1858), 198-206,
believed that this temple, which occasionally hosted meetings of the Senate (Val. Max. 3.17; App. B.
Civ. 1.16), held the treaties Rome made with other peoples. The recovery of a number of bi-lingual
inscriptions, arguably from this temple, dating to the second century support this identification,
Coarelli (2007),35-36. There have been other attempts to identify the treasury of the aediles, all
pointing to other buildings, such as the Atrium Publicum or the aedes tensarum, Palmer (1997), 16-
22. All of the suggestions discussed by Palmer keep the aediles in the picture, which I suggest is
unnecessary, although all of the possible alternatives are speculative. It seems more probable that
Polybius would have been confused by the name of the building than to have fabricated entire treaties.
I am inclined to follow the conclusions of Scullard (1989), 520-26, that the first treaty is historical and
fits into the historical setting of the late 6 and early 5" centuries. Cornell (1995), 211, bluntly states
that the first treaty is ‘accepted by all serious scholars,” noting that even in Alfodi’s (1965)
controversial treatment of the period he accepts the authenticity of the treaty; cf. Scardigli (1999). The
most recent treatment of the treaties, Serrati (2006), has reaffirmed the 509 treaty’s authenticity.
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an archaic form of Latin, which was difficult for even the learned men of the time to
understand. Importantly, Polybius goes on to tell us that this treaty was still
preserved in the ‘treasury of the aediles’, on the Capitol, but most Romans and
Carthaginians did not know of its existence (3.26). Cicero knew of another archaic
treaty preserved in his time, the treaty of the so-called Foedus Cassianum with the
Latins, which could be seen in the Forum (Balb. 53).* It is possible, if not probable,
that further treaties were preserved from the archaic period and used, not cited, by
the sources of our sources.”’ Further archaic documents are known to have survived,
such as religious documents (cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.26, 10.32).”' Hypothetical
documentary sources have been suggested by some modern scholars, as well.””
Other types of evidence were used by Roman historians to help form their
narratives. Funeral eulogies are often seen as being an important, if not self-serving,
source for Roman history. According to Polybius, in his day it was customary to
recount the accomplishments of the deceased man’s ancestors all the way back to the
most ancient (Polyb. 6.53-54).% Cicero and Livy were both negative in their views
of the usefulness of these orations, as they often were designed to give greater glory
to the family than was deserved (Cic. Brut. 62; Livy 8.40). This does not mean that

these extraordinary stories would have been copied whole heartedly into the Roman

% This treaty is remembered in the narrative tradition, see Livy 2.33 and Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.95.
% Preservation of documents from c. 449 is more probable than from the earliest periods, thanks to a
new practice instituted under the consulship of Lucius Valerius and Marcus Horatius of deposition
senatorial decrees in the temple of Ceres via the plebian aediles (Livy 3.55).

°! See in general, Cornell (1991).

%2 Ogilvie (1965), 589, believed that the evidence of the ‘classis’ being present at the battle of Fidenae
(Livy 4.34) could have come from a misinterpretation of an archaic monument still visible in the days
of the earlier annalists. Although this is an appealing idea, it is tenuous and cannot be proven.

% These orations were probably based on stories which were kept alive in the families of the elite
families, helpfully tied to artifacts which they also preserved, such as the imagines of their ancestors.
This type of evidence was essential in keeping the memory of spectacular deeds alive, but the
elaboration of these stories is a problem from a modern historian’s objective method of historical
inquiry; Beck and Walter (2001), 29-31.
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historical tradition. The description of the work of an historian by Sallust is

important in this regard:

The writing of history is, in my opinion, a peculiarly difficult task. You must work
hard to find words worthy of your subject. And if you censure misdeeds, most people
will accuse you of envy and malice. When you write of the outstanding merit and
glory of good men, people are quite ready to accept what they think they could easily
do themselves; but anything beyond that is dismissed as an improbable fiction (Sall.

Cat. 3.2).

While it was indeed the job of the historian of the ancient world to write an
entertaining piece of literature, their audience would not necessarily believe
extraordinary deeds. Whether or not audiences were able to ‘police’ the stories being
told or written down, there must have been some recognition of events which did not
fit into the popular view of Roman history. This would not necessarily have
prevented their inclusion in the surviving narratives. When this invention did occur,
it may have been the replacing of one historical figure with a member of the family
who created the false history. This, however, does not mean that we should reject
familial stories, such as that of the gens Fabia at the Cremera, as being false,
although it is prudent to question the names involved.”*

Unfortunately for modern scholars, even less has survived of the historical
past of the Etruscans. We know that there were native historians amongst them,
although we do not know of when these authors were writing.”” Varro knew of

Etruscan histories (Tuscae historiae) written in the eighth ‘saeculum,” whose date we

%1 follow, in general, the historiographical approach of Cornell (1995), 1-26.

% Pallottino (1975), 153-55, doubted to what extent literary culture and creativity took hold in Etruria
and was quite pessimistic about its existence. The basic evidence has not changed since Pallottino was
writing, but the modern opinion has swung towards accepting that there was probably a developed
literary culture of some kind in Etruria, see the summary in Camporeale (2011), 209-11, with
bibliography.
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do not know for sure (Censorinus DN 17.6). And the emperor Claudius knew of
Etruscan histories (ILS 212.1.8-27).°° He went on in his later days to write twenty
books of Etruscan history, none of which survive unfortunately (Suet. Claud. 42).
Writers of Etruscan history, in the ancient world, would have had very similar
sources to those of Roman historians. It is generally assumed that family histories,
biographical histories, religious histories, and possibly even civic histories all
existed.”” What is painfully obvious, however, is that very little of this material was
used by Roman authors in the creation of their narratives.”® The confusion of the
tradition of Servius Tullius/Macstarna in the Roman tradition is strong evidence of
this.”

Beyond a critique of the possible sources of our sources, Livy and Dionysius
are often criticized for their preservation of the evidence which they had at hand.'®
Livy, in particular, has been attacked for his narrative.'”' The first pentad, the portion
of Livy especially under study in the present work, is often approached for its

192 Much criticism has fallen

literary characteristics rather than its historical interests.
on Livy from his heroic characterization of many of the heroes of Early Rome.'®

Dionysius has been rehabilitated, to some degree, in recent years with his frequent

. . . . 104
use of cited sources as a primary factor in this.'” However much modern scholars

% To be read with Cornell’s (1995), 134, reading of Tuscos auctores.

7 Cornell (2011 [1976]).

% Cf. Ogilvie and Drummond (1989), 16-17, and Momigliano (1989), 89.

% Cornell (1995), 130-41; (2011 [1976]).

1% Oakley (1997-2005), 1.13-20.

""" In a comparison of the different versions of the Horatii and Curiatii episode presented by Livy and
Dionysius, Oakley (2010) has highlighted the difference in literary skill between the two authors. The
careful crafting of narratives, such as Oakley has suggested for this episode, would invariably lead
readers to nuanced differences in the understanding of the historical events. This is a troubling
example of how style could possibly change ‘fact’.

192 Vasaly (2015), 22-35, with bibliography.

1% Chaplin (2000; 2014).

1% Gabba (1991), 60-90, analyzed his historical methods with optimistic tones, although he does
clarify that he was not attempting to rehabilitate Dionysius as an historian of the ‘first rank.’
Schultze’s (2000) recent comments on Dionysius go further than Gabba and earlier commentators,
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wish to criticize the surviving narratives, we cannot dismiss the fact that they
represent the closest things in our possession to the original sources and must be
used in any reconstruction of early central Italy.

Although we have seen that caution must be exercised regarding the
historicity of the literary evidence relating to central Italy during the period under
investigation, use of the historical narratives and miscellaneous literary sources is
essential to the study of warfare during the period under question. Archaeological
evidence for and of warfare is scanty for the fifth century in Roman contexts,
although it is more plentiful for Etruria. A balanced and moderate approach to the
textual evidence is adopted in this work. Certain topics can only be discussed
through the use of these much maligned texts, such as political organization and
leadership in war. On these points the texts appear to be extremely valuable. But,
statements by the ancient authors, especially those of Livy and Dionysius, are not
used as evidence without question. Stories of an overtly mythological or aetiological
nature are questioned for their usefulness on a case-by-case basis.

Further, this is not a historiographical study; it is an historical study in the
classical sense and aims to develop a better understanding of the history of warfare
during this period as it is presented to us, but the complex and problematic narratives
are never used unquestioningly. With that said, I follow the august words of Jacques
Heurgon in my approach to early Roman, and by extension Etruscan, history: to
approach it with a ‘mood of restrained confidence, of cautious acceptance,” and to

. . . . 1
examine ‘events which are not necessarily true, nor yet necessarily false.”'?’

calling Dionysius ‘highly conscientious’ and ‘thoughtful and reliable and much more fair-minded in
his judgement of his fellow-historians than most.’
1% Heurgon (1973), 250.
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1.4 Mann, IEMP, and Structure

The place of warfare, or the potential of violence, is an important theme
throughout sociological research.' Coercive force is famously the basis for Max
Weber’s understanding of ‘the state’ and of social organization in general. The
monopolization of ‘legitimate’ force is the underpinning of circumscribed
domination.'”” In this sense, warfare is an intrinsic part of the state as a sovereign
and supreme entity. The sweeping assumptions made by some scholars regarding the
usefulness of sociological and anthropological universalisms have occasionally been
applied to the study of Mediterranean warfare. Quite often, these universalisms are
more directed at the analysis of the Greek polis and trying to force it into a
categorical setting in which it will likely never fit.'"”® The present work does assume
that warfare was an important element in the formation of states and civil structures
in Tyrrhenian Italy, but does not follow strict universal applications of theory.'*

Underpinning this approach is the philosophy of Max Weber. His
development, and the subsequent academic discussion of, the concepts of Verstehen
social science methodology contributes to my own technique. The general concept of
Verstehen is that the analyst of social phenomena, in this case warfare in central
Italy, attempts to understand the material under analysis from the point of view of
the individual actors involved in the creation of said phenomena.''® A form of this
analysis has become fashionable in archaeological analysis under the guise of
‘agency’.''! Through this line of thinking, warfare must be seen not only from a

collectivized position, in which war is an action of collected actors (i.e. ‘the state’),

"% T am not a sociologist.

17 Weber (1946), 82-83.

1% Berent (2000). Cf. Anderson (2009).

' Infra chapter 4.

"% Gordon (1991), 468-93.

"1 Cf. Dobres and Robb (2000b) and Hodder (2000).
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but also as an action committed by a group of actors each with individual
motivations. This type of approach has been refined by a number of social scientists
and sociologists and has seen a revival under the moniker neo-Weberianism.
Through these approaches we should understand societies as being ‘constituted of
multiple overlapping and intersecting sociospatial networks of power.”'"?

An important reappraisal of the role of warfare in society, or a suggestion of
its place, has been made by one of the neo-Weberians, the sociologist Michael
Mann.'"® In his magnum opus, The Sources of Social Power, which is spread across
four volumes, he argues that military and political (state) power are two separate
entities.''* It is in the separation of military and political power that Mann’s
understanding of society is different from most, and important for the current
study.'" This version of the structure of social power is often abbreviated as ‘IEMP’
which stands for Ideological, Economic, Military, and Political, the four most
important types of social power. These are the most regularly present throughout
human societies. This type of approach helps to develop our understanding and
explanation of certain phenomena of early central Italy, such as the so-called
condottieri. In the best discussion of this topic to date, the author was forced to
discuss the warlords of central Italy as being in direct opposition to the state.''® As
will be shown in chapter 3 of this thesis, this is not necessarily the case.

We should begin our questioning of the historical phenomena under study by

looking at how individual ‘humans pursuing goals’ affected the history of warfare in

"2 Mann (2012), 1. This description has a history in Weberian theory and perhaps a more intricate, if
not less comprehensible, version of this description is offered by Mann as ‘a society is a network of
social interaction at the boundaries of which is a certain level of interaction cleavage between it and
its environment,’ ibid., 13 (with discussion).

'3 In relation to war, this is clearly stated in Mann (1996).

"4 Mann (2012), 22-28.

'35 Collins (2006); Poggi (2006) critiques this separation.

1® Rawlings (1999). A recent PhD, Armstrong (2009), proposed an even stricter division between
state and private actors.
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central I‘[aly.117 From this starting point, we can question the goals of the actors in
our historical drama and then analyze their actions through the complex web of
social power. This type of analysis moves away from neatly defined images of
society, such as that of E. Lenski.''® In this traditional type of power diagram (Fig.
2), we see entrenched classes which are separated based on the source of their social
power. Merchants and artisans are empowered through economic processes, the
governing class and the ruler through political (vis. military as well) power, and the
priests through ideological power.'" If we deconstruct the power structure of central
Italy as it is visible archaeologically and historically, however, we see that this type
of rigid structure does not fit. We are also forced to abandon such universalisms as
Dumézil’s ‘idéologie tripartite.’

We should not separate warfare from political (sc. collective) society entirely,
though. As Spencer has observed, violence is typically a social activity and that it is
both constructed and interpreted by cultural processes.'*’ John Keegan has forcibly

>*<% Warfare’s interaction with

claimed that war ‘is always an expression of culture.
culture is complex and is multifaceted. War leads to contact with and occasionally
absorption of extra-local cultural elements: trends, technology, and social
organization. Its role in the development and evolution of other networks of power,
especially political, is influenced by these external contacts as well as internal

changes.'*? The complex relationship between military power/warfare and the other

networks which constitute societies can be visualized easily thanks to Claus Bossen

(Fig. 1).

"7 Mann (2012), 30.

'8 Cited in Runciman (2000), 69-70.
"9 Ibid., 64-92.

120 Spencer (1996).

12! Keegan (1993), 12.

122 Bossen (2006).
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Ultimately, though, it is from Mann’s IEMP model that the structure of this
work has been devised. Following on from this introduction is an examination of the
arms, armour, and tactics with which the peoples of central Italy waged war. After
this comes a general survey of the patterns of warfare in central Italy, taking into
account the archaeological and historical evidence. This knowledge is used as a
building block to discuss the cultural forces and social-power interactions of warfare
throughout the period in question. This chapter is followed by an analysis of ‘warfare
and the state’ which endeavours to address the ‘problem’ of both civic and ‘private’
armies of the period. The fifth chapter examines the interplay between the economy
and economic power and that of warfare, looking especially at the ability of military
power to create or enhance economic power. Following on from this chapter we
address the deep seated connections in Tyrrhenian Italy of warfare and religion.

The aims of this project are to show that warfare was deeply connected to
other aspects of society in central Italy, the state in particular. This is done by
analysing certain characteristics of this society, politics, economics, and religion, and
their connections to warfare. To the extent that it is possible, the actions of
‘individuals’ are discussed within this framework with the assumption that their
actions are being taken in pursuit of certain goals and objectives. By this, the author
does not mean that individual historical figures guide the study, but that evidence is
read from the point of view that it reflects individual choices and actions. This
project also aims to address a number of traditional issues in central Italian warfare
which relate both to the execution of warfare as well as the relationship between war
and other sources of social power, principally the issues of ‘hoplites’ and condottieri.

In some areas of this study, I must concede that the findings are as much reasoned
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and scholarly probabilities as they are definitive conclusions, and it is with a healthy

scepticism that I proceed; je pense donc je ne sais rien.
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2 Arms, Armour, and Tactics: changes over time

Be they clubs and arrows or swords and helmets, arms and armour play an
important role in the practise of warfare throughout history. Technological
developments relating to warfare have influenced the development of societies
around the world. Cases have been argued that changes in arms and armour
dramatically changed the history of the Late Bronze Age, bringing on the collapse of
the Near East and eventually a new social order.'* The major social change
supposedly brought on by the introduction of hoplite arms and tactics in Greece will
be discussed fully below (chapter 4) and introduced in this chapter, but we should
note that the arms themselves are often pointed to as the defining feature. Culture
also plays an important role on the battlefield and influences tactical procedures. The
hoplite and his phalanx in their most rigid sense have been argued to have been as
much a product of Hellenic cultural developments as the arms and tactics were

influential in the tactics and their reflections in cultural developments.'**

In the age
of the musket, culture determined tactical deployment to an even more ludicrous
extreme which produced rank and file volley tactics. In stark contrast to this were the
tactic employed by partisans, rangers, and natives who used the exact same arms as
their enemies yet fought with guerrilla style tactics. This chapter examines arms and
armour and their use on the battlefield through a thorough examination of the
evidence, emphasizing archaeology and iconography for the earliest periods and a
combined approach to the historical period.

In this study, arms are not merely implements of warfare; they are also an

element of culture and cultural expression dependent on the mores of their users. A

12 Drews (1993).
124 Cf. Ober (1996b; 1996¢).
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number of approaches to this topic have examined central Italy in the Iron Age.'*
The scholarly discussion on arms and armour in central Italy during the Archaic
Periods, however, has generally omitted this approach to weaponry in favour of
traditional approaches which emphasize the tactical use of said artefacts.'*® Much of
this discussion, until recently, has been tactically deterministic. But the use and
display of arms and armour outside of warfare is an extremely important element in
the construction of social power in central Italy from the Bronze Age onward, and is
reflective of Bossen’s theoretical description of warfare’s permeating nature in
societies.'”” This chapter, then, will examine how arms, armour, and tactics changed
over time, and how this was connected to larger cultural changes.
2.1 Arms and Armour

Arms and armour played an important role in the Late Bronze Age in Italy (c.
1200-900). Although they are not often found in burials, many hoards of bronze
items contained weapons, especially spear heads and swords.'*® During this period,
exchange of bronze and bronze weapons occurred throughout the Italian Peninsula,
as recent metallurgical analyses have shown.'? This trade does not seem to have had
a considerable impact on central Italy, as much of the evidence is spread down the
Adriatic coast."?? External influences on the arms of central Italy may date to this
period, however, as represented by a number of swords found in Etruria which are of
types more common to the Atlantic coast of modern France and the southern coast of

131

modern Spain (Fig. 3).”” Influence from outside of central Italy is a recurring point

in the discussion of this section and it is important to keep in mind that this influence

123 Cf. Taia (1999; 2009-2012; 2013).

1261 ¢. Saulnier (1980), Stary (1981), Jannot (1985), Adam and Rouveret (1990).
127 Bossen (2006).

2% Jaia (2009-2012), 73-74.

'2 Jung et al. (2011).

B0 1bid., Fig. 23.1.

! Broodbank (2013), 491-493, Fig. 9.34.
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is not necessarily new to the Iron Age and should be considered as a continuation of

132 This section examines the

an already globalising European Bronze Age.
development and change in arms and armour in central Italy from the Early Iron Age
to the close to our period, approximately 343. It is laid out in a chronological order to
show that the trends in arms and armour changed throughout time, but that there was
overlap, and also elements which did not change as much as others.

At the beginning of the Iron Age we have little evidence for arms and
armour.'> The evidence that we do posses comes from a relatively small number of
burials.'** Over time, the number of arms deposited in tombs increases.'* In this
early period the most common form of defensive protection that we find in the
archaeology is the helmet. Two types of helmets predominate the evidence between
the beginning of the tenth century and the end of the ninth century. The most
recognizable of these helmets are the crested ‘Villanovan’ helmets found throughout
Etruria, the Ager Faliscus, Picene territory, and Campania.'*® This type of helmet
had a life of about 150 years, perhaps longer, in central Italy. The design of the
helmets continued to change throughout that period. Examples have been found in
both bronze and impasto copies.”>’ These helmets are spectacular for their large

crests (Fig. 18). The illustration provided is of the helmet from Tomb 871 at Veii

with a ludicrously large crest measuring 64 cm from the base to the top of the

132 The case is being continually developed for a well connected Bronze Age in which Northern
Europe and the Mediterranean were well connected through exchange, trade, or some other kind of
contact. See in general, Harding (2000), 164-196, and the papers collected in Alberti and Sabatini
(2013).

'3 The standard catalogue of arms and armour from central Italy is that of Stary (1981). It forms the
basis of the present author’s understanding in this chapter.

13 Taia (1999) provides an up-to-date catalogue and analysis of funerary practices, including
deposition of arms, for Tarquinia and Vulci.

3 1dem. (2009-2012), 74-79.

1 Hencken (1971), 78-112; Saulnier (1980), 18-26; Stary (1981), 22-23; Martinelli (2004), 19-22.
37 On impasto copies, see Brendel (1995), 23-25, Spivey (1997), 27-32, and Torelli (2008), 9-13.
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138 The nature of these crests has been described as decorative and evidence of

crest.
conspicuous consumption and/or ritual rather than of actual warfare.'* The example
from Veii may be strong evidence of this, as the size of the crest would make it
somewhat impractical to wear into battle. Additionally, we do not possess any
iconographic depictions of this kind of helmet being worn into battle, although this
absence could also be attributed to artistic conventions of the time which did not
show scenes of battle in paintings or engravings.'*

The diameter of the crested helmets averaged between 25 and 35 cm. The
size of the crest varied considerably, but a range of 15 cm to 63 cm is representative;
the measurement is typically taken from the base of the helmet to the tip of the

141

crest. " The crest, and the helmets themselves, are made of sheet bronze which has

been hammered and then fastened together.'*

They were heavily decorated with
pearlettes and geometric designs, although the level of decoration is not consistent.
The style of decoration is similar to styles north of the Alps in the contemporary
Hallstatt culture, which we also see in other types of helmets from this period and on
other types of vessels, discussed in detail below.'* The purpose of this decoration is
not entirely clear. If the helmets were meant to be worn in life, whether on the

battlefield or ceremonially, the decorative elements would have increased the visual

prestige of the helmet and would be a readily visible element distinguishing the

1% Miiller-Karpe (1974b).

139 Spivey and Stoddart (1991), 129-131.

1 An askos from tomb 525 of the Benacci cemetery of Bologna has been cited by some scholars,
such as Saulnier (1980), 19, as showing the use of a crested helmet on an actual figure. This piece is
problematic for a number of reasons. Bologna is marked by the absence of helmets in Villanovan
burials, including the crested helmet, which forces the question as to where this figure was made.
External influence has been suggested, with Greece, Cyprus, and eastern Europe being the forerunners
(Boardman [1988], 215-216). Brendel (1995), 90, does not suggested external influence, noting that a
style of small statue developed in this region in the early seventh century, and that this askos fits in
with this trend.

14! Saulnier (1980), 18.

"2 Martinelli (2004), 18, illustrates the construction with a cutaway view.

' The crested Villanovan helmet, however, is not found in Hallstatt contexts, except for one example
found at Hallstatt itself, Stary (1979), 185.



35

wearer from a wearer of a less decorated helmet. If these helmets were expressly
made for use in ritual and/or the grave, the decorative elements may be taken as a
sign of social differentiation between those individuals using or being buried with
less decorated helmets and those with the heavily decorated helmets. It is also quite
possible that the designs and intricacies were simply a matter of preference or
fashion.

Within the general category of crested helmets existed one other
differentiating element besides decorative elements. The most widespread style of

crested helmets used a skullcap shape with a spike at the top (Fig. 19).'*

This style
of construction is found in examples from central Italy, north western Italy,
Campania, Basilicata, and Picenum.'* The other style of construction of these
helmets consisted of a skullcap shape with no spike (Fig. 19).'*® These helmets are
more limited in their distribution, being primarily concentrated in areas near the
Tiber.'*” It is unclear whether or not these two types of construction would give any
type of structural advantage to the helmets. Those with a spike used at the top of the
helmet may add more structural stability to the crest, although without experimental
reconstructions it is impossible to gauge how important this would have been in
combat or in ritual use.

The second style of helmet common during the Early Iron Age is the cap
helmet. This type of helmet, again, can be divided into two different general designs.

The first style is that with a knob on top (Figs. 20-21).'*® This style of the cap helmet

is most commonly found in central Italy, with some examples coming from the

' Hencken’s (1971), 78, ‘pointed cap’ type of crested helmet.

143 Stary (1981), Karte 1.

16 Hencken’s (1971), 97, ‘round cap’ type of crested helmet.

17 Stary (1981), Karte 1.

'8 Hencken (1971), 43, Saulnier (1980), 26-28, and Stary (1981), 23-24.



36

Adriatic coast east-northeast of Etruria and Latium."* The principle concentration of
these helmets is in the Early Iron Age cemeteries of Tarquinia.'*® This type of helmet
is not unique to Italy. Examples which have been linked to the Italian specimens
have been found in the Carpathians and seem to have been an element of the Bronze
Age Urnfield culture.”' It appears that they were markers of social rank and were
restricted to a rather small number of individuals. In Tarquinia these helmets played
a particular role in the evolution of identity in burials and were also an indicator of
social status or rank.'?

The bell helmets without knobs are less common than those with knobs.'** In
Etruscan contexts they appear to only have been produced in Tarquinia. Two

examples have been found here (Fig. 20).1%

These were found in the eighth century
necropoleis of the settlement. The style of these helmets does not appear to be
connected to the same areas outside of Italy as the knobbed cap helmets do. Those
without knobs, however, are similar in style to a number of examples found in the far
upstream of the Po River and in the foothills of the Italian Alps."”® The decoration on
these helmets is similar to that of the other helmet types from the region. This could
be an indication that these helmets were produced by and for residents in central
Italy, although their rarity in the region and relative commonality in the foothills of
the Alps may indicate that they were imported wares.

The practical differences between these two general types of helmets (crested

and bell) are negligible. Their usefulness as pieces of armour must have been

' Stary (1981), Karte 2.

0 Taia (1999).

151 Clausing (2001), with earlier bibliography. Stary (1979), 185, postulated a Mycenaean origin based
on a fifteenth-century helmet of similar design, see Snodgrass (1999), 26. The helmet from Knossos
included cheek pieces.

"2 Taja (2009-2012).

153 Saulnier (1980), 26-28, and Stary (1981), 24.

'** Hencken (1971), 124.

133 Stary (1981), Karte 2.
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somewhat similar. Both helmet types cover the top of the head, sitting above the eye
line. They do not provide protection to the back of the neck or any parts of the face.
This type of protection is helpful against blows coming from above, such as a
downward slash from a sword or a lofty thrust of a spear. They would have also
provided adequate protection against missiles of all types. Perhaps the biggest
difference between the two helmets on the battlefield was the extra height which
they provided the wearer."*® In later times, and other contexts within the
Mediterranean, crested helmets of a different fashion functioned similarly."”’ Greek
art, and a number of physical examples, evidence the use of crests in that sphere of
warfare.'”® The use of crests on helmets may be explained by its increasing the
perceived height of the user, thus creating a more intimidating figure to the enemy.
The importance of these helmets off of the battlefield, in both social and
funerary contexts, may have been quite different. The ornate nature and expense
related to the production of the crested helmets must be related to the status or
wealth of the wearer, whether dead or alive.'” In Tarquinia, crested helmets covered
the four biconical urns which are often cited as the earliest funerary evidence for the
development of political status which was divorced from kin related status.'®® These
four burials stand out from their peers as not being within established familial burial
patterns. Bell helmets with knobs were probably used for similar purposes in the
funerary ritual. This has been discussed quite thoroughly especially in recent

161

literature. ~ That helmets were an indicator of social position is supported by the use

1% The real difference in added height may have been negligible, as the cap helmets with knobs are
thought to have had feather or other crests affixed to the knob, Stary (1981), 23-24.

57 Gilliver (2007). Cf. Rawlings (2007), 158-159, on Greeks buying expensive pieces of equipment.
'3 Snodgrass (1999), 42-43, on early crested helmets. Crested helmets were included in Alcaeus’
description of arms being displayed in a hall (frg. 357 = 140 Campbell).

' Taia (2009-2012, 2013).

10 pacciarelli (2010), 26.

' Taia (2009-2012), 72-79.
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of both bronze and impasto imitations in burials. At this point in the archaeology it is
impossible to know whether political and military power or office overlapped,
although it is probable that they did. Scholars tend to connect the two, which is a
well established connection and practise in archaeological literature from a world
perspective. It is difficult to prove this for central Italy, however, and a discussion of
the Tarquinian evidence is important.

It is from this settlement that we see the first differentiation between familial
and non-familial burial practices.162 Warrior identity, though, was common to all
burial types.'® The burial type most commonly associated with family strength, the
hut-urn burial, is also noted for its wealth in vessels, ceremonial tools, and arms and
armour.'® In Tarquinia, hut-urn burials occur in central positions within familial
burial groups.'® This positioning, and the wealth of these burials, has been
interpreted as signalling that the interred was a paterfamilias figure, or the head of an
Etruscan gens. It cannot be said with certainty that helmet burials were of a lesser,
superior, or equal social standing as hut-urn burials with arms.

The geometric designs which adorn many of the Villanovan helmets provide
an important piece of evidence regarding their manufacture. As we have seen above,
the typologies of some of these helmets are linked to examples from central Europe,
especially the Urnfield culture. The geometric designs, as well, are common between
central Italy and Europe north of the Alps.'®® Along with these patterns, the

concurrent use of hut/house urns in Northern Germany, Scandinavia, and Pomerania

12 Paciarelli (2010).

19 Riva (2010), 74-95.

1% Bartoloni et al. (1987).

1% Riva (2010), 82-83.

1% Déchelette (1928), 229-237, and Saulnier (1980), 19, both compared the designs on Etruscan
helmets to Hallstatt designs. On geometric design in Etruria, in general, see Brendel (1995), 35-41.



39

have been linked to the existence of elite networks connecting much of Europe.'®’
Metal smiths from north of the Alps are often cited as being present in central Italy
during this period, crafting many of the bronze objects, including the helmets, for
their elite patrons.'®® The culmination of this contact and cultural exchange can be
seen in the funerary remains of tomb AAI from Quattro Fontanili, Veii. 1% Taken
together, the contents of this tomb closely represent the idealized Urnfield warrior
(Fig. 22):'° small shield with bronze facing, short sword, spear, ornate helmet with
geometric designs, and a ritual amphora (Fig. 23). The amphora from this tomb is
particularly important, as it is among the Veio-Gevelinghausen-Seddin group, which
are stylistically similar, in construction and decoration.'”" The construction of
warrior identity, especially through the use of helmets, was influenced from outside
of central Italy, but was shaped and solidified using uniquely Villanovan models,
such as the crested helmet.

During the Early Iron Age we also find evidence for two other pieces of
defensive arms in central Italy. The first types of armour, shields are not abundantly
attested during this period.'”* Oval shields are represented iconographically and in
miniature at Veii and Bisenzio-Capodimonte.'”® They are characterized by a number
of ‘spindles’ radiating from what appears to be a central strong point (Fig. 24).

Bronze round shields are also attested beginning in the eighth century, although

17 Sabatini (2007), 155-166, in her discussion of house urns in Northern Germany and Scandinavia
makes a strong case for the interrelation of much of Europe and Italy in the period of the Early Iron
Age in Central Italy, approximately 900-700 in the absolute chronology.

1% Asserted strongly by Camporeale (2013b). Cf. Iaia (2005; 2012).

1 Notizie (1970).

7" On greaves in Etruria, see Stary (1981), 26.

"1 Jockenhovel (1974), and Kristiansen (1993). This particular type of amphora helps to link Central
Italy to a considerable swathe of Europe, including Poland, where at Przelawice one of these
amphorae has been discovered. Links to parts of Poland further north than this are established through
the use of house urns and Pomeranian face urns, which have been linked to so-called canopic urns
from Etruria, see Kneisel (2012), 31 Fig. 12.

12 Bartoloni and De Santis (1995).

'3 Stary (1981), 26-28.
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fragmentary and rare. '7* The remains of a shield found in the Tomb of the Warrior at
Tarquinia, dating to the eighth century, had traces of a leather backing.'” It is
possible, if not probable, that these shields are evidence of a progressive
development, which began with a type of round shield made of stretched leather over
a wooden frame, which eventually came to be sturdier shields with a bronze
facing.'”® Bronze facing would have given extra strength and value in combat for the
bearer. This would also give the user a more formidable appearance in battle, and the
metal facing on shields may have helped to establish the status of its bearer on the
field.

The final type of armour found throughout the Early Iron Age is chest
armour. The normal form of this was the pectoral, found throughout central Italy.'”’
Pectorals of a style most commonly associated with Etruria, square with geometric
designs, have also been found in Picenum (Fig. 25).'”® These are more common in
Southern Etruria and Latium, and do not occur in Etruscan contexts in the north.'”
Four examples have been found in Rome."*® The protection gained by wearing these
devices was not extensive. It is possible, along with many other pieces of kit from
this period that the value of these items was in display or identity. Rarely,
breastplates are attested during the Early Iron Age, with the notable example being
the cuirass of the seventh century from Narce.'®' Some commentators have noted

that this was constructed out of thin bronze sheet, and would have been less

'7* Saulnier (1980), 28-31, and Stary (1981), 28-31.

'7> Hencken (1968), 34.

"7 The spindles may indicate that the face of these shields was not a rigid material, such as wood, but
rather one that required additional support, like leather. This type of shield is described by Polybius as
having been wielded by the early Roman cavalry (6.25). Polybius’ description of early Roman
cavalry, however, is not to be relied upon, as discussed below.

77 Saulnier (1980), 31.

178 Stary (1981), 24-25, 247. The example found in Picenum was from Fermo.

17 In Etruria, these pectorals were found in Narce, Bisenzio, Veii, and Tarquinia.

'8 These were all found on the Esquiline: tomb 86, Miiller-Karpe (1962), pl. 15A4, tombs 87 and 98,
Gjerstad (1956), and tomb 14, Acanfora (1976), pl. 19D. Cf. Martinelli (2004), 67-69.

'8! Stary (1981), 24-25.
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protective than a similar piece made of thick leather.'®*

No Early Iron Age leather
armour survives intact from central Italy, and it is only a hypothesis that it would
have existed. This hypothesis also ignores the opportunity for display on the
battlefield, provided by bronze armour.'™

Offensive arms during the Early Iron Age (c. 900-750) are represented by
swords and by spears. Swords are the most resource intensive of these two groups.'®*
They require a substantial amount of labour and resources to construct and could not
have been common to all members of society.'®> Antenna swords are found in a
number of Etruscan contexts. These are mostly in Southern Etruria, with a number of
finds in Northern Etruria.'® There are also a number of finds of this type of sword
on the fringes of the Po Plain. An example of this type of sword has also been found
in Rome.'®” In Italian contexts antenna swords are more often found in Picene
contexts than in Etruria.'® A type of antenna sword, with associated production in
Tarquinia, is commonly found in northern Italy.'®” A number of examples also exist
from Apennine contexts, as well. These swords are characterized by their hilt which
has a pommel consisting of two so-called antennae which wrap in on themselves
(Fig. 26). Antenna swords were long swords which could imply that they were meant

for slashing attacks, although their use as a stabbing weapon is not to be dismissed.

These types of swords are not unique to Italy and are closely associated with the

182 Spivey and Stoddart (1990), 129.

'™ The intimidating feature of dazzling armour is noted by Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 9.5.4) when the
Roman army arrayed in front of Veii c. 480.

'8 Bianco Peroni (1970). Cf. Harding (2000), 275-281.

"% In Bronze Age Europe, swords were not as common as spears. The former were also apt to be
highly decorated, probably a status symbol, Harding (1999), 162, Idem. (2000), 281.

18 Saulnier (1980), 33, and Stary (1981), 36-37.

187 Stary (1981), 142.

188 Cf. Stary (1981), 248-249, Karte 17.

"% Harding (2000), 238, is confident that these were produced in Etruria and got to northern Italy
through a trading network.
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cultures of the Alps and of the Hallstatt culture throughout Bronze Age Europe. 190
This is further evidence that the arms and armour of central Italy during the Early
Iron Age was influenced by cultures north of the Alps.

The second type of sword found in central Italian contexts is the so-called
mushroom hilted short sword (Griffzungenschwerter mit pilzformigem Knauf).""
These swords are shorter than antenna swords and have a considerably different
shape (Fig. 27). Whilst the antenna swords have a relatively even shape all the way
down, tapering to a point at the end, and a relatively narrow character, the mushroom
hilted swords have a very wide profile at the base and taper almost in a wedge shape
towards the tip. These swords are closer in style to the swords commonly associated
with later Roman armies of the Republic.'”? These swords were probably used as
stabbing weapons; although, like the antenna swords we should not pigeon hole
these weapons into one method of wounding. The development of this type of sword
may have been the result of heavier armour coming into usage in Italy, and it has
been argued that they would be more effective as a piercing weapon than antenna
swords.'” Unlike antenna swords, the mushroom hilted swords are not found north
of the Alps. They are considerably more common in central Italy than other sword
types, with examples also existing from south of the Bay of Naples as well as the
farthest points of Southern Italy. These are possibly of a Mediterranean type or

influenced by other Mediterranean types, although there is some precedence in

Bronze Age Italy for swords with similarly shaped blades.'"*

1% Antenna swords were a common Bronze Age phenomenon in Europe, overlapping with the Early
Iron Age in Central Italy, cf. Bianco Peroni (1970), and Kristiansen (1993). These were one of the
defining elements of the Urnfield ulture (esp. Urnfield V/Hallstatt B), Gimbutas (1965), 156. Cf.
Stary (1979), 185.

1 Bianco Peroni (1970), 194-273; Stary (1981), 32-36, 178.

192 Cf. Bishop and Coulston (2006), 54-57.

193 Stary (1981), 32-36, with considerable discussion and bibliography. This may also explain why
another short, stabbing, style sword is found in a number of instances in Central Italy, Ibid., 37.

19 Stary (1979), 186, Idem. (1981), 32-33.
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During the Early Iron Age the axe seems to have been a popular weapon.'*>
Single faced axes are common in Etruria (Fig. 28). Simple, undecorated, examples
are found throughout a very extensive area, from the farthest reaches of Northern
Etruria and the Po Plain south to the Bay of Naples.196 In Etruria proper this is one of
the most commonly found weapons in Etruscan burials.'”” Decorated axe heads are
found in the cemeteries of a number of large settlements. These may be indicators of
social rank and position and may be more related to political office or symbolism
than to warfare. If these decorated examples are related to political status they may
be the precursors to the fasces of the historical period. Axes and palstaves may have
originally been influenced by contacts with Europe north of the Alps, where Bronze
Age use of the axe was widespread.'”®

With the coming of the late eighth/early seventh centuries the arms and
armour found throughout central Italy changed. Helmet design drastically changed in
this period, shifting from the crested ‘Villanovan’ helmets and cap helmets to those
shaped like a semicircular dome (Fig. 29). Archaeologically recovered examples of
this type of helmet are limited in central Italy."”” The design has been found in the
environs of Veii, Rome and Vetulonia.””’ They are attested in the Apennines. This

type of helmet is found widely on the Adriatic coast of Picenum. It is a similar style

13 It was possibly a popular weapon in the Final Bronze Age, as well, Martinelli (2004), 135-137.

1 Stary (1981), Karte 28.

"7 Saulnier (1980), 33. See also Martinelli (2004), 135-145.

1% Stary (1979), 185, Idem. (1981), 38-40. On the use of the axe in Bronze Age warfare see Harding
(1999) and idem (2000), 275, who points out that the battle axe eventually came to be a symbol of
power in the European Bronze Age, rather than an effective weapon.

19 Stary (1981), Karte 3. Saulnier (1980), 65, believes that the shipboard warriors shown on the
Aristonothos krater are meant to be depicted wearing this type of helmet. While this could be the case,
the helmets depicted on this krater appear to cover more of the back of the head and neck than the
examples of hemispheric helmets known archaeologically. If the helmet were worn at an angle, giving
preference to the back of the head, then it is possible it is depicted.

% Stary (1981), 60-61, 153.
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to the double ridged helmet found at Populonia, which is itself a style more common
in the Eastern regions of modern Slovenia.*”!

It is during the early seventh century that chest protection also changes, with
the appearance of the disc shaped heart protector (kardiophylax) (Fig. 30).2** This
round disk protector covered the centre of the chest and was typically supported by a
harness of sorts which held it in place.*”® Some scholars see these as a continuing
development of the pectorals of the earlier Iron Age, but point out connections to
Assyrian models.”” Examples of these have been found across a wide range of sites
in Etruria. The style of these heart plates is not unique to Etruria, and occurs more
often in Picenum and regions just south.””> Examples of this type of armour have
also been found on Corsica. The defensive value of these types of armour is
negligible. Using the so-called Capastrano Warrior (Fig. 31) as an example of how
much surface area these would protect shows us that only a small area of the chest
would benefit.”* It could be that these items were more an element of prestige and
identity than they were of practical military kit. Whether or not more practical
options were available and made of organic materials, such as leather, which did not
survive in the archaeological record is impossible to tell.>"’

The Near East has also been pointed to as the source of a number of other

developments in central Italian arms and armour from the eighth to middle of the

seventh century.””® Round bronze shields, which had a central boss, are found

T This type of helmet is typically associated with the Hallstatt C2 to D2 periods, Stary (1981), 65-66.
292 These are only attested from the seventh century.

% Stary (1981), 67-69.

2% Ibid., 69, with earlier bibliography.

2% Ibid., 434-436.

206 Martinelli (2004), 69, provides a reconstruction of how these would have been supported on the
chest, using the Capestrano Warrior and an example. The heart protector is attached to four straps,
two on top, which hang over the shoulders, and then two on the bottom which attach to a belt.

27 See Figs. 32-33 for examples of what these warriors may have looked like fully equipped.

28 Contacts with the Near East are well attested outside of the sphere of warfare, as well, and are
thoroughly discussed elsewhere: cf. Turfa (1986), 66-69, Naso (2000) and Riva (2006).
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throughout Etruria, and can be equated to Near Eastern precedents.”” The bronze
facing of these shields is thin and was not the core defensive element of the device.
These bronze facades were affixed to either wood or wicker rounds, which would
have provided much of the defensive protection of the shield.*'® Daggers, similar to
those visible in evidence from the reigns of Sargon II and Sennacherib, were in use
in Etruria during this period.?'" Spears also saw continued use in this period. This
combination of arms and armour led Stary to equate the central Italian warriors or
soldiers of this period to the image of contemporary Assyrian soldiers (Fig. 34). This
depiction shows an Assyrian soldier during the reign of Ashurbanipal (r. 668-627)
who is wearing a kardiophylax, of the type now common in central Italy, carrying a
spear and a dagger, and armed with a wicker shield.*"?

The last major adoption in central during this period regarding warfare was
the chariot.>" This piece of technology is linked, again, to Near Eastern imports.*'*
The existence of war chariots throughout the Near East and early Greece provides
evidence that these types of vehicles could and were used successfully in warfare.”"

Iconography from a slightly later period (especially from the sixth century) shows

29 Stary (1979), 189. It is possible that these shields were actually a development of Etruscan
antecedents, this was the conclusion of Hencken and Camporeale, cited in the discussion of Saulnier
(1980), 65, who agrees with their conclusions. The shields are certainly decorated with geometric
designs which are well attested in Central Italy. We know, though, that there was a considerable
Orientalizing culture in Etruria at this point, and the similarity of depictions with Near Eastern models
is too close to rule out an eastern Mediterranean origin, Stary (1981), 30-31.

219 Martinelli (2004), 42-52.

2 Stary (1979), 190.

*12 On the reign of Ashurbanipal see Grayson (1991).

213 On the development of the chariot in Etruria, see Crouwel (2012). He rightly points out that some
of the early evidence for chariots in Etruria, specifically iconography on imported wares, should be
treated with caution when arguing for the use of these vehicles.

214 Stary (1979), 190. Emiliozzi (2001) confidently identifies elements of Etruscan wheeled vehicles
with Assyrian types and has pointed out that only on Cyprus and in Italy is the practice of burying a
chariot within tombs practiced, throughout the Mediterranean.

1% Saulnier (1980), 66-68.
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chariots being used by armed riders.?'® Chariots are found in the burials of both
males and females throughout central Italy.?'” The existence of chariots in female
burials indicates that they were not necessarily, and probably not, used in actual
warfare. The most probable use of chariots in central Italian warfare was to ferry a
warrior to and from the battlefield. The most common use of wheeled vehicles,
though, was in processions or simply as a status symbol.*'®

Adoption of the Greek style ‘hoplite’ panoply began around the middle of the
seventh century in central Italy. It has long been pointed out that types of arms and
armour found in the archaeology and iconography of Etruria, especially, began to

shift at this point.*"

One of the most important changes during this period was the
adoption of the Corinthian helmet (Fig. 35).?*° This type of helmet represents a leap
in protectiveness from its central Italian antecedents.”*' Unlike the helmets of the
Early Iron Age, the Corinthian helmet provided considerable protection to the back
of the head as well as the cheeks and face. This type of helmet is traditionally

222

thought of as a strong factor in the development of tightly packed combat.”** It was

quickly adapted for warfare in central Italy, however, with the development of the

*!® For instance, the decorated ostrich egg from Vulci (Fig. 45) which shows a line of armed men,
with a rider in front, and an armed figure mounting a chariot in the rear or the temple friezes from
Poggio Buco and Tuscania which depict similar scenes.

7 Riva (2010), 88.

¥ Emiliozzi (2013).

1% Snodgrass (1965).

220 Stary (1981), 62-64. This type of helmet was widely depicted in figurative art in central Italy.
Actual examples provide evidence that Corinthian helmets were probably in actual use, see Stary
(1981), 427-430, for bibliographic information on fifty surviving examples. An example of a highly
decorated Corinthian helmet was found in Vulci in 1835, de Luynes (1836), and is now held in the
Bibliothéque nationale de France (Bronze.2013 = Luynes 598, inv. 116).

2! Snodgrass (1999), 51-52, describes the Corinthian helmet in some detail and praises it as a
technologically ‘advanced product.” A spectacular example of a Corinthian helmet, presumably used
by an Etruscan during the Battle of Cumae (474) was found at Olympia in 1959, see Daux (1960).
This was part of the trophy set up by Hieron to celebrate his victory in this battle against the
Etruscans. The two other helmets associated with this trophy were Negau type helmets. See below.
22 Hanson (1989), 71-75; Schwartz (2009) provides a thorough discussion of the impact of ‘heavy’
arms on tactical considerations, but is to be read with caution. See the brief middling comments by
Viggiano and van Wees (2013), 60-61.
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Etrusco-Corinthian or Etrusco-Illyrian helmet (Figs. 36).”* These helmets had
considerably larger openings for the eyes and ears, with cheek guards that more
closely followed a man’s beard line rather than the entire face. In time the Negau
helmet also became popular throughout central Italy, which gave the wearer
completely unimpaired vision and hearing.***

All three styles of helmets were in use from the end of the eighth century
until the end of the period under study, although the evidence for precise styles falls
off as time progressed.”*> The adoption of the Corinthian helmet and the Negau type
helmet show a continuing trend in central Italian armour, a willingness, or a need, to
adopt designs from outside. The origin of the Corinthian helmet was with the
Greeks, perhaps in phalanx warfare. The Negau helmet is a widespread helmet
design found throughout Italy, the Alpine regions, and into Slovenia.”** The exact
origins of this type of helmet are not entirely clear, and it could have been designed
first in central Italy, the Alps, or Slovenia. >’ The development of the Etrusco-
Corinthian/Illyrian helmet, and subsequent development of the Negau type, shows
that although there was an impetus to import new helmet designs, there was also a

need to adapt imported designs to local requirements.**®

3 Stary (1979), 191, noted that local varieties of the Corinthian helmet were visible through to the
fourth century. The terms Etrusco-Corinthian and Etrusco-Illyrian are not in common usage, however
I believe that this type of terminology can help in describing the local variants of these helmets. On
the adoption of Illyrian helmets in Central Italy, see Stary (1981), 64-65.

24 Stary (1981), 66-67.

*2 This is due to the ever increasing scarcity of arms and armour in burial contexts as time
progressed.

26 Stary (1981), 67, Karte 8.

27 The typological name of the helmet is derived from the 1811 excavation of twenty-six examples in
Zenjak, near Negau, whence their name has come.

28 Stary (1979), 196, believes that the Negau type helmet was originally fashioned from the top of
Greek or Etruscan helmet style, made without the faceguard of the Corinthian family of helmets.
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Two spectacular examples of the Negau helmet were those dedicated by the
Syracusan tyrant, Hieron I, after a victory over the Etruscans at Cumae in 474.%%
The trophy also included a Corinthian helmet (see above). Each of these helmets was
engraved ‘Higpov 6 Aswvopeveog/ kai 1ol Zupakdcior/ ot Al Tvp<p>av’ and Kouag’
‘Hiaron [the son] of Deinomenes and the Syracusans to Zeus [dedicated these arms
captured from] the Tyrrhenians at Kyme.’**® This battle was also commemorated by
Pindar (Pyth. 1.71-76).*' Presumably all three helmets were captured arms which
had been used by Etruscan sailors or ‘marines’ during the battle (cf. Diod. Sic.
11.51). If this is a correct assumption, then it shows contemporaneous use of both the
Negau and Corinthian type helmets.

Large round shields, along the lines of the Greek aspis, called a clipeus by
the Romans (Livy 1.43), are also found from the middle of the eighth century

232
onwards.?

Although round shields were in use before this period, the development
of larger, bronze faced, shields only began at this point. These were probably made
with a core of wood and only faced with bronze, like their Greek counterparts.”> As
is often pointed out in the development of Greek arms and armour, the development
of the double grip (porpax/antilabe) on these shields allowed for greater mobility
and use.”* Some scholars go so far as to claim large shields like these were usable

only because of this double grip system.”>> Evidence of the double grip, though, is

not always present. A number of surviving bronze shields/facings have remnants of

** The first originally published by Brondsted (1820), but discovered, according to the original
publication, in 1817. The second was found much more recently, Linagouras (1979). Both are
discussed and illustrated in Frielinghaus (2011), 70-71, 448, being equivelant to her numbers L1 and
L2.

30 Inscription and translation retrieved from Whitley (2011), 185, with further bibliography.

3! pindar mentions both Phoenicians (Carthaginians) and Etruscans.

32 Stary (1981), 74-76. 1 use the terminology ‘aspis’ in lieu of ‘hoplon,” following Lazenby and
Whitehead (1996).

33 Snodgrass (1999), 53.

234 van Wees (2004), 48.

% Hanson (1989), 65-66.
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these two grips.*® Artistic depictions of the porpax and antilabe are present in native
art, although the import of Greek artistic styles makes the interpretation of these
images complicated (Fig. 39).%" It is probable, though, that the depiction was
reflective of the shields in use in central Italy during this period.

Chest protection was left to two principal types. The first of these was the
bronze cuirass. Surviving examples in central Italy are not common, although this is
also true of Greece, where the bronze cuirass is often associated with the full hoplite
panoply.”*® As we have seen above, some modern commentators have pointed out
that the Italian examples are made of relatively thinly hammered bronze sheet and
would have been less protective than chest protection made of other materials, such
as organics. This conclusion presumes the existence of organic body armour, usually
described as leather, something that does not survive in the archaeological record.**’
Although this is a widely held belief in the modern scholarship, it cannot and should
not be taken as fact. There is no evidence for the use of leather armour in central
Italy, which could be due to circumstances of survival of organic materials in the
archaeological record, but any conclusion drawn on this point must be speculative,
rather than authoritative as this conclusion is often stated. Scholars who believe that
the protection afforded by bronze body armour was inferior, thus precluding them
from actual combat use, overlook the importance of display in combat, just as we

have seen with the tall crested Villanovan helmets above.**° Glittering metallic

28 Cf. Stary (1981), 77-79.

»7 The provided example does not show both grips, but the grip shown is so close to the rim of the
shield that it is probable that there was a second grip which is not shown.

2% van Wees (2004), 48, points out that the bronze cuirass was not a commonly owned or worn piece,
noting that in the Ten Thousand of Xenophon only a handful of the hoplites had them.

39 The use of leather as armour in Greece was at one time thought prominent (i.e. Jarva [1995], 36),
but it is probable that only some of the depictions of so-called Type IV armour was leather, see
Aldrete et al. (2013), 57-64.

240 Recent experiments using bronze plate of 0.8 mm and 1.8 mm and gauging their defensive
capabilities against arrows concluded that 0.8 mm bronze armour would not protect its wearer from
even a 25-Ib. pull bow at 7.5 m, Aldrete et al. (2013), 125-128. This is evidence that thinner bronze
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armour provided a fearsome image for the enemy, with the prime example from
Italian antiquity being the Samnties described by Livy (9.40).%*'

The second type of chest protection found in central Italy in the Archaic
Period was the linothorax, linen armour.*** Depictions of this type of armour are
widespread in art during this period. It is represented in statuary (Fig. 40) of warriors
and depictions which show the Etruscan Mars, Laran. Pseudo-historical figures such
as the Vibenna brothers are shown wearing this type of armour when ambushing and
kidnapping the prophet Cacu.** In figurative art, individual warriors are depicted
wearing linothorakes (Fig. 41), as well as are men in armed groups. Armed riders are
also depicted wearing this type of armour. This type of armour is well attested
throughout the Mediterranean. Twice it is mentioned in the Homeric poems (//.
2.529, 830; cf. Strabo 13.1.10 and Pliny NH 19.6). A linen corselet was good enough
for a king of Veii to wear in the latter half of the fifth century (Livy 4.20). Their use
in the central Mediterranean in general is attested for the early fifth century by the
dedication at Olympia of three linothorakes by Gelon after the battle of Himera
(Paus. 6.19.7). Recent reconstructions of ancient linen armour have shown that it was
incredibly strong. It could have stopped arrows from penetrating from a distance as
close as four meters.>** The level of protection granted by linen was more significant
than that of thinner bronze plate, and possibly leather, if armour was actually made

of leather. Linen armour was lighter than its metallic counterparts, and would have

been well adapted to use in open warfare. Linothorakes could also occupy the

plate was not an effective armour for protection, but its value for display is still important. It is worth
noting that the remains of bronze corsets and shield facings from Olympia show that they could be
pierced by enemy weapons, but this does not seem to have stopped the Greeks from using this type of
armour, see Snodgrass (1999), 56.

! Cf. Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 9.5.6).

2 On the development of the linothorax in the Mediterranean, see Aldrete er al. (2013), 11-29.
Depictions in Etruria begin to appear in the sixth century, Gleba (2012), 48.

3 See de Grummond (2006b), 28 fig. IL.5.

4 Aldrete et al. (2013), 121-125.
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important place of display in combat through the weaving of metal scales or other
artistic elements into or onto the armour. By themselves, fresh linen corselets may
have provided an element of this as well, as Alcaeus includes thorakes of new linen
among the other spectacular arms of the period (Frg. 2.19).

The importance of this type of armour should not be underestimated. Besides
the actual combat advantages that have been noted above, there was another practical
advantage to linen armour: it could be made in the home with a readily available
material.”* Weaving was an important element of the household economy
throughout the Mediterranean, and was possibly a defining element of central Italian
women'’s activities.>*® The image of the Roman wife diligently sitting at home doing
her weaving is embedded in the probably anachronistic story of the rape and suicide
of Lucretia (Livy 1.57). What this means, though, is that Etruscan and Roman
soldiers could have their armour made at home, rather than hiring out to a smith.

Changes in offensive arms begin to appear in the seventh century. At this
point we see a new type of sword emerge in the Ager Faliscus, Picenum and in
Umbria; the so-called double edged bat swords (Zweischneidige Hiebschwerter)
were long swords with a simpler style of hilt than the antenna swords.**’ The blade
tapered from the hilt to a narrow point and then tapered wider and finally tapering
again to the point. This created a slightly leaf shaped blade, although completely
unrelated to the leaf shaped bladed short swords of the Aegean. Examples of this

type of sword are also found in Southern Italy. The Faliscan, Picene, and Umbrian

¥ Flax, used to produce linen, may have been cultivated in Italy from the Neolithic onward, although
the evidence is scanty, due in part to faulty archacological methodology in earlier excavations, see
Gleba (2008), 65-67. Aldrete et al. (2013) have pointed out, though, that this type of armour could
have been made from all kinds of scrap cloth, depending on the availability of resources to those
making the armour.

6 Gleba (2008), 173-178. The distaff, an implement used during the spinning of fibers, has been
found in ornate versions in Etruria, and in limited numbers elsewhere in Italy, and is reflective of the
status of women and the importance of textile creation, see Gleba (2011).

7 Stary (1981), 215-216, Karte 20.
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swords were probably used as slashing weapons as their size and blade shape would
have given them an advantage when used in this manner.**® This type of sword was
not adopted in Etruria or Latium.

Offensive arms of the Archaic Period differed from the Early Iron Age.
Swords were fashioned after the curved blade designs of the Greeks, or possibly a
design from south-central Europe, including a knuckled hilt (Figs. 42).**° Short
swords with straight blades were also in use, similar in design to the Early Iron Age,
and similar as well to designs used in later Roman periods (Figs. 43).%° The first of
these would have been effective as a slashing or ‘chopping’ weapon, although a
distinct point was present. Straight bladed short swords would have been designed as
a stabbing weapon, similar to their use in later Roman legionary combat. A type of
dagger with a hilt similar to the antenna swords also existed in Latium and the ager
Faliscus which are typologically associated with examples from the Hallstatt
culture.”' Spears were an important and well attested element of the arms of this
period. Spearheads are found throughout central Italy in the Archaic Period (except
for Rome) and range in size from large leaf blades to smaller, perhaps javelin,
points.>* Larger spearheads may indicate a larger spear in general, and would have

been used as a stabbing weapon, giving its wielder a good amount of reach. Smaller

8 This type of sword was probably a native development and may be reflective of the type of warfare
being waged around the central Apennines at this point, as this seems to be the nexus upon which the
axis of discovery sits.

% Stary (1981), 83-84, 190-191. Examples of the machaira type sword are also found in Central Italy,
but better attested on the Adriatic coast, Ibid., 84-85, Karte 22. The development of the curved blade
sword may have come from the eastern Mediterranean or from Spain, with earlier examples being
produced in both areas. Stary (1979), 196, does concede that they could also have been a development
native to Central Italy, especially Latium.

20 Stary (1981), 81-83.

2! Stary (1981), Karte 24.

2 Stary (1981), 90, notes spearhead lengths between 17 and 78 cm, the average however falling
between 22 and 35 cm.
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spears could have been used as missiles, an action attested in the later narrative
history of the period.?

Axes are attested in the Archaic Period, in slightly different styles than seen
in the Early Iron Age.>* As opposed to the palstaves of the Early Iron Age, the axes
of the Archaic Period were often double headed.”*” Use of axes is shown in
depictions of both infantry and cavalry. Modern commentators have a mixed history
of interpreting these weapons.”>® Most have dismissed their use in combat, with
prominent members of the field like Mario Torelli describing them as archaising
elements of Archaic art.”>’ This traditional consternation is based in the supposed
incompatibility of the double headed axe in orthodox hoplite warfare.”® A helmet
from Etruria, though, provides evidence of damage sustained from the blow of an
axe.”” As we see below, the traditional view of hoplite warfare has been questioned
in recent scholarship, and in this work, and there is no reason to restrict what we
consider viable combat weapons to a limited interpretation of this kind. Moving
away from a hoplite based understanding of combat in central Italy means that the
axe should be viewed not as an archaising element but as a common weapon, if not
culturally unique, in the context of the central Mediterranean.

The bow and arrow are not well attested in central Italy.*®® Remains of
arrowheads exist, but are not exceedingly common. A number of depictions in native
art show archers operating within a mixed combat, including ‘heavy infantry’ and

cavalry. We also see two figures armed with round shields, spears, and bows and

>3 Saulnier (1980), 63. Cf. Small (2000).

>4 Stary (1981), 86-89.

> Tbid., 89-90.

236 Saulnier (1980), 63, rapidly dismissed their use and relegated axes, especially those with two heads
of this period, as being symbols of power (she uses imperio) rather than combat weapons.

7 Torelli (2011b), 191-193.

3% The supposed difficulty of swinging a battle axe in phalanx combat is common enough in the
literature on Greek warfare, cf. Anderson (1991), 25.

29 Weiss (1978), 197-198.

% Stary (1981), 91.
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arrows on a set of horse face-guards (Fig. 44). These depictions are not common,

though. Archers are also depicted onboard ships in Etruscan art (Fig. 16).%*!

They are
not the only armed members of the crew, and are counted amongst non-missile
infantry. Arrowheads were amongst the recovered items from the Giglio wreck.?*

This survey of the changes of arms and armour in central Italy reveals a
number of important concepts. The first is that the cultures of central Italy were
receptive of foreign designs in arms and armour from a very early time. Actively
acquiring new types of arms helped to expand the contact networks connected to
central Italy and helped influence non-military elements of culture, with the northern
influences on geometric art being very prominent. Through these networks, the
social power of Etruscan elites was enhanced, allowing them to acquire prestige
objects from abroad, with arms and armour providing an easy opportunity to display
these connections within their communities.

2.2 Tactics

The use of warriors, soldiers, weapons, and technology on the battlefield
collectively make up the concept of tactics. Execution of certain types of tactics,
such as the Greeks’ use of the phalanx in pitched battle or the Roman manipular
organization, is often pointed to as being a decisive factor in either victory or defeat.
Scholars have traditionally promulgated the idea that tactics followed technology.*’
For example as defensive armour became heavier and mobility, visibility, and
audibility became more restricted, it is often argued that the Greeks were forced to

adopt the phalanx tactics of the traditional literature. Within this view, the arms and

6! George (2013), 740, believes that elites fought as archers, often, in Etruscan armies. This assertion
is perhaps a bit overstated.

262 pefia (2011), 185-186, Figure 9.2.

*% Echeverria Rey (2010) critiques the nature of these arguments, see especially 43-51.
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armour of the Greeks directed how they fought their wars.*%*

While technology does
play an important role in guiding the development of tactics, cultural considerations
are as or more important than their technological counterparts. Using the Greek
example again, along with heavier arms and armour, cultural mores of the period are
traditionally thought to have guided the practise of warfare, if not as strictly adhered
to as the practices described by Mardonius (Hdt. 7.9).%°> Perhaps the most extreme
example of tactics being shaped by cultural trends was the practise of rank and file
musket volleys of the Enlightenment (c. eighteenth century AD).?*® While musket
armed forces in Europe were fighting in controlled lines exchanging civilized
volleys, the native peoples of North America used the same types of arms to wage a
type of guerrilla warfare on their enemies, eventually being adopted by the American
colonials.”®’ This section looks at how technology and culture may have guided the
development of tactics in central Italy.

In the Early Iron Age we have no literary or artistic evidence to help us
understand the tactical situation. We can only try to reconstruct battle during this
period based on our general knowledge of society at this time and our knowledge of
the arms and armour in use. The types of helmets in use during this period sat high
on the head and did not impede either vision or hearing. It is possible that this
indicates an open style of combat in which situational awareness is more important
than maximum protection.”*® Spears, especially long spears, have been proposed as

the primary weapon amongst the panoply described above, and that battle usually

264 Hanson (1989) and Schwartz (2009) epitomize this view.

265 The idea of agonal Greek warfare has been challenged in recent scholarship and may have been a
nostalgic invention of later authors, see Krentz (2002) and van Wees (2004), 115-130.

266 parker (2007).

267 Jones (2000), 5-49.

%% Stary (1981), 54-56.
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took the form of a scrimmage between individual combatants duelling with spears,
or if that had broken swords and axes.”®

The advantage of the crested bronze helmets, in particular, may have come to
bear in combat such as this. As their purpose was to enhance the perceived height of
the wearer, thus creating a more formidable persona on the battlefield, in individual
duels, combatants with less impressive headwear would have been at a psychological
disadvantage. We have also seen above that both crested and bell helmets may have
been used to create an identity associated with arms in burial; if this identity
transferred into the world of the living, the value of these helmets on the battlefield
may have been in establishing the identity of seasoned warriors or of men from a
warrior ‘class,” or perhaps just particularly wealthy or otherwise powerful
individuals. If there were combatants present on the field who were of a perceived
lesser class, then the tactical application of this kit was in a rudimentary type of
psychological warfare.

Examples of this type of effect being cause by arms are present in poetic
evidence, although not from strictly “historical’ sources.”’® In the Homeric epics,
elaborate arms and armour helped to differentiate different warriors. Their arms and
armour helped to establish and communicate their legend and their prowess in

271
warfare.?’

The Greek army’s bronze armour lit the sky, for how polished and
gleaming it was (I1. 19.359-363).%7* This effect is echoed in Virgil’s description of

Aeneas’ ‘star-bright shield and celestial armour: a vision of fire,” (Aen. 12.165-

269 Saulnier (1980), 41, who also laments our lack of evidence.

270 Although interesting, the examples cited here must be read as metaphorical rather than concrete
evidence.

" For example, the silver studded sword of Priam (/1. 2.45-47) or the shield of Achilles (/I. 18.478-
608).

72 van Wees (1994), 131-137.
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167).%” There is some indication that this was a genuine element of early Greek
society and that the ‘biography’ of artefacts could be transmitted through time.””* If
similar cultural practices were at work in central Italy it is possible that the ornately
decorated bronze helmets that we know from funerary contexts would have helped to
circulate these stories throughout the region, thus adding a legendary element to the
perceived combat prowess of those individuals, their compatriots, and those warriors
who wore similar items.

The effects of this psychological battle cannot be fully understood in any
recreation of Early Iron Age battle and tactics. The perceived standing, whether in
physicality or class, of an opponent would have affected the combat potential of
individual combatants, especially if someone of a lower standing was fighting a
renowned warrior. This would give an advantage to wealthy or elite combatants in
single combat. This could also give an advantage to warriors or soldiers who were
associated with fighters who possessed this type of battlefield gravitas. Although it is
quite impossible to prove, it is possible that tactical ‘units’ on the battlefield mirrored
the social organization of Etruscan settlements during this period. If this is true,
groups of fighters would have been drawn together around prominent members of
elite families. This is reflected by the clustering of burials around centralized,
wealthy, burials throughout the period.’”” These groups are typically associated with
kin groups.”’® In Tarquinia, the leaders of these kin groups were buried within hut
urns for a period in the Early Iron Age.””” This type of burial can be contrasted,

though, in the late eighth century with a number of burials found outside of the kin

> Tr, Ahl.

™ Whitley (2002) points out that these items may or may not convey actual military prowess, but be
more indicative of an ideology.

> Riva (2010), 84-95.

27 Taia (1999; 2009-2012; 2013).

" Bartoloni ez al. (1987).
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structure, which have consistently been interpreted as representing the existence of
an early state structure beyond the family group.

Hut urns/family leaders were surrounded by burials with arms, possibly
representing armed retainers or family members. If these were indeed warriors or
soldiers, it seems plausible that they would have fought together as a unit. As we see
towards the end of the Early Iron Age, though, this familial society is contrasted with
extra familial, perhaps ‘state’ burials.”’® Based on this social change, armies of Early
Iron Age Tarquinia, and perhaps Etruria in general, may have been drawn up by state
leaders, but at the most basic levels were still based on familial links. Tactically,
these armies may have fought in a single battle line, but the possibility of
micromanagement by family groups may have allowed for smaller, more
manoeuvrable, tactical units.

Throughout the Orientalizing period, we have little reason to propose much
of a different tactical organization than described above. The introduction of the
chariot, however, has been pointed to as signalling a change in tactics.”” Other
scholars do not see this introduction as a drastic change.”® Depictions of the chariot
in the iconographic tradition beginning in the late seventh century often show an
armed figure ascending into a chariot at the back end of a line of other armed men
(Fig. 45). This appears to be a position of command or prestige, and the chariot, far
from being an instrument of tactical superiority, was a means of conveyance.”®' This

is the usual practice found in the Iliad.*® Fitting in with the above emphasis on

78 Jaia (1999), 120.

7 Stary (1979), 190, 205 n. 104, citing evidence in Virgil that early Central Italy saw a form of
chariot warfare. The use of Virgil as a source to discuss chariot warfare is problematic because of the
possible impact of Homeric chariot warfare on the construction of the epic.

%0 Saulnier (1980), 68-69.

*! Ibid., 69.

282 van Wees (2004), 58. See, though, Greenhalgh (1973) who believed that massed chariot combat
was a reality in early Greek warfare.
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display in combat, some chariot riders in Homer choose not to dismount, but to stay
on their chariot to display their glory (/. 12.110-115). This was one of the reasons
that the chariot was adopted in central Italy.

During this period we also see an increasing amount of evidence that horses
were regularly ridden.”® The use of horses in warfare may date to an earlier period
in Italian history, though, as domesticated horses are attested at least as far back as
the Terramare culture.” Italians, the inhabitants of central Italy in particular, had a
penchant for horsemanship, and by the Archaic period it is obviously an important
element of the regional culture.”® In their earliest usage, horses may have been used
in a similar way to chariots, being a means of conveyance to and from the
battlefield.**® It is probable that they were used in raiding, though, which is well
attested behaviour in early equine cultures.*®’

If it is difficult for us to say much about the tactics of warfare in the Early
Iron Age, it is slightly less so as we move towards the historical period. Organized
groups of armed men begin to appear in at least the seventh century. The Tragliatella
oinochoe is a prime example of this (Fig. 11).”*® This vessel has had a long and
difficult history of interpretation.*® Besides showing a line of figures carrying

shields and three spears or javelins each, the other images show a labyrinth, two

2 Stary (1981), 95-99. Cf. Saulnier (1980), 69.

24 Azzaroli (1972; 1985). Anthony (2007), 222-224, argues that ‘riding cannot be cleanly separated
from warfare,” by which idea we have to consider that mounted war, or at least mounted raiding,
occurred quite far back into the Bronze Age in Central Italy.

% Lubtchansky (2005). Camporeale (2004-2005) has shown that a culture developed around horses
or possibly horse breeding, especially around Narce and the ager Faliscus.

% Saulnier (1980), 69. This is a concept which is also familiar in the discussion of Greek warfare,
with early riders being cited as mounted infantry, cf. van Wees (2004), 58. Other commentators
believed that cavalry in the traditional sense existed from an early period in Greece, notably Worley
(1994), 7-15, 32-35. Worley does argue, though, that we should see Mycenean cavalry, in particular,
as ‘dragoons,’ a rather anachronistic term and way of looking at the situation.

287 Note, for instance, the impact that the introduction of the horse had on Native American
populations, Anthony (2007), 222.

% Giglioli (1929).

% Cf. Martinez-Pinna (1995). Small (1986) believed that this was a funeral scene. Bonfante (2011b)
has recently described this piece as showing ‘organized military forces... led by officers on
horseback,” 252. This description, however, is extremely problematic.
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riders on horseback (along with a captive?), a lone figure, and then an erotic
scene.””® The image of the labyrinth bears an inscription which reads ‘TRUIA”,

5291

which has been suggested to mean ‘Troy.”””" While it may show a line of soldiers, it

has been persuasively argued that what is depicted by the line of figures bearing

. 292
arms is an armed dance.”’

Less problematic depictions begin with another series of
oinochoes which are quite similar and currently held in the Royal Ontario Museum
of Archaeology, in Toronto (Figs. 12-13).%* Native depictions of organized groups
of warriors or soldiers eventually become relatively common, and their
representation on Etrusco-Corinthian ware becomes more detailed (Fig. 46).>*

The importance of these depictions is not immediately clear. To some
commentators, they imply that there existed some sort of military organization in the
communities which produced these images.*”> To others, these images are not
directly linked to actual warfare, but to ritual or to dance.”® It is very appealing to
try to claim that organized lines of men apparently armed for war is evidence for
tightly organized lines of battle, or at least of organized units. The increasingly
‘heavy’ nature of arms and armour during this period may indicate closer knit tactics
as well, which is particularly reflected in the use of the Greek style Corinthian
helmet. This helmet was extremely restrictive and was most effectively used in a

tightly organized line of battle.””” As we have seen above, though, this helmet was

not used for a long period of time in its most basic form, and was improved upon to

0 Stary (1981), Taf. 9.

! Decke (1881). It has also been suggested that this vase may show the process, or perhaps the myth,
related to the ‘Lusus Troiae’ (cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.64) and the armed dance, or perhaps all of the
images taken together, represent some sort of intiation or rebirth ceremony, Versnel (1993), 325-327,
with earlier bibliography.

292 Camporeale (1987). Spivey and Stoddart also see it as an armed dance (1990), 137-38.

2%3 Robinson and Harcum (1930), 31-32.

% Boitani (1974), 213.

% Stary (1981), 129-130. Note, though, that this much of this discussion is tied directly to ‘hoplite
combat,’ discussed below.

2% Spivey and Stoddart (1990), 137-139.

#7 See, though, brief comments by Viggiano and van Wees (2013), 60-61.
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fit a looser form of combat. The existence of tightly packed battle arrays could be
true, and may have been reflected in the Early Iron Age through familial links,
although we cannot prove any definite opinion to be true. They are, in both the least
and the most, evidence that something brought men bearing arms together into
groups: ritual, dance, or perhaps actual warfare.*”®

During this period (c. 650), as we have seen above, Greek style arms and
armour begin to make their way into the material record of central Italy. Scholars
have often taken this evidence, alongside depictions of ‘ranks’ of identically (or
similarly) armed men to be indicative of the practise of hoplite warfare in central
Italy for this period.””” A number of theories exist as to how hoplite arms and tactics
would have made their way into central Italy, with many scholars believing that their
transmission from the Greeks of Southern Italy is the most probable.>® This seems to
be a clear example of the concept of peer polity interaction, in which the advanced
military technology and tactics of the newly arrived Greeks forced the Etruscans and

1 . . . .
3% This conclusion is problematic for a

then the Romans to adopt said methods.
number of reasons. Firstly, the type of combat which would have been encountered
by Etruscan and Greek traders would have presumably been aboard ships, which
certainly did not include phalanx combat. Secondly, when we do hear of combat

between Etruscan and Greek armies, it is the cavalry that is emphasized in the

. 2
narratlve.30

% Camporeale (1987) has shown that armed dance was common throughout Etruria. We should not
distance this too far from the actual practice of warfare, however, as the same or similar arms and
armour would probably have been involved.

% Stary (1981), 132-135, 169-171, with earlier literature.

3% Stary (1979), 193, links conflict with the Greeks of Southern Italy to the adoption of the hoplite
panoply and phalanx, including contact with traders. See also the comments of Snodgrass (1986b),
citing hoplite army victories over Etruscans.

3! Renfrew (1986).

392 For instance, when an Etruscan led army attacked Cumae in 524/523 the infantry combat is
relegated to a background noise, while the cavalry engagement takes centre stage in the narrative
(Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 7.4). When the Syracusans defeated Carthage for the first time, at the Battle of
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The situation in general is made complicated by two other points: current
discussions on Greek tactics of relatively similar periods, and the evidence of battle
in the literary evidence. Because of these two issues, the possibility of hoplite
warfare in central Italy must be addressed.

The idea of Etruscan and Roman hoplite phalanxes, in a tactical sense, is long
rooted in the modern historical tradition.’* The most thorough early discussion in

English can be found in McCartney’s landmark, if not flawed, article.’*

McCartney
believed that both Etruscans and Romans fought in a Greek style phalanx from
sometime in the archaic period. This position was echoed in the coming decades,
notably by Nilsson, for whom the introduction of this particular tactical formation
had resonating socio-political consequences.’® For all these early scholars on the
subject, the most convincing, and unquestionably ‘reliable’ according to Nilsson,
piece of evidence for central Italian phalanxes was not to be found in the
archaeological evidence, but rather in the Ineditum Vaticanum.**® This problematic
text gives evidence for the adaptation of bronze shields (yalydomides) by the Romans
during their wars with the Etruscans. The text also tells us, though, that at the time of
this adoption, the Romans also began to fight in phalanxes.

The Ineditum Vaticanum is not the only literary evidence marshalled in

support of central Italian hoplite phalanxes. In the case of Rome, it has been

proposed by a number of authors, and followed by many others, that the introduction

Himera, the cavalry play the major part (Diod. Sic. 11.21; cf. Hdt. 7.167); this story is highly
mythologized, having the Greek cavalry take the Punic camp through a stratagem, but it is possible
that there is a core of historical truth that the cavalry played a decisive role in the Greek victory. The
strength in cavalry of the Western Greek armies is also reflected in the disastrous Athenian campaign
of 415-413.

3% Nilsson (1929) contains early bibliography.

3% McCartney (1917).

3% Nilsson (1929).

3% von Arnim (1892).
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of the Servian Constitution signalled the introduction of the hoplite phalanx.**” This
requires that the Servian Constitution be viewed as an egalitarian measure and that
under this reform there was only one military class, known collectively to the
Romans as classis. As we have seen in chapter three, however, the form of the
Servian Constitution handed down to us by Livy, Dionysius, and Cicero cannot be
discarded this quickly; thus, we should not readily accept the existence of a Roman
hoplite phalanx based on the re-reading of this reform. It is obvious that direct
knowledge of the tactics of this period were confused by the period in which our
evidence was written, this is exemplified by a passage of Livy in which he claims
that the Romans changed from a Macedonian style phalanx to the manipular army,
changing from clipeii to scuti when pay was introduced (8.8). The proposal that the
Roman army fought along the lines of a Macedonian army is certainly false and is
reflective of the Late Republican and Augustan periods’ interest in the Hellenistic
East and a conflation or misunderstanding of the extent to which ‘phalanx’ was a
Classical concept. It is interesting that Livy is the only source which mentions this,
which betrays it as his own confusion rather than that of his sources.

Modern arguments have typically supplemented this snippet of literary
evidence with the body of archaeological and artistic evidence which indicates that
Greek arms and armour were in use in central Italy.>®® This evidence used to be
extrapolated through the line of thinking that if the Etruscans and Romans had
adopted the hoplite panoply, they must have also adopted the hoplite’s phalanx; this
is because of the physical limitations put on a soldier by the hoplite kit. Stary,

following the consensus of scholars on Greek armies (especially from the German

397 Cornell (1995), 184, believes that ‘it has long been recognized that the Servian reforms presuppose
the adoption of hoplite tactics at Rome.” This was also a vehemently accepted fact in both the
German, Stary (1981), and French, cf. Jannot (1985; 1986), schools.

% I.e. Stary (1981).
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school), believed that ‘the panoply, especially the armour, the large hoplite shield
with a diameter of 1 to 1.20m, and the Corinthian helmet which covered the whole
head, was of no advantage but a positive obstacle for the single combat man-to-
man... the panoply was advantageous only in close formation, that is to say in the
phalanx, and therefore depended on the phalanx-tactics.”*” Various scholars have
iterated similar, if not almost exact, arguments in favour of this idea. Authorities on
Greek warfare were the source of this conclusion.*'’

V. D. Hanson was very specific in his description of the ‘burden of hoplite

: 11
arms and armour,’ as he called it.

He believed that hoplites could only fight within
the confines of a phalanx because of this burden. From Hanson’s seminal
publication, which brought the study of Greek warfare up-to-date for the common
twentieth-century reader, though, opinion on this point has differed and two general
schools of thought have developed. The first, the ‘traditional,” school accepts that the
hoplite was so weighed down by his arms and armour that he could not but fight in
relatively static square formations. The second, the ‘new,’ school argues that Greek
battles and the hoplites which fought therein were more fluid and varied. Besides
supposed ‘practical’ considerations on the size and weight of Greek arms and
armour, there are a number of pieces of literary evidence which lend themselves to
each side of this debate.

Much of the support for the idea that hoplites could only fight within the
phalanx comes from Thucydides and Xenophon. Thucydides provides two good

examples of hoplites being defeated by light armed troops (3.97-98; 4.32-36). In

Xenophon’s Hellenica, two instances of hoplite forces being defeated by attacking

3% Stary (1979), 193.

310 Cf. Schwartz (2009). A complete summary of arguments relating to the hoplite ‘debate’ can now
be found in Kagan and Viggiano (2013b).

! Hanson (1989), 55-88.
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their “unprotected side’ are given: the first an army of Argive hoplites are defeated
by Spartans, and in the second a group of Spartan hoplites are defeated by a group of
missile troops (4.2.22; 4.5.13). The ‘naked’ side of these forces which were attacked
has been assumed by translators and historians to mean the ‘right’ side of the
hoplites, as this is the supposed side where the protection of the great hoplite aspis
fell short.>'? Recently, Schwartz has argued very strongly in favour of this view of
hoplites and their phalanx, restating the supposed physical limitations and
elaborating on the literary evidence which he views as proving the weaknesses of
hoplites in terms of their mobility.>"

Arguments against this theory, though, are becoming more abundant. From a
period after the adoption of the hoplite kit, van Wees has argued that many ‘hoplite’
battles were probably fluid, involving missiles and hand to hand combat, rather than

just the latter.”"*

He argues that the use of a ‘sideways on’ stance would allow a
hoplite to shield himself completely with an aspis, not requiring a fellow to his
right.>"® Importantly, these arguments are founded on evidence for the Archaic age,
precisely the period when the phalanx was supposedly adopted in Etruria and Rome.
This would mean that even in battles between armies of hoplites, there would not
necessarily be a need to fight in a tight formation, unless other factors, perhaps
cavalry, were involved. This reconstruction would see battles somewhere in between
the individual nature of Homeric duels and the rigidly set piece affairs described by

earlier modern commentators. Further arguments by Rawlings provide historical

examples of hoplites and their ‘burdensome kit’ fighting, and fighting well, outside

312 Ibid., 27-28.

313 Schwartz (2009; 2013).

314 van Wees (2000).

315 van Wees (2000), 126-134, Idem. (2004), 167-170.
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316

of a phalanx.” > He also draws an important parallel to the kit of Assyrian infantry of

a relatively contemporary period, who are depicted as being able to perform a
number of tasks which required a high level of mobility.*"’

Although a number of academics have refuted the claims and ideas put
forward by the ‘new’ school, especially those of van Wees, these refutations lack
much substance. Their arguments are based often in the camp of ‘physical
limitations of the hoplite shield” and provide little new analysis, simply restating
earlier arguments. There has not been, to my knowledge, a direct refutation of the
evidence provided by Rawlings for combat success outside of the phalanx and the
literary sources that he has cited. If the contemporary Greeks were not restricted to
the phalanx then why should we view the warfare of central Italy through this lens?

Bruno d’Agostino suggested, some years ago, that the Etruscan social system
would have been unable to adapt to the egalitarianism which the hoplite phalanx
supposedly brought with it.>'® For Rome, Nathan Rosenstein has rightly pointed out
that a phalanx along the Greek lines could not have developed in the Archaic period,
at least influenced by an Hellenic antecedent, if that antecedent had yet to be
developed.’'® Other scholars have voiced their doubts about Etruscan and Roman
phalanxes, but it is only the two aforementioned pieces which discuss it in any

detail >*°

Alternatively, Saulnier puts forward a theory that the ‘Servian Army,’ at
least, fought in two different lines of battle: one, the phalanx of the wealthy, the

other, a line of differently armed ‘light’ troops.**' Accepting that we can no longer

securely use Greek parallels to describe central Italian warfare during the Archaic

316 Rawlings (2000), especially 234-237.

37 Ibid., 247-248.

318 &> Agostino, B. (1990). D’ Agostino, though, still believed in a Roman hoplite phalanx based on a
Servian model.

319 Rosenstein (2010).

320 Cf. Momigliano (1963), 119, and Harris (1990), 508.

32! Saulnier (1980), 108-109.
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period, we must go back to the original evidence, iconographic and literary, to create
a new model.

Most modern authors consider the early battle narratives as being historically
worthless. While this may be true, they represent our only knowledge of the legends
and stories which survived into the historical period. Though suspect to hyper-
critical historians, there is value in examining these stories even if it is impossible to
build a conclusive picture from them. It is clear from the narrative of the Regal
Period that cavalry was remembered as being very important. Besides the mysterious
figures of the celeres, bodies of riders were continually in need by the Roman kings.
Both Tullius Hostilius (Livy 1.30) and Tarquinius Priscus (Livy 1.36) were
remembered as having expanded the cavalry. Hostilius drew his new cavalrymen
from the newly integrated people of Alba Longa, while Tarquinius attempted to add
more centuries to the existing tribes of Roman cavalry. The latter of these stories has
a deeply religious tone and may reflect a real religious conundrum faced by the king,
or a false aetiology developed by later Romans in order to explain an oddity in the
tribal system surrounding the cavalry.*** The first story, however, is unnecessary for
the Livian narrative and there is little explanation as to why this particular fact was
fabricated, unless it was to simply add depth to the narrative. We see in the
narratives of both Livy and Dionysius, as well, that the cavalry was often highlighted
as the centrepiece of combat and of victory.

The importance of the cavalry continued into the Republican period. The first
battle fought by the newly founded Republic and its recently evicted king is decided

in the main by an early cavalry charge which killed the consul Brutus and the son of

322 Ogilvie (1965), 150-151, believes that the narrative around Attus Navius is completely fabricated,
and that the episode is built up around the historical oddity of the primores and posteriores of the
tribal cavalry. Ampolo (1999), 67, accepts the cavalry reform, and possibly even the opposition to it,
but acknowledges the fantastic nature of the story surrounding it.
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Tarquinius Superbus, Arruns (Livy 2.6-7). At the Battle of Lake Regillus, not long
after the founding of the Republic, the important scenes in the narrative are again
about cavalry manoeuvres, particularly around the consul Marcus Valerius (Livy
2.20). This battle also sees the cavalry dismount and fight alongside the infantry to
bolster their courage and secure a Roman victory. The legend of Castor and Pollux
associated with this battle may be indicative of the real importance of the cavalry to
victory.’® Caeso Fabius in a later battle against the Veientines needed to use only his
cavalry to rout the enemy (Livy 2.43). In a later war against the Sabines we hear of
the cavalry being urged on to better the infantry and again was forced to fight on foot
to help bolster the infantry (Livy 3.61-62). This occurs again in 423 (4.38-39). A
battle against the Volsci in 446 saw the cavalry in the middle of the battle line
(mounted) and was apparently the decisive element in the Roman victory (Livy
3.70). The cavalry again appear in the middle of the battle line in 437 (Livy 4.18). A
number of artistic depictions show mélées in which cavalry and infantry are
fighting.*** Other iconographic evidence shows that the cavalry of central Italy were
equipped to fight hand to hand, perhaps as a type of shock cavalry (Figs. 9-10).
These depictions are evidence that cavalry could have fought along the lines
described in the literary evidence. The value of these stories may be limited, but they
show a departure from the regular pattern of Roman battle during the Late Republic
and may date to at least the earliest Roman historians.

Raiding was an important element of central Italian warfare, as we will see
below in chapter three. It is probable that some of this raiding was carried on by

warriors or soldiers on foot. The arms and armour of the period would not have

323 Richardson (2013) argues that this legend is a later addition to the story, but there is no strong
evidence for this, and the early attestation of the temple to Castor in Rome suggests that this was an
early tradition ascribed to the battle, cf. Cornell (1995), 108-109, 263.

3% Stary (1981), Tafel 25.
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precluded this, even if a rather full version of the hoplite panoply was adopted.325

Cavalry, however, would have been the most successful and useful raiders. Mounted
warriors and soldiers allow for quick insertion and extraction from hostile territory
and allow a raiding army to carry off more plunder than they would be able to on
foot. These assumptions can be corroborated through examples from other
cultures.**® Cavalry raids may be depicted in iconography from the period under
question. A number of so-called oikos temples were decorated with scenes depicting
armed riders at the charge, armed in a realistic fashion for the period (Figs. 9-10).%
These could be meant to represent the role of the cavalry in warfare in general, not
just in raiding, but the absence of infantry from these scenes may be evidence that
they do represent raids. We hear from the literary sources, as well, that cavalry could
be used alone to drive off raiding armies (cf. Livy 3.22). Earlier commentators have
had considerable difficulty in reconciling the preponderance of evidence which
points to the importance of cavalry in central Italy with the strict version of hoplite
warfare associated with the period and region.’*® As we have seen above, if we
discard the notion of strictly organized hoplite phalanxes it is not impossible, nor
difficult, to speak about cavalry as being a very prominent combat arm both in
pitched battle and in raids.

Infantry tactics are not easily elucidated from the evidence. We receive little
description of how these men fought on the battlefield in the narrative. In a number

of instances we hear of ‘wings’ of armies being commanded by individual

*2% Rawlings (2000).

326 Anthony (2007), 222.

27 Winter (2009), 311-332.

328 Stary (1981), 124-125, 157-158, and Jannot (1986), saw them as mounted hoplites or auxiliaries.
Saulnier (1980), 112-114, argues that cavalry was disappearing overtime, with the adoption of the
hoplite phalanx, trying to make the case that the lack of a cavalry deputy in consular armies indicates
the slide from prominence of the cavalry, but this is just absurd and does not make sense without a
complicated manipulation of religious evidence from the later Republic. That consuls are nearly
always mounted in the narratives of the fifth century should highlight the importance of this type of
service.
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commanders, who were themselves usually mounted, which may point to an army
broken up into different units.’” This type of organization was common in Greek
warfare, even in periods where the classical idea of the hoplite phalanx could well
have been used; this was often the case in armies composed of citizens from multiple
poleis. ™ Tt is probable that smaller groups existed within these larger tactical units,
again, not different necessarily than in a traditional hoplite phalanx. Many scholars
have recognized that Etruscan elites played an important role in the recruitment of
armies through their clients and other dependents, best evidenced by the description
of the Etruscan army at Veii provided by Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 9.5.4). There is
evidence that the gens Fabia fought together as a unit as well (Livy 2.46).%"
Diodorus’ description of the so-called Fabian Expedition reads as though the Fabii
fought together as a unit, which was the cause of their mass casualties (Diod. Sic.
11.53.6). Although this type of micro-organization could have existed, and was
something shared with the armies of the Early Iron Age, there is no reason to
presume that there was not an overarching mechanism of control exercised through
the means of the state. Magistrates could marshal armies, whether raised by
individual elite groups (gentes?) or through pseudo-constitutional mechanisms (see
chapter 3) and this would have been the source of massed battles.

Individual units were integrated into a larger line of battle. This is what is
suggested by the narratives. As individual armies clashed these smaller units may
have operated on their own, tactically. There is some evidence that the units of
bodyguards kept by consuls on campaign operated separately from the general

organization of the army, and we may be able to see a snippet of how the rest of the

329 Examples of parts of armies being led by individual commanders: Livy 2.6-7, 19-20, 47, 3.22,
4.38, etc...

330 van Wees (2004), 97-101, and Rawlings (2007), 84-85.

331 See the discussion of familial armies above, 3.2.1.
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smaller familial units operated.*** This is, however, hypothetical. The success of
Roman cavalry of breaking up armies, especially from attacks straight to the middle
of an opposing battle line, may suggest that the cohesion of different smaller units
may not have been great. This would also suggest a more open form of battle than
the traditional phalanx battle organization allows. That cavalry units could dismount
and make their way to the front of a battle line, in an effective way to bolster the
ranks, also indicates a loose organization in which individuals could work their way
forward.** The arms and armour of the period, as represented in archacology and
iconography, also suggested a more open form of combat. Rather than adopting and
continuing to use the restrictive Corinthian helmet, a style of helmet developed in
central Italy which allowed for considerably improved vision and hearing over Greek
designs. This helmet was then overtaken by the Negau type helmet, which provided
unimpaired vision. This loose organization is in contrast to the traditional ‘push’ of
the hoplite battle, which scholars of the traditional school usually maintain was
based on the physical force of a densely packed block of men.

It is also worth exploring the proposal of Saulnier, that the Roman armies of
the Servian Constitution fought in a two line battle formation, with a densely packed
phalanx of elites armed as traditional hoplites and retainers or dependents armed
with ‘lighter” skirmishing equipment.®* This is based on a somewhat credulous
reading of the Servian reforms, as advocated below. A reconstruction of this type
also pre-empts the later development of the tripartite battle line of the Middle

Republic.”*® There is some evidence, though, as we will see again below, that armies

32 Livy 2.20, 33, 47.

333 Jannot (1986) believes that cavalry often fought dismounted, cf. 119.
334 Saulnier (1980), 108-109.

33 Keppie (1984), 19-23.
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336 rop. s .
This evidence comes from a number of

with mixed gear did exist in Archaic Italy.
situlae from Bologna (Figs. 7-8) which depict armies with some soldiers armed with
oblong ‘scuti’, smaller oblong shields, and then a single figure at the rear with a
clipeus. Some recent commentators have cited these as explicit evidence for the
existence of an army along the lines of the Servian Constitution.”’ While this is
possible, we cannot discount that these represent armies which included mercenaries
from different cultures using their traditional arms and armour.***

It is problematic that these images come from situlae, a type of vessel which
was produced primarily in the Veneto and the area of modern Slovenia.” This is a
considerable distance from the region under discussion and may have no relation to
south Etruria and Rome. It is striking, however, how similar the armed groups shown
on these vessels are to the description of an army based on the Servian Constitution.
It is possible that these images are reflective only of an army structure in the Veneto.
It is also possible, however, that these situlae were created for Etruscan patrons,
illustrating an aspect of their way of life, war.>*" But, if these images are accepted as
evidence for armies along the lines of the Servian Constitution then it is worth
reconsidering the proposal of Saulnier. These images do not show a core phalanx of
clipeus wielding elites, but rather seem to show an army of differently armed soldiers
carrying oblong shields with a leader at the end of the march armed in the traditional
‘hoplite’ fashion. Tactically, this may imply an army of retainers which did much of

the fighting, while an ornately armed commander urged them on from the rear. This

is not entirely detached from the narrative sources, and could line up with the stories

336 Chapter 4.

337 Cherici (2010), 203 n. 8. Cf. Saulnier (1980), 77-87.

338 Cherici (2008a).

339 Frey (1969).

340 Capuis (2004), 135-136, for instance, suggests that the Benvenuti sifula was made to show the
adoption of Etruscan customs.



73

of the cavalry having to bolster faltering lines of infantry, the commander and his
bodyguards, being the cavalry, only coming when it is absolutely necessary.>*!
2.3 Conclusions

As we have seen above, the arms and armour of central Italy changed over
time. A number of themes emerge, however. Central Italian cultures embraced arms
and armour designs from abroad, ranging from the cap helmets of the Early Iron Age
to the Corinthian helmets of the Archaic Period. Adoption of these foreign arms and
armours helped to influence the cultural development of the region, impacting
artistic developments in the Early Iron Age geometric designs and guiding the
creation of Hellenizing art in the Archaic. Although there may have been practical
reasons for the adoption of certain elements discussed above, especially the
linothorax, there is also evidence that a fashion process was at work, which utilized
foreign elements to emphasize the social position of people already associated with
war making, as different styles of warfare do not necessarily seem to have been
adopted. By adopting the image of the foreign warrior, then, central Italian elites at
once distanced themselves from ‘commoners’ and asserted their role in the practise
of warfare.

Imported styles of arms and armour also helped central Italian elites interact
with the wider world. The identities that they created using these imported styles
may have allowed them to be recognized as part of a warrior class even among
foreigners.’** While the actual execution of war allowed for the accumulation of
economic and religious social power quite readily, as we see below, the material

aspects related to warfare (arms and armour) allowed for the construction and

! The phenomenon of single combat is well known from the Republican period immediately after

that under study, but Oakley (1985) could account for seven instances of it between the Regal Period
and 349. The full extend of this type of behaviour in battle is unknown during our period, but we
should acknowledge that single combat may have been a regular feature of battles.

2 Cf. Riva (2005).
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acquisition of political power through creating a very specific image, whether this
operated on the level of certain classes or on the level the individual. The Servian
Constitution is an important example of this. The first class armed themselves with
clipeii, large round shields, which would easily allow an onlooker to identify them as
being of a certain standing. This contrast is easily seen on the Situla Arnoaldi, where
what appears to be a commander, carrying a clipeus, stands to the rear of a much
larger group of soldiers carrying scuti. Creating this division may have been one of
the motivations of the Servian classes; following this line of thought it could imply
that when we hear of the Romans abandoning the clipeus and adopting the scuti that
it was both a social and a military revolution. This may also be indicated by the fact
that a number of sources place the introduction of the stipendium at the transition
between these two shield and tactical types. Keeping in mind the above discussion,
the analysis will now move onto analyzing the patterns of warfare in central Italy and
the connections between military power and the three other major sources of social

power.
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3. Warfare in Tyrrhenian Italy

Patterns of warfare are influenced by many of the same social forces which
act on the day-to-day aspects of warfare, such as the recruitment of armies or the
tactics employed on the battlefield. In the case of warfare patterns, or types of
warfare being waged, it is in the goals of those in command or leadership positions
which usually have the greatest influence. In smaller social units, such as those
below the traditionally defined ‘chiefdom’ sized society, warfare is often
characterized by raiding and counter raiding for various economic, religious, and
cultural reasons.>* With increasing social complexity it is generally assumed that
more complex patterns of warfare emerge. Chiefdoms, for example, are often
categorized as participating in small scale conquest on a regional level.*** Complex
chiefdoms and early/archaic states have traditionally been seen as the origin points of
‘traditional’ warfare: battle and conquer.’* The data from central Italy show a more
complex pattern than these evolutionary categories allow for.

It is readily deduced that conflict was present and probably escalating during
the period of transition from Bronze to Iron Age. Throughout the years 2200 to 730,
defensibility of settlement locations becomes increasingly important. This has been
explored using agent-based modelling by Federico Cecconi and his team, and when

compared to excavated data it appears to be similar.>*® The authors of that study

3 Keely (1996), 127-30.

3% Earle (1991b); Otterbein (2004), 117.

% Earle (1997), 106-10, gives a review of earlier scholarship on this point. Otterbein (2004), 177-82,
has elaborated on this point and has put forward an addendum to the traditional definition of the ‘early
state’ established by Claessen and Skalnik (1978b) which would include ‘an efficient military
organization’ as a criterion of an ‘early state.” See, however, Claessen (2006). An up-to-date overview
of the ‘early state’ concept, with bibliography, can be found in Skalnik (2009); cf. Grinin (2003).
Simon Stoddart (2010) has rightly cautioned against the application of ‘crisp typologies’ whilst
examining Central Italian state formation.

346 Their theoretical simulation was based, in part, on the innovative and important simulation of
Anasazi settlement in the Long House Valley, Arizona (Dean et al. [1999]). An early projection of
what this type of analysis can do in archaeology was put forward by J. Doran (1999) around the same
time as Dean et al.’s study. The methodology has been further developed by teams working in various
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concluded that in the phase of settlement immediately preceding the urbanization of
central Italy, defensibility, and thus warfare, was increasingly present.**’ The
fortification of sites in central Italy continued throughout the period under study in
this work, becoming more elaborate over time. Southern Etruria and Latium see the
most rapid and numerous constructions of fortifications in the archaic period and
later.>*® Rome, the largest city of the region throughout much of the archaic and
classical periods, perhaps came late onto the scene of fortified cities, probably
building its first monumental and all-encompassing wall in the sixth century.349
These data all point to a region in which conflict was prevalent enough to invest
communal resources in the construction of walls.**°

But what kind of warfare were these settlements being protected against?
Was it traditional warfare, as seen from a Western point of view,””' involving
pitched battles and conquest, or was it more uncivilized, as some would have it,
consisting of raiding and small encounters? This is what historians of the early

2 .
332 Byt if ‘small war’ was a

modern and modern world describe as ‘la petite guerre.
major social and economic force within central Italy should we still describe it in

such a diminutive fashion? This chapter examines the patters of warfare as we can
see them in the archaeological and historical records. While the historical evidence

may be seen to be treated in a ‘credulous’ fashion, care has been taken to explain

controversial choices of evidence where they come up.

areas of archaeology, such as the Titicaca Basin (Griffin and Stanish [2007]), with an accessible
description of the methods and theory to be found in Kohler ef al. (2005).

37 Cecconi et al. (2004).

¥ Fontaine (2008), 204, provides a helpful map of the situation as we currently know it.

39 1 side with the opinions of Gabriele Cifani (1998; in progress) on the dating of the earliest walls of
Rome.

330 Cf. Cifani (in progress), 5-6, for a discussion of the resources and economic impact of walls.

331 Carman (1999).

2 Cf. Boot (2013).
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3.1 Traditional Warfare/ Early Conquest

Traditionally, Western scholars have emphasized that pitched battles and
conquest of territory constitutes the proper form of war.*>® The sacking of cities as
part of a pattern of warfare can be seen as far back as the Homeric tradition.>>* This
position can be seen in some traditions of scholarship regarding central Italian
warfare. The German tradition is especially guilty of this, often using Greek parallels
to discuss Roman and Etruscan evidence; such as Homer and the hoplite narrative.*>
Other schools of scholarship practise this same procedure.*® Although Greek
evidence is cited throughout this study, it is not a starting point for analysis, as it has
been in the past. This is not to say, however, that we lack evidence for pitched battles
and conquest during this period. We have some evidence from archaeology for this
type of warfare and considerable evidence from the historical sources.>’

3.1.1 Sieges and Conquest”™®

This section looks at the evidence for ‘siege warfare’ in central Italy. It
should be noted that the author uses this term to mean a number of different things.
The first is a siege along traditional lines, circumvallation, assaulting walls, and the
like. The second type of warfare that is considered under this heading, though, are

attacks, or the threat of attacks, on settlements, whether or not they involved the

353 Cf. Keegan (1993), 3-46.

334 Individuals could become renowned for leading wars of this kind, notably Achilles, who was
remembered as having sacked 23 cities and was kown by one epitaph as wzoliropfog (Hom. Il.
9.328-29), see Haft (1990).

> Stary (1981), 54-7, 128-31, 149-50, 169-71, with extensive early bibliography.

3% Saulnier (1980), 115-20; Adam and Rouveret (1990).

7 The following analysis is based on a reading of the problematic literary sources concerning Early
Rome. As outlined in the introduction, this study utilizes these sources readily. Although some
scholars would argue that there is little value in this, the author does not agree. The stories preserved
in the histories have been warped and changed throughout time, but that does not mean that they are
completely false or fabricated. This work is one of historical examination at its core, not philological
or historiographical. With that objective clear, it must be conceded that a non-historiographical
approach to early Rome is problematic to a modern critical historian. As noted in the introduction, the
historicity of individual events and notes are examined on a case-by-case basis throughout the thesis.
3% On Roman expansion in this period, in general, see: Heurgon (1973), 176-86; Scullard (1980), 92-
111; Cornell (1989), (1995), 293-326; Forsythe (2005), 115-24, 183-200, 241-50.
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more complex practices of siege warfare known from the eastern Mediterranean or
later history.

The comings and goings of small centres in the Early Iron Age are not well
enough known to conclude whether those which were abandoned were destroyed in
conflict or whether their populations moved for other reasons. With the development
of the large centres which would eventually become the Etruscan cities we begin to
see evidence of some larger settlements being destroyed or abandoned, most
probably in conflicts over power or economics.””’ Marsiliana d’Albegna was
abandoned or destroyed sometime in the sixth century, possibly because of pressure
from the expanding primary centre of Vulci.**®® Acquarossa was destroyed or
abandoned between the end of the sixth century or beginning of the fifth century.
Like Marsiliana d’ Albegna, Acquarossa probably met its fate in the face of an
expanding city.*®' Murlo may be added to the list of larger settlements destroyed
during the archaic period, although the interpretation of its destruction is disputed.
Some scholars have argued that the monumental complex at Murlo, and the site as a
whole, was destroyed as a ritual act,3 62 whilst others maintain that its demise came
because of its position in a politically volatile site.’*® Besides these sites, there is no
visible destruction of primary or other large centres in Etruria until the Roman

conquest of Veii in 396.>*

> Barker and Rasmussen (1998), 174-78, give an overview of the information.

350 The research tradition on this site can now be found in Zifferero (2009). See the comments by
Haynes (2000), 165-66.

36! Haynes (2000), 138-42.

362 Edlund-Berry (1991; 1994).

363 Redhouse and Stoddart (2011), 174-75, with bibliography.

364 The settlement summary provided by Spivey and Stoddart (1991), 45-61, is still relevant.
Camporeale’s handbook (2011), 221-396, provides an up to date bibliography for all settlement
evidence in Etruria.
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In the narratives, though, we do hear of some sieges of large centres

throughout the period.*®

Within the narrative of the Rape of the Sabine women, we
hear that the Sabine army, led by Titus Tatius, captured the Capitol, traditionally
with the help of Tarpeia, daughter of Spurius Tarpeius (Livy 1.11; Dion. Hal. Ant.
Rom. 2.38-41). Usually portrayed a traitor, trading the Capitoline Hill for her own
vanity (or infatuation), some traditions of Tarpeia portrayed her as a failed hero,
attempting to disarm the Sabines.’*® While the legend of Tarpeia and the actiological
explanation for the name of the Tarpeian Rock are certainly mythological, that a
Sabine army captured the Roman citadel during the eighth century could be a
genuine historical memory; if it did happen, though, there is no hard evidence. An
army of Etruscan condottiori, either led by Caelius Vibenna or Mas(c)starna could
have captured the Caelian Hill by force sometime in the sixth century.”®’ Lars
Porsenna was the next to lay siege to a major city, which was Rome, but never
captured the city according to the traditional accounts (Livy 2.9-14; Dion. Hal. Ant.
Rom. 5.21-35).3 % Arruns Porsenna, the son of Lars, besieged Aricia after his father’s

army made peace with Rome (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 7.5). We may also see Rome

being besieged by an army from Veii in the aftermath of the dubious episode of the

365 On siege narratives in Livy, see Roth (2006).

3% Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 2.40) says that Piso (F 7 FRHist) portrays Tarpeia as trying to disarm the
Sabines. The tradition is confused and probably mythological in most of its aspects, see O’Neill
(1995), Wiseman (2004), 145-47, Cairns (2011).

367 The emperor Claudius knew an Etruscan version of the story of the brothers Vibenna in which
Mastarna, who was to become Servius Tullius, led the army of the deceased Caelius to Rome and
occupied the hill which was to become the Caelian (ILS 212.1.22-7). Varro (Ling. 5.46) and Dionysius
(Ant. Rom. 2.36) both preserve a tradition in which Caelius himself came to Rome as an ally of
Romulus.

3% Andreas Alfoldi (1965) famously claimed that these sieges of Rome, contrary to the traditional
narrative, resulted in the capture and subjugation of the city. His account has been almost roundly
rejected in modern scholarship, with the most famous reviews and refutations of his ideas coming
from Arnaldo Momigliano (1965), although even Momigliano ceded that it was a possibility that
Porsenna captured the city (1969), 487-99. The full list of evidence against Alf6ldi’s position is too
large to enumerate here, but [ would like to add one point to the traditional critique. If Fabius Pictor,
and the Roman tradition in general, was open to the creation of a more honourable history why would
the Gallic Sack not have been mitigated to a level like the siege of Porsenna?
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Fabii at the Cremera (Livy 2.51; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 9.24-26).°%° Besides these
instances, we do not hear of primary centres being besieged before the fall of Veii.*”
Smaller centres, however, regularly fell prey to the armies of both the

primary centres of the region, as well as the expeditionary armies of the hill tribes
which began in the fifth century. The first act of foreign policy undertaken by
Tarquinius Priscus was to sack the town of Apiolae (Livy 1.35; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom.
3.49).>™ Tarquin’s next siege may have been of the town of Collatia (Livy 1.37-38;
Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 3.50).*7* The king’s attention was then turned to a number of
Latin cities, Corniculum, Old Ficulea, Cameria, Crustumerium, Ameriola, Medullia,
and Nomentum (Livy 1.38). Livy tells us that he ‘ad singula oppida circumferendo
arma omne nomen Latinum domuit.”>” Dionysius has Tarquin taking Corniculum by
storm but a number the other cities capitulating to terms of friendship, giving as a

reason that the Latins had no national army assembled at the time (Ant. Rom. 3.50-

3% We do not hear of the army of Veii actually investing the walls of Rome, rather they continually

ravaged the land from a fortified position on the Janiculum forcing the Romans to engage them in the
field for want of supplies within the city. The Romans may have done the same not long after (Livy
2.53).

3 Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 9.68) knew a tradition that the Aequi and Volsci besieged Rome, with the
Roman driving them off during a defence between the Esquiline and Colline gates. Livy (3.6-7) tells
us that it did not occur to the Aequi and Volsci to do this, however, and the inclusion of élemoleig
(siege towers) makes the Dionysian version of the story dubious. On élemdleig see Didodorus (20.48)
and Plutarch (Demetr. 21).

! Dionysius’ version of the story describes the war in very Roman terms as a just war, as the Latins
had originally made war on Rome. This tradition is not preserved in Livy and may indicate the
presence of multiple historical traditions regarding this event (or non-event). Dionysius then describes
the capture of Crustumerium, not narrated in Livy. The circumstances within the narration make it
seem a fantastical event, possibly a creation of the early annalists, although if this is the case there
could have been a kernel of truth to the event. Crustumerium had supposedly been made a Roman
colony under Romulus (Livy 1.11) and fit into a pattern of expansion under the early kings which did
not always include the sieges of the centres which would come under Roman power. In the same
passage of Livy, we hear of Antemnae falling to the same fate, their army defeated in the field; the
Romans sent colonies to the relevant towns and they then became part of Roman territory. On this
policy of expansion, see Cornell (1989), 243-57. Although skepticism has been expressed by a
number of scholars, the expansion of Roman power under the kings has been reaffirmed recently as
summarized by Francesca Fulminante (2014), 112-15, who provides a helpful and informative map of
the expansion under certain kings, 114. Ultimately, this expansion must be believed in through faith in
the literary sources, which is not universal. That the early expansion was through siege warfare,
however, is unclear.

372 The account of Dionysius explicitly tells of a siege in which the Romans attacked the walls of the
town. Livy’s version sounds as though the town was surrendered after a defeat in the field.

373 “War was brought to each town individually, thus [Tarquin] conquered the Latin nation.’
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51).>” Even if the version of the story preserved by Dionysius is to be preferred, it is
apparent that Corniculum did fall by a siege and subsequent storming. The threat of a
siege and sack led cities later in the reign of Tarquin to acquiesce more quickly to the
Romans (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 3.66).

By the expulsion of the kings in 509, Rome had conquered and controlled a
considerable portion of Latium. The first treaty between the Roman Republic and
Carthage, dated by Polybius to 509/8, gives us a list of towns which were under the
direct control of Rome: Ardea, Antium, Lavinium, Circeii, Tarracina, and more
(3.22).>”® We cannot say for sure how Rome came to exercise control over these
towns, as they are not those present in the conquest narratives of the kings.”’® It is
possible, however, that they were taken by force in sieges. Whatever the foundations
left by the kings, the Republic continued to grow, and within this growth practised
siege warfare. The earliest Roman siege we hear of during the Republic was that of
Fidenae by Publius Valerius Publicola and Titus Lucretius (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom.
5.43).>77 The sources are confused on the next siege in the Republic’s march to
domination, listing it variously as Suessa Pometia (Livy 2.17) and Cameria (Dion.
Hal. Ant. Rom. 5.49). Both Livy and Dionysius list the same consuls for the year,

Opiter Verginius Tricostus and Spurius Cassius Vecellinus and the details of the

374 Dionysius notes that the towns which surrendered without a fight, Ficulea and Cameria, did so

because they saw the fate of towns that did not; their populations were enslaved and their cities razed.
Eventually the towns all capitulated without a siege, having lost a conventional war against Tarquin
(Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 3.54).

*7 I accept a late sixth century date for the treaty and believe that it fits the circumstances of the time.
For discussion, see above.

376 The towns listed are all coastal towns, or within striking distance from the coast. The omission of
inland towns probably reflects the intent of the treaty, which was to regulate Punic raiding in Latium.
The absence of these towns from the conquest narratives should not necessarily cause too much
confusion. There is no reason to believe that smaller settlements could not come under the power of a
larger neighbour through peaceful means, and this absence should not speak against the reliability of
the sources. The omissions, though, may indicate a gap in knowledge of the annalists.

377 Livy does not list this event, only saying that the consuls of the year waged a successful war
against the Sabines (2.16).
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378 In both sources the Romans used siege engines to bring the

sieges are very similar.
city into submission. Whilst it is very unlikely that sophisticated siege engines were
used to bring either of these cities into submission, it is possible that a genuine
memory of an important siege during this year may have helped to create this
anachronistic narrative.’”

Two or three years after the siege of either Pometia or Cameria, possibly
both, Rome besieged Fidenae, and we are told that Crustumeria is also captured in

this year, although we are not told how.**

In the consular year of Publius Veturius
Geminus and Publius Aebutius Elva, besides a Roman siege of Fidenae, Sextus
Tarquinius, one of the sons of Tarquinius Superbus, besieged the Roman town of
Signia, but he was not successful in his attempt to take the town by force (Dion. Hal.
Ant. Rom. 5.58).>™ Dionysius knew of another siege of Fidenae the consular year of
Titus Larcius Flavus and Quintus Cloelius Siculus (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 5.59-60).>%*
The narrative during the period of the Battle of Lake Regillus is confused, but we
hear of the Latin army taking Corbio by storm (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.3) and in an
almost certainly anachronistic speech, put in the mouth of Titus Larcius by
Dionysius, he reminds the Romans of the many instances in which they captured

383

cities by storm (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.19).”"” A number of years later the Romans

3 The cognomina of the consuls are provided by Dionysius but not Livy.

37 On the anachronism of siege engines during this/these siege/s, see below 6.3.

3% Dionysius has the siege of Fidenae take place the year before Livy does. Dionysius (5.52) lists it as
occurring during the consulship of Servius Sulpicius Camerinus and Manius Tullius Longus while
Livy (2.19) recorded that this year was uneventful and the siege of Fidenae took place during the
consulship of Titus Aebutius and Gaius Vetusius. Dionysius (5.58) does record a siege of Fidenae
during this latter consular year.

! The sources are, again, confused on the events of this year. Livy does not record the siege of
Signia by Sextus Tarquinius, rather he records that four years later colonists were sent to re-found the
colony, originally having been established by Tarquinius Superbus (Livy 1.56).

%2 Livy simply says that for three years, starting in this year, there was neither peace nor war, ‘nec
pax nec bellum.’

%3 Speeches were an important element of Greek historiography and employed readily by Dionysius.
Dionysius, in fact, criticized Thucydides for his neglectful and improper use of speeches throughout
his narrative (Dion. Hal. Thuc. 14-18). See Gabba (1991), 68-73. The trope that the Romans were
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reduce the Volscian settlement of Velitrae by siege (Livy 2.30; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom.
6.42).

Although Rome was rife with social strife during the first secession of the
plebs during this period, following the return of concord to the city Rome continued
her success in sieges.”™ In the year immediately following the first secession,
Postumus Cominius captured the Volscian towns of Longula and Polusca, both
settlements belonging to the Volsci (Livy 2.33; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.91). The
Romans then besieged Corioli, described by Dionysius as the unpomolic (mother-
city/capital)*® of the Volsci (Livy 2.33; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.92).** The Volsci
strike back against the Romans after the supposed defection of Gnaeus Marcius
Coriolanus, the Roman hero of Corioli. They proceed to take twelve towns of the
Latins and the Romans.>®’ In 468 the Romans again captured a large Volscian
settlement through a siege, supposedly lasting a number of days, when they took the
town of Antium (Livy 2.65).”® In 459 an army of the Aequi took the citadel of
Tusculum, supposedly in a night attack, although the reality of the event may have
been a siege (Livy 3.23). From this point, the number of sieges we hear of strikingly

declines.

accustomed to besieging cities is used again in a speech by Agrippa Menenius during the first
secession of the plebs (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.50; cf. 6.51, 55, 57, 74, 75).

¥ On the so-called conflict of the orders, see generally Raaflaub (2005b).

%5 On the settlement patterns of the Volsci, see Cristofani (1992).

3% Although the story regarding Gnaeus Marcius Coriolanus is almost certainly highly mythologized,
Cornell (2003), the siege and sack of Corioli is not itself un-historical.

37 Circeii, Satricum, Longula, Polusca, Corioli, Mugilla, Lavinium, Corbio, Vetelia, Tolerium,
Labici, and Pedum (Livy 2.39). Livy does not tell us how these towns were captured. According to
Dionysius, Circeii surrendered to the Volsci, having seen how large their army was (Ant. Rom. 8.14).
When the Volsci move on to Labici, Dionysius does tell us that they took the city through a siege and
repeated attacks on the walls (Ant. Rom. 8.19). He later describes a series of sieges of Latin cities, and
then surrenders without fights, but they do not match up with those named by Livy (Ant. Rom. 8.20-
21).

3% Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 9.58) says that the city surrendered because of a discord between the Aequi
reinforcements and the soldiers of Antium and the Volsci. He does note a successful Roman siege of
Antium a number of years later (Ant. Rom. 10.21).
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The most significant and spectacular siege that we hear of next is that of
Fidenae in 435. The dictator, Quintus Servilius Priscus (or Structus), invested the
city and then took it through a stratagem of digging a tunnel to the citadel (Livy
4.22).® This same town was besieged again in 426 when it abandoned its alliance
with Rome in favour of Veii (Livy 4.31-32). Labici was then captured by the
Romans, encircling the town and capturing it through the use of ladders (Livy 4.47).
Livy explicitly mentions a siege in connection with the capture of the Aequian town
of Bolae in 415, which was retaken by the Aequi in the following year, and then
taken by the Romans later in the same year (Livy 4.49). In 412 Lucius Furius
Medullinus captured the Volscian town of Ferentinum, possibly in a siege although
we are not explicitly told (Livy 4.51).**° The Aequi captured Carventum in 410, with
the Romans driving them out shortly after (Livy 4.53). The citadel, at least, of this
town was then retaken by the Aequi in 409, and the Romans failed to retake it in a
prolonged siege lasting into 408 (Livy 4.55). The Volscian town of Verrugo,
however, was captured by the Romans.

The greatest siege of this period was that of Veii, which traditionally began in
405, which is handled in a separate section below (Livy 4.60). But during the period
of the ten year siege a number of other centres were captured. In the year after the
war was declared against Veii, the Romans besieged and destroyed the Volscian
town of Artena (Livy 4.61). Anxur, a town of the Volsci, was besieged in 401, and
was retaken the following year (Livy 5.12-13). In 397 the Volsci again besieged

Anxur, while the Aequi besieged the Roman colony at Labici (Livy 5.16). Camillus

3% This stratagem is repeated by Camillus at Veii in 396, and is discussed further below, 6.3.
3% Although, the emphasis in the narrative on the plunder taken from this battle may betray a different
historical truth, possibly that this was a raid rather than a siege.
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besieged Falerii 394 (Livy 5.26).*°' In the same year another Roman army captured
the town of Verrugo, again (Livy 5.28). The Roman colony of Vitellia** was taken
by storm by the Aequi in the following year (Livy 5.29).

The next sieges that we hear of were at the hands of the Gauls, who had
recently come into Italy.*** We are told that they overran many of the Etruscan
settlements in the north (Livy 5.33, 35; Plut. Cam. 16; Polyb. 2.17; Scyl. 2.18).**
This territory may not have been conquered in the traditional sense, through military
force, but rather through a process of relatively peaceful immigration.™> The first
town that we hear of being besieged by the Gauls was Clusium (Livy 5.35-6; Dion.
Hal. Ant. Rom. 13.11; Plut. Cam. 17). The literary evidence is consistent in believing
that the Gallic ‘invasion’ of central Italy was because of their search for land.
However this element of the narrative came about, it seems unlikely that the
Romans, or the Clusians, would have had any idea about the motivation of the Gauls.
Tim Cornell has pointed out that the tradition that they were searching for land on
which to settle is contradicted by the narrative actions which fit better with a large
war party led by their chief, Brennus.*® The motivation for investing Clusium, and
later Rome, was probably plunder, rather than land.*”’

The year after the Gallic Sack of Rome, the armies of Rome, led by Camillus,
resumed their regular schedule of siege warfare. The town of Bolae was taken in a
swift assault (Livy 6.2) while an Etruscan army, of unknown origin, besieged the

Roman ally Sutrium (Livy 6.3; Plut. Cam. 33). Sutrium was retaken by Camillus not

*! In this instance, even though we know that this was a siege, thanks in part to the possibly
mythological tale of a treacherous Faliscan teacher, Livy’s narrative sounds as though the original
intention of Camillus’ incursion was as a plundering raid.

392 It is probable that this colony is the same as Vetelia, which had been seized in the war against
Coriolanus (Livy 2.39).

*? See below, 2.4.

3% Frey (1995); Sassatelli (2004a), 190-91. Cf. Holliday (1994).

3% Sassatelli (2013).

3% Cornell (1995), 314-16.

397 See below, 2.4.
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3% Throughout the early decades of the

long after it had been taken by the Etruscans.
fourth century this pattern continues. An Etruscan army took Sutrium and Nepet by
siege (Livy 6.9), only to have those two towns almost immediately retaken by a
Roman army (Livy 6.10). A Volscian army, along with forces from Praeneste,
captured Satricum after an assault in 381 (Livy 6.22). In one of the most prolific
campaigning years that we hear of, the Romans took nine towns by storm (Livy 6.29;
Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.5). This is the general pattern as presented by the narrative
sources.

The threat of siege and capture of small centres left an impact on the
landscape of central Italy. We have seen above that between the Bronze and the Iron
ages, settlement sites trended towards defensible positions atop hills, which is a
process that continued into the Etruscan period.*’ The further fortification of some
of these positions is indicative of a hastening pattern or threat of warfare which
directly threatened the settlements, rather than just the hinterland. It is unclear when
the process of fortification began.*” In one frontier zone, that between Caere and
Tarquinia, in the mineral rich Tolfa Hills, the fortification of small centres as a
matter of territorial strategy may have been begun in the sixth century.*’' The
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chronology of fortification of the large centres is also unclear.”™ Roselle is

3% Sutrium was supposedly recaptured with