
or something similar? To say that the temple of Bellona and the Villa Publica were ‘very close to each
other’ (79) may mislead, if, as on the usual reconstruction, they were some 500 m apart. Second,
epigraphy. The author (140) ignores the strong arguments advanced by Wiseman (in PBSR (1965),
21–35 and (1969), 82–91) that the Polla inscription commemorated T. Annius: he is attested at the
southern end of the road from Rhegium to Capua and Forum Anni is close to Forum Popili. A
further consul should be added to the roadbuilders — M. Aemilius Scaurus cos. 115 B.C. — from a
milestone near Cosa (Fentress, PBSR (1984), 72–6). Third, interpretation of texts. A question-mark
should at least be put against the identication (283) of Cicero’s Post Reditum ad Quirites with the
speech Cicero actually delivered on 7 September 57 B.C. about the corn crisis, see the reviewer’s
Cicero as Evidence (2008), 8–9. An old error is also repeated (302). The ‘lex’ of Cotta and
Octavius about the letting of taxes in Sicily was not a statute passed (rogata) in an assembly, but
dicta: it was a regulation imposed by the consuls exercising censorial functions, like those in the lex
agraria of 111 B.C. (RS I.2, lines 88–9) and in The Customs Law of Asia (ed. Cottier, 2008), lines
74–8. On constitutional matters, the author is right to reject De Martino’s view that the consuls
did not have civil jurisdiction in the city in the late Republic (122), cf. lex agraria lines 33–4, where
some disputes at least would have come to magistrates in Rome. It is also perhaps relevant that
Pompey as proconsul ad urbem in 52 B.C. was asked to act in two actiones ad exhibendum to
secure the production of Milo’s slaves (Asc. 34C). Later, the discussion of professio (205) would
have beneted from reference to Levick, Athenaeum (1981), 378–88.

There is much valuable material in this work. As suggested earlier, there are problems with its
presentation, but we should be grateful for what we have.

Worcester College, Oxford Andrew Lintott
andrew.lintott@worc.ox.ac.uk
doi:10.1017/S0075435812000111

M. FRONDA, BETWEEN ROME AND CARTHAGE: SOUTHERN ITALY DURING THE
SECOND PUNIC WAR. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010. Pp. xxviii + 374,
illus. ISBN 0521516943/9780521516945. £60.00/US$99.00.

The aim of Fronda’s book is to examine the Second Punic War from the perspective of Rome’s Italian
allies, and to identify the political, economic and military factors that led some of the allies to remain
loyal while others defected (2–3). F. proposes that the actions of Italian states should be viewed from
the perspective of realist politics or realpolitik, according to which states behave as rational unitary
actors that pursue their own interests, and inevitably come into conict with each other. In the
political vacuum following the Roman defeat at Cannae, Italian states were free to decide on their
own foreign policy for the rst time in several decades, and in some cases over a century. F.’s
main thesis is that long-standing rivalries and animosities between the Italian states ultimately
determined their decision as to whether or not to defect to Hannibal.

The book begins with a discussion of sources and methods, followed by an overview of
Roman-Italian relations in the centuries preceding the Second Punic War (ch. 1). F. is very much
aware of the difculties in reconstructing the point of view of Italian communities from the
Rome-centred narratives of Livy and Polybius, which are the main surviving accounts of the
period. F. distances himself from what he sees as an excessively sceptical approach, which assumes
that such accounts are false unless proven otherwise (11). Throughout the book the reliability of
individual passages is carefully assessed, with the aid of numismatic evidence and the results of
recent archaeological research. This allows F. to gauge the motivations, internal divisions, and
conicting interests of Italian states in four key regions of south Italy: Apulia, Campania, western
Magna Graecia, and south Lucania/eastern Magna Graecia (chs 2–5). There follows a discussion
of the Roman reconquest of the peninsula in ch. 6. Finally, in ch. 7, F. draws together the results
of the regional case studies, to argue that the high degree of interstate rivalry in Italy made it
impossible for Hannibal to elicit widespread defection from Rome. Upon winning over key states
in a region, Hannibal unwittingly prompted a number of rival states to side with Rome. The
chapter ends with an interesting discussion of hypothetical scenarios of a Hannibalic victory.

F.’s analysis of developments in Campania lends especially strong support to his thesis (126–45).
The fact that Atella, Calatia and Sabata joined Capua in defecting to Hannibal makes sense when one
sees these four cities acting together earlier in the second Samnite war (c. 326–304 B.C.), even though
on that occasion they sided with Rome. On the other hand, Naples and Nola, Capua’s main rivals,
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fought together against Rome in the second Samnite war, and remained loyal after Cannae. A similar
pattern is identied in Apulia, although the textual evidence there is less robust (85–98, especially
89). F. draws on archaeological and numismatic material to argue that the communities who
defected (namely Arpi and the neighbouring settlements of Herdonia, Salapia and Aecae) were
bound together by economic and political ties stretching back to the fourth century B.C. Arpi’s
main rivals (Teanum Apulum and Canusium) remained loyal to Rome, echoing the pattern in
Campania where rival powers adopted opposing sides, and dragged their ‘satellite’ settlements
along with them. F. is nevertheless careful to leave room for contingent developments that deviate
from this pattern. One important example is the case of Thurii and Taras, which were major
rivals yet both revolted to Hannibal (211–30).

Practically all of the Italian states that F. takes into consideration are city-states. A slightly more
peripheral place is given to the non-urban political communities of the central Apennines, where
Hannibal seems to have had very limited success in eliciting defections. F. refers to central
Apennine communities as ‘tribes’ (291–4), although there is evidence that by the late third century
these communities were already complex polities which minted their own coins. F.’s treatment of
the central Apennines is understandably less detailed, given the lack of written sources. Yet he
rightly suspects that resentment towards Rome may have been more pervasive in the region than
ancient historical writers suggest. For example, he challenges Livy’s assertion that all of the
Pentrian Samnites remained loyal after Cannae, by noting that the Pentrian settlement of Fagifulae
defected to Hannibal (Liv. 24.20.5). This comes as a timely contribution to broader debates about
the extent to which ethnic identity inuenced allegiance and political action in republican Italy,
especially in areas where the city-state was absent. It is becoming increasingly clear that ethnic
identity was one of several factors that shaped military and political action, as recently
demonstrated by Isayev with regard to élite networks among the Hirpini in the second and early
rst centuries (E. Isayev, ‘Italian perspectives in the period of Gracchan land reforms and the
Social War’, in K. Lomas, E. Herring and A. Gardner (eds), Creating Ethnicities & Identities in
the Roman World (2012)).

The potential of F.’s approach to interstate relations goes beyond the Second Punic War, and
opens up new interpretative possibilities for understanding Roman expansion in Italy. He makes
some thought-provoking points about Rome’s tumultuous relationship with the Samnites,
suggesting that it may have resulted from an enduring rivalry where previous wars made
subsequent wars more likely, rather than from any ‘pathological’ bellicosity on the part of Rome
— or, for that matter, the Samnites, who are often accused in ancient as well as modern historical
writing of being distinctively prone to war.

On a methodological level, F. makes a convincing case that aspects of Livy’s narrative cannot be
summarily dismissed as pro-Roman distortion, as upon closer inspection he reveals the complexity of
relations among Italian communities. There is clearly some pro-Roman bias in Livy’s image of Italic
communities who repeatedly appeal to Rome for help. Yet, from the standpoint of realpolitik,
F. convincingly argues that such an image is coherent with a highly competitive political setting
such as that of Republican Italy, suggesting that it was by manipulating the local rivalries between
Italian communities that the Romans justied their interference and extended their inuence.

Overall, F.’s book contributes substantially to the history of the Roman Republic and appeals to a
wide readership, from undergraduate students to specialists on the politics, society and culture of
Republican Italy.

University of Exeter Rafael Scopacasa
rs236@exeter.ac.uk
doi:10.1017/S0075435812000123

D. DZINO, ILLYRICUM IN ROMAN POLITICS, 229 BC–AD 68. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2010. Pp. xvii + 223, illus. ISBN 9780521194198. £55.00/US$95.00.

The long coast of the eastern Adriatic that modern scholars call Illyria was of varying importance to
Rome in the Middle and Late Republic and Early Empire. The southern coastal sector, south of the
Lissus River, was of strategic signicance because it was the gateway, via the Pindus Mountains, into
Greece proper. This was a crucial route to control during the Roman conicts with the kingdom of
Macedon, but less important after 167 B.C. The northern sector was of little importance at any time
under the Republic. It was a true backwater, and Roman aims were limited to preserving the few
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