
highly ingenious, and alternative explanations of the torque’s curious nature do not readily spring to
mind. But certainty is impossible, especially as the identication of the subject as Crassus is unproven
and unprovable. W. accepts that the bust from the tomb of the Licinii is of Crassus, which is itself
uncertain, and claims that similarities between the bust and the gem indicate that the latter is also
a portrait of Crassus. But on her own showing those similarities are only partial; in particular the
eyes and lips are very different. A nal section, on the resonances of Carrhae in the Orient, is
perhaps beyond the scope of this journal and certainly beyond the competence of this reviewer.

In ne then the studies of Carrhae are stimulating and, except for the rejection of Ateius’ curses,
largely convincing. The collection of sources is a valuable tool and includes a fair measure of
illuminating analysis and comment. The discussion of the gem is likewise stimulating, but its
conclusions involve too many uncertainties to allow any condent judgement.
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A. PETTINGER, THE REPUBLIC IN DANGER: DRUSUS LIBO AND THE SUCCESSION OF
TIBERIUS. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012. Pp. ix + 265. ISBN 9780199601745.
£55.00.

What if M. Scribonius Drusus Libo, executed for conspiracy under Tiberius in A.D. 16, was not
simply the foolish young noble with imperial ambitions portrayed in Tacitus? That is one of the
questions Pettinger’s study addresses and in the process argues a simple but important point:
the Principate did not introduce a stable political system, but was much more fragile than we have
perhaps appreciated. The rst chapter sets the stage for the study by summarizing Libo’s case as
presented in our ancient sources, then argues, based on that evidence, that Libo was a dangerous
conspirator, contrary to what many scholars believe (who follow Tacitus’ lead in playing down
Libo’s threat). A ne, lengthy discussion follows concerning the charges under which Libo would
have been indicted, and argues convincingly for an indictment under the lex de maiestate. P. then
turns to Libo’s treatment to argue that he was a credible and dangerous opponent to the regime.
The lack of willingness on anyone’s part to take up Libo’s defence, Libo’s being kept in protective
custody (as the Catilinarians), and his damnatio memoriae after his death (and attendant thank
offerings), are things one would only nd in the context of a serious conspiracy.

The remainder of the study is a lengthy (and excellent) discussion that gives the background to the
problem of the succession to Augustus, the instability that attended it, and the politics and
personalities behind the scenes. Ch. 3 examines the political factions that worked in the interest of
Augustus’ grandson, Gaius Caesar, only to turn their allegiance to Agrippa Postumus after Gaius’
death. In both instances those who worked in the interests of either were generally arrayed against
those of Tiberius. But how to explain Agrippa’s adoption in A.D. 4 without the same honours as
his brothers Gaius and Lucius, and his swift fall from favour and relegation the next year? In ch.
4 P. argues that the difference is to be explained by Augustus’ wish to put Tiberius forward.
Agrippa posed a serious political challenge that Augustus had to meet delicately; he had to be got
out of the way. P. discusses the political context and background to that challenge in ch. 5. The
period around A.D. 5 saw a series of events, including ood, famine, and disease throughout Rome
and Italy, that led to economic as well as political and military instability, that P. argues was quite
serious. Rebellion in Illyricum in A.D. 6 exacerbated the situation, and Augustus was compelled to
take extraordinary measures. The public lost patience when Augustus imposed a ve per cent
inheritance tax to nance measures to address the crisis, which merely led to an attempt at
revolution; one of those involved may have been L. Aemilius Paullus, husband of Augustus’
grand-daughter Julia. Aemilius was ultimately prosecuted, Agrippa put out of the picture, and by
A.D. 7 it was clear that Augustus had thrown in his lot with Tiberius for succession and not
unhappily, as the tradition would have us suppose. P. further argues that there was possibly
widespread support for Agrippa who may have become a mouthpiece of opposition to Augustus
(and Tiberius) in the midst of the difculties Augustus faced at home and abroad (hence Agrippa’s
further relegation from Surrentum to Planasia).

Ch. 7 discusses the question of Augustus’ grand-daughter, Julia, her exile, and its relationship to
Agrippa. The chapter constitutes a lengthy but interesting and ultimately relevant digression as
concerns its relationship to Augustus’ attitude towards succession, but ultimately, contrary to a
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large body of scholarship, we should not connect it directly to Agrippa’s exile. The next two chapters
deal with the difcult position Tiberius found himself in during Augustus’ later years, when unrest
and unpopular policies impacted public opinion concerning Tiberius who arguably acted as
Augustus’ virtual co-regent. Augustus late in his reign carefully orchestrated Tiberius’ succession,
as indicated by the entire empire swearing an oath of allegiance to Tiberius upon Augustus’ death.
Tiberius willingly accepted power and wielded it, except in the senate, where he hedged. How to
explain his hesitation? In the nal chapters (10 through 12) P. argues that the potentially
destabilized political situation in Rome, with Agrippa Postumus still living, the attempted
usurpation by Clemens, and, above all, the rivalry of Libo, all contributed to Tiberius’ wafing.
Agrippa’s execution soon after Tiberius’ succession in particular presented a genuine
embarrassment for Tiberius, who did not, in fact, give the order; rather it was his courtier,
Sallustius Crispus, who did so. The equivocation of the government in explaining his death invited
suspicion and speculation concerning the rôles of Augustus, Livia, and Tiberius. Tiberius’
government was further beset, at the rst senate meeting after Augustus’ death on 17 September
A.D. 14, by the news of the mutinies amongst the legions of Germany, which will have further
affected Tiberius’ behaviour at that meeting, but it was not the primary factor in causing Tiberius’
hesitation. Rather, according to P., Tiberius hedged because he had misgivings about Libo, to
whom Agrippa’s faction will have turned, especially in the wake of Agrippa’s execution. The
situation was all the more acute because Tiberius had been absent from the senate between the
years 6 B.C. and A.D. 13, while the faction that supported rst Gaius, then Agrippa, and nally
Libo will have been a formidable presence within that body, threatening his position. P. also
argues for Libo’s involvement in Clemens’ rebellion in A.D. 16, and that Libo and his supporters
(including like-minded senators) desired nothing less than the Republic’s restoration. That faction,
once Libo was dead, abided well into Tiberius’ reign, and turned their support to Germanicus and
then to his widow, Agrippina the Younger.

There are two difculties in this otherwise ne study that I found bothersome. First, much of the
argument is often highly conjectural (e.g., the assertion that Gaius’ followers formed a political
faction against Tiberius that threw in its weight after Gaius’ death with Agrippa, then Libo),
although in fairness P. is clear when making such conjectures. The second is that, while many of
us would absolutely agree that Tacitus is problematic as a source, at times the argument in
following other sources while questioning Tacitus seems to me rather strained. However, agree
with his argument or not, P.’s study contributes signicantly and commendably to our
understanding of the Augustan Principate and the imperial succession.
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A. B. GALLIA, REMEMBERING THE ROMAN REPUBLIC: CULTURE, POLITICS AND
HISTORY UNDER THE PRINCIPATE. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012.
Pp. xiv +319, illus. ISBN 9781107012608. £60.00.

How does a culture understand itself, its history, and how it came to be? These are the questions
Andrew Gallia asks in this book as he looks at the re-establishment and stabilization of the
Principate after the overthrow of Nero. That the res publica did not die with the ‘Republican
period’ is well known. G. is interested in the tension that exists in the corporate memory of the
Principate between the story of a ‘Republic’ that came to an end and an identity rooted in the res
publica and a political ideology that emphasized continuity with its past even though the
monarchic power of the emperor sat in deance of the traditions of the ‘free’ Republic. And, in
this work, he is interested in the way that emperors after Nero negotiated this tension.

In looking at the way the Roman Principate dealt with its history G. seeks to build on the critical
work done by Halbwachs, Assman and Nora in examining the construction and employment of
cultural memory as a complex process of negotiation between the people and the élite, and on
recent works by Flower and Hölkeskamp which explore the complex process of construction and
reconstruction of Rome’s political identity throughout its history in the Republic. In taking this
examination into the imperial period, G. shows that those engaging in this discourse had to be
careful not to overplay their hand or risk the rejection of their interpretation. This is most
illuminatingly seen through the close examination in ch. 3 of Domitian’s execution of the Vestal
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