
Much has been written about the nature of the pre-Marian army, and
a similar amount of scholarship has been devoted to describing the mecha-
nisms and methods of imperial control under the Roman Republican system.
The use of the Roman army as a tool of control has received less attention.

More specifically, the use of Roman armies as garrisons and occupying forces
seems to be highly underappreciated in scholarly research on the nature of the
army and of the empire during the Middle Republic. While the Greek poleis,
during the 5th and 4th centuries BC, amply demonstrated the difficulties of at-
tempting to control an empire with a citizen army, Rome was able to avoid a
similar experience in the 3rd and 2nd centuries, and control a territory far larger
than any city-state before it. There are many reasons why the Romans were
able to move beyond the limitations of the city-state and build a transconti-
nental empire, but the manner in which the Romans overcame the challenges
of using citizen-soldiers as garrison troops is an important and rarely consid-
ered one. The Roman use of garrisons may be able to shed some light on the
way in which Rome was able to turn the model of the city state defended by
a citizen army into a successful and sustainable empire.
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Republic
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That garrisons were widely deployed by the Romans during the Mid-
dle Republic is not hard to believe; Rome’s Hellenistic competitors certainly
made extensive use of garrisons in maintaining their own empires and en-
forcing their rule. Unfortunately, the generally bland nature of garrison duty
ensures that it is rarely mentioned by classical authors, who only discuss them
in extraordinary circumstances. Fortunately, there are enough passing refer-
ences to insure that, along with a few narratives involving garrison forces, a
limited understanding of this mundane but essential practice can be achieved.
The textual evidence seems to allow for at least a partial understanding of the
usual practices of a Roman garrison, the extent to which garrisons were em-
ployed during the Middle Republic and, perhaps most importantly, the role
the Romans expected them to play. As always one must be careful; there are
potential concerns within the ancient literary sources which must be consid-
ered. The sources that provide the most information on the nature of Roman
garrisons are the histories of Livy and Appian. Both of these authors are sus-
pect, as they may well have attributed the military techniques of their own
time, the Late Republic and early Empire, to the very different armies of the
Middle Republic. However, it is possible to somewhat allay these fears through
reliance upon the account of Polybius, which was written well before both the
Marian and Augustan reorganizations of the Roman army, and contains scat-
tered references to mid Republican garrisons. Polybius can thus provide us
with the evidence needed to affirm or reject what is presented in the accounts
of Appian and Livy.

The Roman use of garrisons must be understood both in practical
terns—the manner in which they were physically deployed, and in broader
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strategic terms— the purpose that garrisons were meant to serve within the
context of Roman political, diplomatic, and military strategy. It seems most
convenient to begin with a discussion of how Roman garrisons were expected
to operate in the cities in which they were stationed. The starting point for any
such attempt must be the narrative of the capture of the city of Tarentum by
Hannibal during the 2nd Punic War, which provides far more detail about gar-
rison practices than any other account of an event during the Middle Repub-
lic. Polybius and Livy both preserve detailed accounts of this event, including
a number of striking details about the Roman garrison in Tarentum. Appian’s
The Hannibalic War contains a much less detailed account but preserves a
few ‘facts’ that are not present in either Livy or Polybius.

The exact nature of the garrison in Tarentum is somewhat unclear, as
the sources suggest the existence of a large population of non-military Roman
citizens living within the city. Polybius and Livy both describe an incident in
which houses occupied by Romans are looted,1 but seem to be in disagree-
ment as to whom the houses actually belonged. Polybius simply refers to
�ωναιων ο�κ�ας, which seems to leave little doubt about the ownership of
the houses, and leads to speculation about some sort of Roman citizen dias-
pora in Tarentum in addition to the military garrison. Livy on the other hand
states that the Romans were occupying vacant houses, which would imply
that Romans were simply being quartered in Tarentine homes that were not
otherwise inhabited. Polybius tends to be a more reliable source than Livy,
and as such his description should be privileged, especially as the idea of pil-
laging the houses of Romans makes far more sense if Roman property and
Roman goods are being pillaged, rather than Tarentine property in Roman use.
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However, another event preserved in both narratives undermines this
interpretation. The sounding of Roman bugles by the revolting Tarentines dur-
ing the course of a battle2 is reported to have seen “the Romans responding in
arms to the summons.”3 This would be the logical reaction of a military gar-
rison quartered within the city. The possibility of a Roman citizen diaspora re-
sponding in such a manner seems significantly less likely. In theory, any
Roman citizens resident in Tarentum, given the manpower strains of the 2nd

Punic War, would likely be well past military age as those still fit for military
service would have been drawn upon by the army to replace the troops lost in
the disaster at Cannae. Further, the large numbers of Romans who responded
to the call makes it likely that, even if a few of those who rushed to arms were
dutiful Romans not technically under arms, the majority of those who would
have to have been regular soldiers. As such, it seems that the weight of the ev-
idence supports Livy’s claim that these “Roman houses” were, at least in the
majority, merely occupied by garrison troops4 and that the reader should thus
understand Polybius’�ωναιων ο�κ�ας in the same manner—and one could
certainly interpret the Greek term in this fashion. This reading offers an in-
teresting insight, as it implies that Roman troops were quartered in private
homes (in this case unoccupied ones) rather than, or in addition to, in a cen-
tral barracks. Such a practice cannot be discounted, and is similar those which
were common in pre-modern times and continued in the western world well
into the 19th century.

Appian, in his short discussion of the revolt of Tarentum, claims that
the Roman garrison numbered 5000.5 This seems to be a rather large figure for
a garrison, considering that it would represent the equivalent of a full legion
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of soldiers. It seems even more so given that he presents it as the number of
Romans who held the citadel after the rest of the city had been taken. Con-
sidering the violence of the struggle during the initial seizure of the city, de-
scribed in both the narratives of Livy and Polybius, one would expect that a
substantial portion of the Roman forces would have been killed or captured by
the Carthaginians before even reaching the citadel. As such, Appian’s number
creates the somewhat dubious impression that there were as many two or three
legions of troops stationed in Tarentum. It is therefore important to put this
claim into perspective. First, it is possible to read the account in a manner that
would make the figure of 5000 seem to be that the number of men in the
citadel after reinforcements had arrived from Metapontum. While the num-
ber 5000 still seems large with even half of the Metapontum garrison included
it is certainly more believable. A force of that size also makes the notion that
Roman troops would be quartered in Tarentine houses seem less surprising; if
there were a legion or two worth of troops stationed in the city it would have
presumably been difficult to quarter them effectively in any other way. Com-
parisons to other, similar garrisons also make Appian’s figure more believ-
able. For example, Livy refers to a garrison of 2000 Carthaginian troops on
Malta,6 a location of less strategic importance than Tarentum during the 2nd

Punic War. He also mentions a sally made from the citadel at Tarentum by a
portion of the garrison which amounted to 2500 men,7 which would support
both Appian’s figure, and the idea of a legion sized force holding the citadel
at Tarentum. Whether or not one accepts Appian’s figure, and one must al-
ways be wary of numbers in texts preserved through a manuscript tradition,
it is clear from all three accounts that the garrison at Tarentum was large in
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size. It may well have been an unusually large garrison, as Silius Italicus de-
scribes it as having been “close-packed”.8 Still, it should make the possibility
that legions of Roman garrison troops were sometimes deployed throughout
Roman territory seem far less surprising.

The revolt of Capua from the Romans also sheds light on practices
within Roman garrisons. Livy tells us that when the city rose up “the popula-
tion suddenly seized the prefects of the allies and other Roman citizens, some
employed in a military duty, some engaged in private business.” 9 Here Livy
makes explicit mention of both Roman civilians and soldiers in Capua in 216.
Of course there is no explicit mention of these troops serving as a garrison, but
Vibius Virrius, the initiator of the revolt, later reminds his fellow Campanians
that “with torture and as an insult [we] put to death a garrison which we might
have let go.”10 Virrius’ speech removes any doubt as to whether at least some
of the men “employed in a military duty” were garrison troops. Further, those
“engaged in private business” are not referred to as permanent or even semi-
permanent residents of Capua. It would be unwise to assume that they were
without more substantial evidence. This account provides us with useful in-
formation; the fact that the Roman garrison could be seized and put to death
without a serious struggle or a siege supports the contention that they were
not centrally quartered in a defensible position, and lends credence to the idea
that Roman garrison troops were often quartered in private homes throughout
the city in which they were stationed.

However, this does not seem to have been universally the case. Poly-
bius tells us that during the revolt of Tarentum the Romans (including their
commander) who had survived the initial seizure of the city “retired to the
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citadel where they had always had a garrison.”11 It seems likely that even with
some portion of the garrison quartered in the city proper the Romans would
maintain at least some force in the tactically important citadel with its com-
manding position over both the city and harbor. The stationing of troops in the
citadel of a city or a dominating strong point in the surrounding area is a well
attested Hellenistic practice, and the logic of this method had evidently been
discovered by the Romans by at least 196, with the maintenance of the garri-
son in the Acrocornith12 and possibly much earlier. Livy preserves, in rather
unique circumstances, the occupation of a citadel by a Roman garrison in 205
as well.13 Perhaps the failure to hold a citadel or a strong point at Capua was
a result of its flat topography and the a lack of such a position, or it may sim-
ply have been a case of the Roman forces being even less prepared than those
at Tarentum.14

Regrettably, both of these cases outline only the behavior of garrisons
in a time of war. This is to be expected due to the nature of the sources, but it
is frustrating nevertheless. Fortunately Livy’s report of a rather ugly event in
Boeotia in 196 provides some insight into the behaviour of Roman troops in
times of peace. After the conclusion of the 2nd Macedonian War, a desire to
avenge the murder of Brachyllas led the Boeotians to employ what can
roughly be characterized as guerilla tactics against the Romans. The passage
describing this ad-hoc revolt is interesting with respect to the present discus-
sion not because of the actions of the Boeotians, but because it is a rare ex-
ample of how Roman soldiers lived when not on active campaign. Livy’s
description is rather lacking in detail, but it does paint what might be a rather
unexpected, if entirely reasonable, picture. Livy reports that the Boeotians,
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“had neither army nor leader for a rebellion; [and turned]…to brigandage.”15

Roman soldiers are reported to have been cut down in taverns, on highways,
in deserted inns, and “as they traveled about on various errands during the
winter season.”16 These peacetime activities, travel and drink essentially, do
not seem at all unreasonable; it would be far stranger if soldiers, quartered in
a peaceful place for a period of time longer than a few days did not sample
whatever pleasures local civilian life offered. While it must be kept in mind
that these soldiers were part of a field army, not a garrison, and were quar-
tered in an army camp not a city it would seem strange for more rigorous re-
strictions to be placed on the actions of garrison troops than those serving in
an army in the field. As such it seems likely that along with often living as
neighbors to the people of the city they were garrisoning, soldiers on garrison
duty would also patronized local taverns, and travel as individuals or in small
groups on local roads. Thus the Roman garrison that the textual evidence re-
ports seems to be one that is rather integrated with the city it was garrisoning,
rather than one sharply divided between dour soldiers lurking in a citadel high
above the city and an intimidated populace cowering below that might come
to mind when reading about the presence of a garrison.

Outlined above is an admittedly rough picture of what life in a Roman
garrison during the Middle Republic might have been like. It is a picture sig-
nificantly less militaristic and threatening than might be supposed, but it is
important not to lose sight of the fact that the garrison was, at heart, a military
institution used to enforce Roman control and protect Roman interests. The
purpose of Roman garrisons will be addressed below, after a discussion of the
macro-side of garrison practice. The textual sources dealing with the late 3rd
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and early to middle 2nd centuries are rife with mentions of the garrison forces
of Hellenistic states, but there are comparatively very few mentions of Roman
garrisons. Without giving the subject much thought the obvious response to
this would be the assumption that Romans utilized garrisons far less frequently
than their Hellenistic competitors, which may very well be the case, but ex-
amination of some key passages indicates a wider usage than is immediately
evident.

A particularly illuminating passage comes from Livy in his report of
the aftermath of the disastrous defeats of the Roman forces in Iberia in 212/211
and the deaths of Gnaeus Cornelius Scipio Calvus and his brother Publius.
After the terrible defeats it “seemed that the armies had been wiped out and
all Spain lost,”17 but according to Livy18 a Roman eques, one Lucius Marcius
managed to reverse Rome’s fortunes in Iberia. What is interesting for our pur-
poses is not the heroism of Marcius which Livy and so many Roman authors
are fixated on, but where he procured the soldiers needed to renew the war
with the Carthagians and prevent them from following up their double victory
by pushing the Romans completely out of Iberia. According to Livy “the man
made an army that was not be despised out of the soldiers gather up from the
flight and in part withdrawn from the garrison towns.”19 Now up to this point
in his narrative Livy has made almost no mention of Roman garrisons in
Iberia, but Livy’s narrative leaves little doubt that these were Roman (or at
least Latin) troops. He certainly makes no mention of local troops fighting in
Marcius’ army, and as the defeats of the Scipios’ armies was apparently very
much a result of the betrayal of local Spanish allied forces20 it would be sur-
prising to see Marcius making use of such troops so soon after their treachery.
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Most important here though is that the numbers of garrison troops in Iberia
must have been considerable to make up even a significant amount of the
heavy losses suffered by the Scipios especially as Livy seems to imply that
only a portion of the garrison troops were called upon.

A passage of Polybius also supports the idea that the Romans were en-
gaged in widespread garrisoning by the late 3rd century. He declares that in the
aftermath of the First Illyrian War (228), “Postumius, with whom forty ships
were left, enrolled a legion from the cities and neighbourhood and wintered at
Epidamnus…”21 (emphasis mine). The idea of Romans enrolling Illyrians or
Greeks into a legion in this period flies in the face of nearly every orthodox be-
lief about Roman military practice in the Middle Republic. Fortunately, a care-
ful examination of the Greek and an adjustment to Paton’s translation renders
this bewildering passage both intelligible and enlightening. The word Paton
translates as “enroll” is α�θροιWζω, which can sometimes be translated as “enroll”
in the sense of enrolling a legion, but more precisely means “to muster” or “to
gather together.” Reading α�θροιWζω as “to gather together” not only provides
a much less problematic translation from a historical perspective, it also pro-
vides a situation similar to the one reported by Livy above. The force Postu-
mius mustered does indeed to seem to have been a proper Roman legion,
στρατ�α being the normal, nearly technical, Polybian term for legion. As
such it is implied that there were least 4200 Roman (or at least Latin) soldiers
on garrison duty in Illyria at the close of the first Illyrian War. This is partic-
ularly interesting as even if Appian’s number for the size of Tarentum garrison
is taken at face value the lack of major urban areas in north-western Illyria
along with the verb α�θροιWζω implies that these forces were deployed in least
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a handful of separate sites.
Taken together these two passages imply garrisoning on a scale much

larger than would be assumed from the infrequent mentions of garrisons in
the texts and place the occasional passing mentions to garrisons in a context
which makes them far less enigmatic. Appian’s account of the mutiny of a
portion of Scipio’s army in Iberia also lends credence to the idea of rather
widespread garrisoning, as he notes that along with a number of troops of the
field army, “many from the garrisons joined them,”22 in seceding from Mar-
cius’ command. Livy’s mention of the recovery of Roman and Latin captives
by Cato after his defeat of a revolt in Iberia in 19523 may also imply that there
were a substantial number of soldiers scattered throughout Roman posses-
sions in Iberia, although there are certainly other possible explanations for the
presence of Romans and Latins in Iberia in 195.

The perception that wide spread garrisoning was common at least dur-
ing times of crisis is further bolstered by a few other mentions of garrisons dur-
ing the 2nd Punic War. At the outset of the war Polybius reports that one of the
steps the Romans took in preparing for Hannibal’s invasion of Italy after his
success at Trebia was “sending garrisons to Tarentum and other suitable
places”.24 Although Polybius does not mention where these other suitable
places are, garrisons that are likely to have resulted from this action are men-
tion in a number of places.25

Moreover, the garrisons mentioned during the 2nd Punic War narra-
tives are not necessarily related to the senatorial actions mentioned in Poly-
bius 3.75 and it is possible that the Romans may have had garrisons in place
throughout Italy long before Hannibal’s invasion. The garrison at Clastid-
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ium26 which is mentioned before the events leading up the actions recorded in
Polybius 3.75 certainly seems to imply something of that sort, even though
the garrison at Clastidium seems to have been made up of non-Roman troops
under a Brundisian commander. Still, it does seem that the use of garrisons in
Italy was, at most, limited before Hannibal’s success at Trebia, and that it was
the threat of the Italian allies changing sides that prompted the Romans to de-
ploy garrisons in ostensibly allied cities throughout Italy. The deployment of
a garrison to the old Carthaginian stronghold of Lilybaeum was only prompted
by the fear of a Carthaginian bid to recapture the city.27 While this event pre-
dates the senatorial actions mentioned in Polybius 3.75 it is obviously driven
by the same motives and exhibits the same perception of the role of the garri-
son. This fear was well founded, as a number of Sicilian towns, including
Syracuse, went over to the Carthaginian side during the conflict and the is-
land did not return to full Roman control until 211 at the earliest possible dat-
ing. The placement of a garrison on the island of Cossyrus28 by Gnaeus
Servilius was likely driven by a similar motive, as the ‘African’ island of
Cossyrus was likely too close to Carthage to remain loyal without the bol-
stering presence of armed Romans equally ready to stiffen the resolve and
maintain the loyalty of the populace as to repeal Carthagians advances.

With the fact of fairly widespread, at least relative to textual mentions,
garrisoning established and a vague but recognizable pattern of garrison prac-
tice emerging from the texts it becomes possible to gain a better, if still very
limited, idea of the motivations and reasoning behind Roman garrison prac-
tices, as well as the understanding the Romans themselves had of the use of
garrisons during the Middle Republic. The Roman garrisons mentioned pre-
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viously were mostly used as a tool in the war against Hannibal in Italy. In this
context it is clear that their purpose was to intimidate rebellious populations
(or at least those perceived to be rebellious by Roman leadership) and pre-
vent those populations from siding with the Carthaginians. Similar motiva-
tions are to be found in the early use of garrisons in Iberia, such as Scipio’s
garrisoning of Castax29 in 206 and most probably in his father’s garrisoning of
Tarraco30 twelve years before. Yet while such a blunt form of control was
often necessary from the Roman point of view, it does not seem to have been
a strategy that the Romans pursued if they felt it could be avoided. The per-
ceived rebelliousness of Tarentum was almost a fixation amongst the Roman
elite, but a garrison does not seem to have been stationed there until after Han-
nibal had invaded Italy and defeated the Romans badly at Trebia. The events
in Greece following the 2nd Macedonian War are particularly useful to any at-
tempt to discover the motivations of the Romans, especially as they occurred
in times of peace, when long term and hypothetically indefinite use of gar-
risons might be required.

After the defeat of Philip V, Flamininus and the ten commissioners ap-
pointed by the Roman senate set out to reshape the political landscape of
Greece into a form that suited Roman interests. At the Isthmian games of 196
Flamininus, to almost lethal elation,31 announced that the Romans would not
seek to dominate Greece the way Philip and his predecessors had, but would
leave the Greeks “free, without garrisons, and subject to no tribute and gov-
erned by their own countries’ laws.”32However, the Romans decided that Chal-
cis, Demetrias, and Acrocornith should remain garrisoned – supposedly until
the danger posed by Antiochus was dealt with.33 Of course it is possible to dis-
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miss this appeal to the danger posed by Antiochus as a cynical Roman excuse
to keep soldiers in Greece and maintain their dominance while appearing to be
liberators. Whether or not one agrees with such an analysis it is possible to see
these actions as the result of a simple cost-benefit analysis on the part of the
Romans, who realized, as had the kings of Macedon before them, that main-
taining control over the “fetters of Greece” was much more efficient than gar-
risoning every individual polis, and almost as effective. That the Romans
would want to avoid garrisoning Greece on the scale of the Macedonian kings
seems logical for a number of reasons, including the requirement for troops to
be deployed elsewhere in the burgeoning empire, a desire not to engender the
hostility of the Greeks by appearing to dominate them in the same way the
hated Macedonians had, and a discomfort with the fact that setting up gar-
risons for the long term inherently implied stationing Roman citizens far from
Rome, under arms, for extended periods of times even during times of peace.

The Aetolians certainly took a more cynical view of the Roman deci-
sion to keep garrisons in Greece as well as a field army at Elatia, and they
were not reserved when it came to voicing their discontent. 34 The evidence for
the Roman use of garrisons seems to provide the Romans with some defense,
at least against the charges of the Aetolians. The accounts of the 2nd Punic
War mentioned above point to the placement of garrisons as being a practice
the Romans only used during times of perceived danger that were out of the
ordinary. Tarentum was evidently not garrisoned before Trebia, and at least a
few other cities were garrisoned at the same time – which would imply that
they too were free of garrisons before Trebia. Thus is appears that there were
no garrisons in much of urban Italy for at least a significant period of time
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prior to Hannibal’s victory. This strongly supports the contention that the Ro-
mans preferred not to use garrisons as a method of control except when an
outside force threatened and allied or subject peoples might rebel in support
of that force.35 As such, from the perspective of what seems to be normal
Roman practice, the maintenance of garrisons in Greece after Flamininus’
proclamation can be understood not as a cynical action that flies in the face of
the promise of Greek freedom (which in any case certainly never meant the
right to disagree with Rome), or even as a method of maintaining control of
the Greeks, but rather as a way of ensuring Greek support in the event of a war
with Antiochus.

Whatever the reason for the maintenance of Roman garrisons in Chal-
cis, Demetrias and Acrocornith, the discourse surrounding the ‘freeing of the
Greeks’ does much to illuminate both Greek and Roman ideas of freedom and,
more importantly for the purposes of the present discussion, Greek and Roman
ideas of what being garrisoned by a foreign power meant. Flamininus’ procla-
mation was structured along formal lines, and interestingly appears in similar
form in the Roman treaty with Carthage that ended the 2nd Punic War.36 That
the conditions which ended the 2nd Punic War are nearly identical to those that
led the “freedom of the Greeks” to be proclaimed says a great deal about what
freedom meant in the context of Roman treaties and declarations. Both
Carthage and the Greek cities were ‘free’ of direct Roman control, but it is
abundantly clear that the Romans did not see that ‘freedom’ as giving either
people anything even remotely resembling complete autonomy. By accepting
the treaties the Romans saw both peoples as agreeing, at a bare minimum, to
follow Roman direction in foreign affairs and provide the Romans with both
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materiel and manpower when called upon to do so. The absence of a garrison
did not, from the Roman perspective, make these conditions any less binding.

Such an understanding of the Roman view of “freedom” and the role
of subject and allied peoples closely corresponds to the manner in which gar-
risons were used by the Romans in the 2nd Punic War, the wars in Iberia, and
the wars in Greece. The Greeks seemed to have had a rather different per-
ception; freedom to them seemed to mean that they were not bound to do any-
thing at the direction of a foreign power and were free to act with complete
autonomy. The difficulties suffered by the Greeks as a result of this percep-
tion in 2nd century were enormous and do not need to be discussed here, but
the relation between the Greek perception of the role of the garrison and the
Greek understanding of freedom is worth discussing.

To the Greeks, after generations of being garrisoned by the forces of
various Hellenistic Kings, the garrison was the symbol of foreign domination,
and an ungarrisoned city was in large part considered to be free from the for-
eign domination which a garrison symbolized. Polybius describes exactly this
perception at an Acarnanian assembly in which a pro-Roman party appealed
for the deployment of garrisons in Acarnanian cities. Diogenes argued, suc-
cessfully, that garrisoning “was the procedure in the case of peoples who had
been enemies of the Romans, and who had been subdued.”37 The use of gar-
risons which Diogenes describes is very much in keeping with the Hellenistic
practice of placing garrisons in the cities of subdued people as a method of
control. The Romans on the other hand preferred to refrain from placing gar-
risons in the cities of subdued enemies, only to brutally repress them if they
made the mistake of acting too independently.38 This is probably the most es-
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sential distinction between the Roman view of the purpose of the garrison and
that of Rome’s Hellenistic rivals. The Hellenistic powers saw the garrison as
the primary method of controlling subject and allied peoples. The Romans on
the other hand saw the garrison as a method of ensuring loyalty in trying cir-
cumstances when fear of Roman reprisals, lack of a viable alternative to
Roman domination, and friendly relations between Roman and allied elites
would not serve to ensure loyalty on their own.

This understanding of the role of the garrison seems to have been rather
unique to the Romans. Whether or not the practice (in the broadest terms)
outlined above was a conscious reaction to the strengths and weakness of the
Roman military machine and the social system that supported it, it certainly
seems to have been spectacularly well suited to the needs of that system. The
mild aversion to the sort large-scale, long-term use of garrisons practiced by
the Hellenistic kingdoms was rather effective at avoiding the problems that
would have beset an army made up of citizens who, at least theoretically, were
expected to return to Rome every year to take part in the public and civic life
of the res publica, be it in the form of ceremonies, religious festivals, elec-
tions or any other event in the expansive public sphere. Long term deployment
of garrisons on the Hellenistic model would have created the same sort of
strains on Roman political life that the long term deployment of field armies
to Iberia did on a significantly wider scale. In order to prevent such tensions
in a manner that would have allowed the continued large scale placement of
garrisons made up of citizen soldiers would have required a level of logistical
organization that would have been beyond the capabilities of the Roman state
in the 3rd and 2nd centuries BC. Intentionally or not, the method of deploy-
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ment favored by the Romans in the Middle Republic seems to have very well
adapted to both the military strengths and social needs of the Republic. It is
important to note that this does not mean that the use of garrisons by the Ro-
mans can be ignored in considerations of the Republican military and impe-
rial systems as they have to often been in past scholarship. Despite the fact
that, compared to their Hellenistic rivals, the Romans preferred to garrison
lightly and infrequently, they still did so on a scale far greater than has been
generally understood in scholarship on the Republican period. As such, the
nature and use of Roman garrisons deserves further exploration.
i
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34 Liv. 34.23
35 Of course this was likely simply because the Romans felt confident that they could crush

isolated revolts
36 Polyb. 15.18
37 Polyb. 28.5
38 Cato’s treatment Bergistani as recorded in Liv. 34.16 is a good example of this methodol-

ogy
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