
frugality as denoting either lack of material wealth or its voluntary rejection and reinterpreted it as
the virtue of thriftiness in an age of commerce and industry. Luxury, in turn, they considered no
longer a moral problem, but a welcome incentive to economic productivity. Hence, Berry rounds
up the volume by an invitation to reect on the historical peculiarities of both ancient and modern
attitudes to material wealth and its acquisition.

A volume of such thematic and chronological breadth cannot be expected to cover everything
related to its topic. Yet this reviewer would have wished for a fuller engagement with Roman
comedy and Christian writings, as the volume itself indicates their importance as sources for
attitudes to frugality. Plautus makes three short appearances as a key witness of Roman popular
thought (59–60, 196, 250–3). Comedy, however, has much more to say on frugality or, rather, its
absence. Besides being an ex negativo source for Roman morality, it is also important for its
appraisal of festival days as a break from the frugality of everyday life. Regarding the theological
writings of Late Antiquity, it would have been worthwhile to pursue the editor’s suggestion that
‘frugality […] chimed well with core aspects of Christian doctrine’ (101), especially since Berry
suggests that the Christian endorsement of Stoic frugality was a long-lasting inheritance to
post-classical European moral discourse (374–6).

To point out further areas a volume should have discussed, is, of course, another way to say that it
has succeeded in opening promising perspectives for future research.

Moritz HinschLudwig-Maximilians-Universität München
M.Hinsch@lmu.de
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CHARLES GOLDBERG, ROMAN MASCULINITY AND POLITICS FROM REPUBLIC TO
EMPIRE (Routledge monographs in classical studies). London and New York: Routledge,
2021. Pp. viii + 203, illus. ISBN 9780367480462. £120.00.

Historians of Roman political culture have examined in detail how the performance of military and
civic virtues contributed to elite competition for honores in the Republic, and how the terms of this
competition evolved in the Principate to accommodate the authority of the emperor. In Roman
Masculinity and Politics from Republic to Empire, Charles Goldberg frames these debates
productively in terms of gender, arguing that the personal qualities associated with the vir bonus
coalesced into an aristocratic ideal of manliness that balanced dominance and aggression with
more cooperative virtues, particularly ‘willing subordination of one’s interests to the greater public
good, and at times to other men’ (29). G. terms this ideal ‘republican masculinity’ and tracks its
evolution from the middle Republic, when (he argues in ch. 2) it functioned as a safeguard of
senatorial privilege, through the challenges of late Republican electioneering (ch. 3). G. questions
whether the transition to an autocratic system of government entailed a ‘crisis of masculinity,’ a
thesis explored most recently by M. Racette-Campbell (The Crisis of Masculinity in the Age of
Augustus, 2023). He makes a convincing case that ‘republican masculinity’ remained a touchstone
for elite self-fashioning under the Principate (ch. 4), including among emperors themselves (ch. 5).

One of the book’s most strongly articulated objectives is to broaden a scholarly understanding of
Roman manliness that ‘revolved almost completely around the exercise of power over various societal
“Others”, for example slaves, freedmen, legal minors, and women’ (14). Goldberg succeeds in
presenting a more balanced view than one nds, for example, in Myles McDonnell’s Roman
Manliness (2006), which was criticised early on for its equation of ‘native’ virtus with military
courage prior to the inuence of Greek values. G.’s initial chapters read in part as an extended
response to McDonnell (e.g. 4, 37, 79–81), insofar as G. builds checks on militaristic aggression
into the denition of the vir bonus, while drawing out the homosocial character of institutions like
the salutatio and highlighting the regulatory function of the censorship.

To be fair, not all studies of Roman masculinity have concentrated myopically on the domination
of others. Since Maud Gleason’s groundbreaking work on Favorinus (Making Men, 1995), scholars
of Roman gender have attended to individuals who played with or subverted the normative binaries
of active/passive, male/female. Moreover, to cite Craig Williams, ‘masculinity meant being in control,

REV IEWS 251

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075435823000667 Published online by Cambridge University Press

mailto:M.Hinsch@lmu.de
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075435823000667


both of oneself and of others’ (Roman Homosexuality, 1999, 151; my emphasis). While
G. acknowledges that ‘control of the self, both in and outside of sex, was imperative’ (16), he does
not fully integrate this aspect of the communis opinio into his critique, which is aimed at a model
of Roman manliness based solely on ‘martial and political aggression’ (19). In fact, many of the
examples he proffers to illustrate the vir bonus or malus boil down to questions of self-control.
Scipio Africanus and the Elder Cato were praised for various forms of restraint (47–50), whereas
Catiline and Clodius were impugned as effeminate on the basis of their perceived lust for power
(22–3). This overlap between the familiar prerogative of self-mastery and G.’s ‘republican
masculinity’ obscures, though by no means vitiates, the distinctiveness of the latter.

Considering the performance of masculinity by people other than male aristocrats would also have
helped G. identify precisely what, if anything, was characteristically ‘manly’ about the subordination
of personal interests to the public good. For instance, G. depicts poor urban voters as a body that
‘cared only for action, and for active men, not the ner points of republican principle’ (88); but
the populus regularly overrode the senate on matters of principle, as well as for material gains (R.
Morstein-Marx in C. Steel and H. van der Blom, eds, Community and Communication: Oratory
and Politics in Republican Rome (2013), 29–47). Roman historians have become increasingly
sensitive to the ways in which women leveraged their wealth, religious authority and social
networks to intervene in political life (for a recent survey, L. Webb in R. M. Frolov and
C. Burden-Stevens, eds, Leadership and Initiative in Late Republican and Early Imperial Rome
(2022), 151–88). While demonstrations of civic virtue by women tended to be coded as masculine,
one wonders how G. would account for a text like Cornelia’s letter to C. Gracchus, whether
authentic or not, in which a matron urges her son to follow her lead in prioritising the public
good over personal vengeance. Likewise, if Thrasea Paetus exemplies for G. ‘an imperial
dissident motivated by the vir’s traditional drive toward gloria’ (117), could the same not be said
of his mother-in-law, Arria Maior, whose suicide Pliny describes as driven by gloria et aeternitas
(Ep. 3.16; R. Langlands, Eugesta 4 (2014), 214–37)?

By raising these questions, I do not mean to undervalue G.’s ambitious attempt to bring the
insights of masculinity studies to bear on 500 years of Roman history. Any reader interested in the
role of gender norms in Roman political life will benet from engaging with his wide-ranging and
lucid discussion.

Rose MacLeanUniversity of California Santa Barbara
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BRENDA LONGFELLOW and MOLLY SWETNAM-BURLAND (EDS), WOMEN’S LIVES,
WOMEN’S VOICES: ROMAN MATERIAL CULTURE AND FEMALE AGENCY IN
THE BAY OF NAPLES. Austin: University of Texas Press, 2021. Pp. 408, illus. ISBN

9781477323588. $55.00.

‘Facitis vobis suaviter’ (‘enjoy yourselves’) proclaims a woman in a banqueting scene in the House of
the Triclinium (V.2.4) in Pompeii (CIL IV 3442a). Her voice is one among many that appear in
Brenda Longfellow and Molly Swetnam-Burland’s edited volume, which charts the dynamics
of female agency in the Bay of Naples—primarily in Pompeii and Herculaneum—up until 79 C.E.

This well-illustrated volume comprises an introduction, thirteen essays, an epilogue, a collective
bibliography and a general index. The essays are distributed over three sections: ‘Public and
Commercial Identities’, ‘Women on Display’ and ‘Representing Women’. The contributions are
commendably accessible, avoid jargon, and offer translations of ancient textual sources. The
volume will be an invaluable teaching tool for undergraduate and graduate students studying
Roman Italy and a welcome addition to the library of any scholar working on women in the
ancient Mediterranean.

The contributors bring novel approaches and interpretations to well-studied evidence (including
inscriptions, wall-paintings, honoric statues, monuments, buildings) as well as highlighting
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