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INTRODUCTION

In 237 BCE Hamilcar Barca arrived in Gadir (Roman Gades) with an army, intentupon
expanding Carthaginian authority in Iberia.' Under the leadership of his family Carthaginian
control would extend over much of southern Iberia throughout the Guadalquivir River Valley
and eastern |beriauptothe Pyrenees mountains. Hardly 30 years later, Hamilcar’s youngest son
Mago fled that same city where hisfather had startedit all, escaping with anarmy in tatters and
leaving Carthaginian territoriesin the victorious hands of Roman forces. Thisis a study of how
Carthaginians expanded and maintained political control overterritoriesin southernand
southeastern Iberia underthe leadership of the Barcid family, typically referred toin scholarship

as the Barcid empire.

Historians have traditionally been restricted by a small set of Greco-Roman literary
sources that provide askeletal narrative of uneven and scant detail. Knowledge of the political
military narrative is particularly sparse until Hannibal's three-year command beganin 221, at
which point Polybius and Livy provide relatively abundant detail about the capture of Saguntum
and the Second PunicWar in Iberia. Previous studies have been cursory in nature and shaped by
the interests of Greco-Roman authorsinthe personalities and achievements of the Barcid
generals. Yet this disproportionatefocus onthe big men of history ignores more fundamental

guestions about the impact and functioning of the Barcid empire.

This work combines literary, numismatic, and archaeological evidence with theoretical
approachesto improve the currently dim understanding about the workings of the Barcid

empire and attempts to answersome basicquestions about how the empire actually functioned

! All dates referred to inthis work are BCE unless otherwise noted.
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and what it meantforthe people whoinhabitedit. By what structures did Carthage ensure
control? What were Carthaginians trying to control? Whatimpact did this have on the
Carthaginians themselves as well ason theirsubjectsandalliesin Iberia? For the inhabitants of
thisempire, was Carthaginian rule as burdensome as some of the Greco-Roman sources made it
out to be? Was the experience of empire characterized by immense cultural difference between
Carthaginianrulers and the subject “barbarians” depicted in Greco-Roman sources? These are
the kinds of questions that drive this work, questions which have been answered only

anecdotallyinthe pastor not addressed atall.

The remainder of thisintroduction begins with a brief narrative of the main military
events of the Barcid conquest and the dissolution of the empire in the war with Rome that
followed. I then provide a definition of the territory under direct Carthaginian control by the
time Hannibal became general, whichis the focus of this work. Thereafter follows an overview
of pastscholarship onthe Barcid empire. The introduction concludes with discussion of the
theoretical tools and assumptions thatinform the analysesin thiswork as well as an overview of

the arguments put forth inthe proceeding chapters.



PART 1: HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF CONQUEST & GEOGRAPHIC
DEFINITION OF AREA UNDER STUDY

In 237 Hamilcar arrivedin Iberiaand overthe next nine years brought local communities
under Carthaginian authority, some by war and others by diplomacy.? He was initially resisted by
indigenous coalitions in Turdetania, treating their defeated leaders with patently violent deaths
but freeing other captives and enrollingsome in his forces. One of Hamilcar’s early objectives
would have been securing access to minesinthe region of the Rio Tinto. He founded acity
Diodorus calls Akra Leuke, the location of which is unknown, though it was more likely
somewhere inthe Guadalquivir Valley orin the region of the Sierra Morena ratherthan on the
eastern coast of Iberiain modern Alicante, as Diodorus never mentions Hamilcar campaigning so
far east before his death in battle against the Orissi. His adopted son Hasdrubal succeeded him
incommand and took revenge on the Orissi, at thistime bringingthe mineral rich Sierra Morena
firmly under Carthaginian control as well as expanding Carthaginian influence eastward to the
southeastern coasts, probably as faras the Jacar River by the time of hisown murderat the
hands of a local.’ Hasdrubal founded Carthago Novaand another city of unknown name and
location. Hasdrubal negotiated an agreement with the Romans that Carthaginians would not
cross the Ebro Riverinarms. Hasdrubal was succeeded by Hannibal in 221 who proceeded to
subdue the Olcades and led a campaigninthe followingyearacross the Tagus River againstthe

Vacceii.

In 219 Hannibal frustrated Roman expectations and demands by attacking the city of

Arse/Saguntum, capturing it afteran eight-month siege and providing the Romans with grounds

2 Main sources for Hamilcar’s command: Polyb.2.1; Diod.25.10.1-4, Liv. 21.2.1-2, Nep. Ham. 1.4, App.
Iber. 5, App. Hann. 2.3-4.

3 Main sources for Hasdrubal’s command: Polyb.2.13.1-3,2.36.1-2,3.8,3.13.7, Diod. 25.11-12, Liv. 21.2.3-
7, App. Iber. 6.



to declare waron Carthage.” In the summer of the following year Hannibal departed Iberia with
alarge force to invade Italy, leavingit to his brother Hasdrubal to defend Carthaginian Iberia
from Roman invasion. Hasdrubal suffered several major defeats at the hands of the Roman
generals Publius and Gnaeus Scipiofrom 217 to 212, which allowed the Roman generals to
slowly extend Roman influence south of the Ebro Riverand detach local communities from
Carthaginian control. Yetin 211 Hasdrubal Barca turned Carthaginian fortunes around by
destroying both Roman generalsand theirarmiesinturn, seemingly undoing years of Roman
successes. Roman operations weresoon taken up by another member of the Scipio family, who
through a daring surprise attack captured the Carthaginian capital in southeastern Iberiain 209,
securing Roman control of the region and critically depriving Carthage of its main strategicbase,
political hostages from local subjects, and mining revenue from the region. The fol lowing year
the young Scipio defeated Hasdrubal Barca at the Baecula River but prevented Hasdrubal’s
escape withreinforcements to join Hannibal. Scipio pressed further westward and defeated
Hasdrubal Giscoin 206 at llipa, the last major battle for Iberia. Afterfailing to capitalize ona

local revoltin 205, Mago Barca departed from Iberiato join Hannibal.

The sites studied are indicated on the following maps (figs. i.1-4). Interms of the area
under Carthaginian control by the time Hannibal became commander, the best estimate comes
from concentrations of Hispano-Carthaginian coinage and the evidence provided by the literary
sources for Carthaginian operations. The western areaincludes from the Rio Tintovalleyin
modern Huelva, though how far control extended inland or toward the Atlantic coasts of
Portugal is uncertain; butthe core would not have reached beyond the Guadiana River. Reports

of Carthaginian armies winteringin Lusitania and the Atlanticcoast duringthe Second Punic War

* Main sources for Hannibal’s command: Polyb.3.13-17, 20-35, Diod. 25.15, Liv. 21.5-23, Nep. Hann. 3,
App. Iber. 8-14, App. Hann. 3-4.



suggest that Carthaginian control may have reached as far as the mouth of the Tagus to the
westthough if they did, they left few material traces.” Moving eastward the Carthaginians
occupiedthe region between the southern coasts and the Guadalquivir Riverand the Sierra
Morena to the north, perhaps as far as the GuadianaRiver, though numismaticfinds are scarce
north of the Guadalquivir Riverand few sites beyond its northern bank are considered in this
work. Eastward the region of the Sierrade Seguraand communities alongthe SeguraRiveritself
are included, along with coastal communities up to the Jucar River. The archaeologically visible
core of the Barcid control rests within these bounds, though wider geopolitical control appears
to have been exercised far more broadly, perhaps even beyond the Tagus River, judging by

Hannibal’s final Iberian campaigns.

PART 2: OVERVIEW OF PAST SCHOLARSHIP

Scholarship of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was largely restricted to
treatments of the political and military narratives based mainly on the literary works of Polybius,
Diodorus Siculus, Livy, Cornelius Nepos, and Appian, with some anecdotal supplements froma
few laterauthors as well as topographical analyses.® Adolf Schulten was particularly influential
inthe study of the Carthaginiansin lberia, especially his synthesis of literary sources forthe
study of ancientSpainin general.’” Yet Schulten’s work is also characteristic of the Romanticist
views of the previous century of scholarship, which took Greco-Roman sources at theirword

and reproduced depictions of perfidious Carthaginians as greedy invaders and Iberians as brave

> Hoyos 2003, 83-84; for Carthaginianswinteringin Lusitaniaduring217 seeliv. 22.20.12, 21.5, for 210-
209 see Polyb.10.7.5.

® Meltzer and Kahrstedt 1896, 392-439; Gsell 1913,128-38;Schulten 1954. For register of supplemental
literary sources see:Huss 1985, 269.

7 Schulten 1922.



and sometimes noble vassals of Carthage.® The same views also emphasized the dependence of

Iberiansociety on Carthage forits cultural development.

Anotherissue that may be attributed to Schulten was hisinsistence on Carthage’s prior
conquest of the kingdom of Tartessos in the sixth century, based on extremely precarious hints
fromthe literary sources.’ A similar case was once made for Carthage’s prior control of Iberia,
though perhaps not as early as the sixth century.'® The mostimportant literary sources are
Polybius’ treaties between Carthage and Rome, Justin’s report about Carthaginian aid to Gadir
againstindigenous communities, and remarks by Polybius about Carthage having submitted
much of Iberia by the time of the First Punic War and Hamilcar “restoring” Carthage’s
possessionsin Iberia."* Polybius’ treaties attest to Carthage’s prior commercial interests clearly
enough butan actual territorial interest priorto the Barcid period and theirextent have never
been established. Alsoimportant for views of a pre-Barcid empire in Iberia were Carthage’s
state-funded explorations led by Hanno and Himilco and remarks about Carthaginian trade
interests and colonization in the west."* C. R. Whittaker toppled this view of a pre-Barcid
imperial takeover, arguinginstead that Carthaginian influence amounted to commercial
dominance carefully administered by the state as well as the occasional recruitment of
mercenaries.'® Whittaker’s emphasis on commercial interests has been accepted and further

corroborated eversince, though with some dispute overthe extent to which Phoenician allies

® This vein is mostobvious in his article on Carthaginian Spain for the CAH 1954,

® Schulten 1924,

1% Garcia y Bellido 1942b; de Frutos Reyes 1993; Koch 2000.

" polyb. 3.24; Just. Epit. 44.5; Polyb.1.10.15,2.1.5-7, 1.

12 A text of the periplus of Hanno is preserved: Schoff 1912; periplus of Himilco mentioned by Pliny NH
2.67 and Avineus Ora Maritima 416-31;trade interests:Hdt. 4.196, Pseudo Aristotle, De Mirabilia
auscultationibus 136, Pseudo Scylax Periplus, Strabo 17.1.19; colonization: Pseudo Aristotle, De Mirabilia
auscultationibus 84.

13 Garnseyand Whittaker 1978, 70-1.



maintained political independence.* In this light, Polybius’ remark about restoring territory
mightreflectalosercommercial hegemony, though which Hamilcar may well have asserted the

legitimacy of his conquest and Carthaginianinterestsin Iberia.

Returningtothe overall chronology, perhaps the mostsignificant momentin Barcid
scholarship was Antonio Garcia y Bellido’s publication of Fenicios y Cartagineses en Occidente in
1942."° Garcia y Bellido utilized the available material evidence to study Carthaginian presences
as well as offering the first corpus of Punic material culture overallin Iberia. His work also
departed from essentialist views of Iberian and Carthaginian cultures. Thisinspired proceeding
works of the 1950s through 1980s, emphasizing the importance of material culture and granting

autonomy to material evidenceinstead of subordinatingit to literary material.*®

Villarongaaccomplished important developments for numismatic works. Against earlier
speculative attempts to equate Carthaginian coins with Barcid generals, Villaronga emphasized
the importance of hoards and cultural contexts."’ Villaronga’s work proved essential for
providing arough estimate of the Barcid presence in Iberiaand understandingthe course of the
Second Punic War.'® Related to the matter of identifying Barcid generals on coinsisa larger
argument, developed by Picard, that the Barcids established anindependent kingdomin Iberia
inorder to launch a war of revenge against Rome." The argument foran independent Barcid

kingdom was based on some polemical traditions in the literary sources that report political

Y Eor Iberia see: Gonzélez Wagner 1989; Lépez Castro 1991,77-9; Arteaga 1994; Ferrer Albelda 2002,17;
the question of local Punic communities and commercial relationsis discussed in more detail in chapter
two.

!> Garcia y Bellido 1942b.

16 Blazquez Martinez 1961; Nordstrom 1961; Chic Garcia 1978; Corzo Sanchez 1975;Blazquez and Garcia -
Gelabert 1987; P. Guérin 1989; Gonzalez Wagner 1989;Scullard 1989.

v Villaronga 1973; Villaronga 1983; againstolder views of: Beltrdn Martinez 1949; Robinson 1956;
Blazquez Martinez 1976.

'8 Chaves Tristan 1990; Garcia-Bellido 1993; Alfaro Asins 2000b.

% picard 1968,202-229;firstproposed by Gsell 1913,128-29; opposed by Ehrenberg 1927, 31.
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turmoil between the Barcids family and otherleading men of the Carthaginian state. Such
interpretations are nolongertaken seriously by experts and the majorissues with that tradition

have been thoroughly critiqued and refuted.*°

Since the 1970s anotherimportantshifthasbeentheincreased attention onindigenous
culturesintheirown right. Against older studies that understood Iberians as products of
Phoenicio-Punicand Greek culture, the work of Liobregatin Contestania is paradigmatic of the
“indigenous turn” for southeastern Iberia.”* Examples could easily be multiplied and will be
treatedinthe following chapter; though the breadth of such work cannot be adequately
capturedinthis briefintroduction, one workin particular requires mention. Ruizand Molinos’
1993 monograph, Los iberos: Andlisis Arqueoldgico de un Proceso Histdrico,was a crucial
synthesis of work onindigenous settlements up to the early 1990s but also represents well the

growing consensus among scholars about the importance of indigenous cultures.*?

For the study of the Barcids, various works in the 1990s and 2000s demonstrated the
importance of the growing bodies of material evidence and some appreciation forthe
importance of local actors, both Iberian and Punic. The best demonstration of this turn and still
of fundamental importance is Ldpez Castro’s treatment of the Barcids in his 1995 monograph on
Puniclberia, Hispania poena.” Bendala Galan brought attention to the potential of new
archaeological excavations carried outin Punic Gadirand Carteiaas well as Carthago Novaitself

for appreciating the Barcid system of political and territorial control; these excavations are of

%9 Recent critiques: Lancel 1995,377-80; Gonzalez Wagner 1999; Ferrer Albelda 2011b;see especially
Dexter Hoyos’ thorough and persuasive deconstruction of the entire tradition: Hoyos 1994.

2 Liobregat Conesa 1972.See alsothe conference held in honor of this work’s 30th annivesary, with
updates for the region: Abad Casal, Sala Sellés,and Grau Mira 2005; likewise for northwester Iberia:
(Sanmarti Grego 2005.

22 Ruiz and Molinos 1993;see alsothe work justpublished by the same authors for Iberian cultureinJaén:
Arturo and Manuel 2015.

23 Lopez Castro1995.



fundamental importance for this work.>* Ferrer Albelda and Gonzalez Wagner have likewise
made importantindividual contributions to Barcid studies with an emphasis on more recent

finds.”® Miles’ monograph on Carthage also makes use of recent material evidence. *°

Continued discoveries are beginning torenew interestin study of the Barcid empire and
Second PunicWar in Iberia, as evidence by some recent conferences and publications on the
matter.”’ Attention has been drawn to evidence for recruitment of mercenariesin the pre -
Barcid period and updates on excavations from important sites like Carthago Nova. Yet besides
this, treatments do not go beyond Bendala Galan’s previous overviews of strategicsites of
possible Barcid construction. Arecent collaborative project between the Andalusian Centre for
Iberian Archaeology and the Research Support Programme of the University of Jaén analyzes
battlefields related to the Second Punic Warin Iberia, with emphasis on the famous battle of the
BaeculaRiver (208).?® Victor Martinez Hahnmiiller offers an important step forward with his
detailed treatment of PunicBaria duringthe Second Punic War, assessing the social and

economicimpact of the Barcid presence on this Punically.?

24 Bendala Galan 2000;Bendala Galan 2001;Bendala Galan 2003;

*° Gonzalez Wagner 1999; Ferrer Albelda 2011b.

2® Miles 2011a.

27 Remedios, Prados,and Bermejo 2012; Bendala Galan 2013.

28 Preliminaryfinds:RuizBellon et al.2009;Bellén et al.2016.

%Y Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012;the same author completed a dissertationonthe Barcidsin2011, though it
is unpublished.



PART 3: CRITICAL CONCEPTS, DEFINITIONS, AND THEORETICAL
TOOLS

ETHNICITY AND ETHNIC GROUPS

Greco-Roman descriptions of foreign peoples indicate more about the authors’ self-
definition than reliable information about the peoples represented.*° Ethnicidentitysignifies
membership within agroup emphasized by ties of putative kinship and common beliefs about
descent, which can be expressed through anumber of shared traits such as places of habitation,
language, and shared cultural norms and values.* Ethnicidentities are formed and negotiated
through discursive practices, which are notoriously difficult to pin down with material
evidence.” The group defines itself through characteristics that are socially determined and
constructed within specificcontexts, to which Polybius and Livy as outside observers, were not
privy. Because ethnicity is “subjectively perceived,”* itis right to be skeptical about the ability
of outside observers (the sources of Polybius and Livy) to relate reliable information about Punic
and Iberian ethnicgroups. Archaeological evidence providesits own interpretive challenges; the
dubious attestations of ethnicgroupsin the literary sources ought not and cannot be confirmed
or refuted by material culture.** SoladoptJosephine Quinn’s insight of focusing on
identifications ratherthan onidentity, what Quinn calls “deliberate, mindful referencesinthe

735

culture of one settlementto that of anotheror others. Material and numismaticevidenceis

betterable toreveal such identifications.

In modern scholarly discourse there are essentially two uses of the term Iberian. The

culturally significant usage envisions a group of communities ranging fromthe northwestern

* Fora good overview of these scholarly trends for peoples inlberia see Ruizand Molinos 1998,1-13.
*'Eg., ). M. Hall 1997,26-27;S. Jones 1997a, 13.

32 E.g., S. 1968- Jones 1997b; Diaz-Andreu 2005.

*% ). M. Hall 1997, 19.

3 For the hazards of attempting to detect such groups in material evidence based on literary attestations
in Greek and Roman sources, see Morgan 1999, 143.

3> Quinn 2013, 28.
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coasts as far as the Pyrenees and into the interior of the Ebro basin, down through the eastern
and part of the southern coasts into the Upper Guadalquivir Valley.>®* Communities within these
regions share a common language. While scholars do not envision a unified Iberian peopleor
ethnicgroup, some regional ethnicsubgroups, whose names come from literary and numismatic
sources, appearto have existed and have received attention in recent studies.*” The second
meaning of Iberianis a totalizing term forall indigenous inhabitants of the Iberian Peninsula.*®
As Dominguez Monedero observes, the real problem with thistermis that itis purely external; it
is not self-attested among the people that Greco-Roman authors label Iberian. Soluse it witha
strictly geographical meaning, mainly in orderto distinguish local communities of
autochthonous origins from those of Phoenician colonial origins. Yet even these distinctions can
be misleading, as this work will demonstrate. Itis fairto ask how many generations or centuries
it takes for colonial communities to be thought of as autochthonous themselves. When
discussinglocals groups of non-colonial origin | use the term Iberian and at times | employ the
termindigenoustorefertothese same, autochthonous residents. These terms are problematic
but there are few alternatives. Some sort of negative, such as locals of colonial origin, creates its
own problems. The word native can have the same connotations asindigenous and to my mind
its colonial overturns are potentially stronger than those of the word indigenous. l use the term
Iberianinterchangeably with the termsindigenous in orderto distinguish communities of local
origins from those of Phoenician colonial origins. Wherever possible, | attempt to avoid labelling
communities orindividuals with either ethniclabelin favor of describing the cultural
backgrounds associated with the items and practices underdiscussion. | use the word local to

describe anyinhabitants of the peninsula established before the Barcid era.

36 Dominguez Monedero 1983,204-9; Gracia Alonso 2008; Ruizand Molinos 1998.

37 E.g., see Uroz Saez 1983; Sanmarti Grego 2005 for the Liria group identified with the ancient coastal
region of Edetania between the Jucarand Mijares rivers.

38 Dominguez Monedero 1983,14-20.
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In terms of the words Phoenician, Punic, and Carthaginian, Prag offers an exhaustive
study of theiruse in Greek and Latin authors.>® Discrepancy exists in the modern and ancient
usage of the terms Punicand Carthaginian. To begin with Phoenician, a minimalist usage of
Phoenician designates Levantine inhabitants before the significant phase of theirdiasporain the
eighth and seventh centuries up to the time of Alexanderthe Great.*° Moscati represents the
dominant convention among modern scholars, using the label Punicto denote those of
Phoenician descentlivinginthe western Mediterranean with the rise of Carthaginian hegemony
inthe sixth century. Moscati was well aware that this was an entirely modern and highly
reductive distinction. An easierdistinctionis made between Punicand Carthaginian on the basis
of ethnicand political identity respectively, with Carthaginian understood as those with civicties

inthe Carthaginian state.

When | employ the term Carthaginian, | intend citizens of the Carthaginian state with
the assumption thattheyidentified, to some extent, with the wider Punic cultural milieu of the
Western Mediterranean.*" Inturn by Punic, | designate individuals that identified with the
broader cultural milieu within the “Punic World” sparked from Phoenician colonial communiti es
of the Western Mediterranean. Despite a great deal of shared practices among these
communitiesincludingin language, religion, and funerary culture, current scholarship questions
more concrete understandings of Punicidentity.*’ Prag, for example, has shown thatindividuals
traditionally considered Punic, such as citizens from Carthage, did not employ the term Punic, or

any comparably broad, ethniclabel, butinstead typically utilized their civic membership, in this

). R. W. Prag2006.
a0 E.g., Homer /I. 6.288-95,0d. 13.271-86,Hdt. 3.107,4.42, 4.44; Aubet 2001, 12. Though even this
relatively straightforward labeling can be easily complicated, e.g., Moscati 1988a,24-27.
*1 For discussion of this term as an historicaland archaeological category rather than ethnic and political
one, see introduction of this work, which draws on van Dommelen, Gémez Bellard, and Docter 2008, 5.
42 .

Quinnand Vella 2014.
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case, Carthaginian.”® So Prag has posed a difficult but essential question: “What s the
significance of atermthat, onthe existing evidence, is self-ascribed on asingle occasionin pre-

*** This work takes partin exploring this tension between the heterogeneity

Augustan antiquity?”
and cohesion of “Punic” institutions and materiality, while also recognizing and exploring local

particularities.

NUMISMATIC MATERIAL AND SIGNIFICANCE

The output of Carthaginian coins duringthe Barcid era was large, using various rare
metals; estimates suggest between 25and 35 dies peryear were used throughout our period. **
This coinage was mintedin Iberiaunder Carthaginian authority andis known as Hispano-
Carthaginian coinage, while issues that arrived in Iberia from the mint of Carthage can be called
Carthaginian civiccoinage, and coins minted by local communitiesin Iberia may be considered
local coinage.*® Finds indicate that the coinage was mainly lostand hoarded in southern Iberia
and alongthe eastern coasts, providing arough impression of its circulation (fig.i.5). Hispano-
Carthaginian coinage wasissued underthe authority of the Barcid generals and for thisreason s
alsoreferredto as Barcid coinage.*’ These coins were struck in vast quantities, firstin silverand
thenin bronze too underHannibal.*® While some scholars have seen the images of the Barcid

generalsintheseissues, most expertsidentify their obverse iconography as traditional Punic

3 Van Dommelen and Gémez Bellard 2008,3-4.

**J. R. W. Prag 2006, 30.

s Villaronga 1981.

*® Alfaro Asins 1997,51.

*" The standard work remains Villaronga 1973 with importantrevisions and overviews availablein
Villaronga 1983; Alfaro Asins 1993a; Garcia-Bellido 1993;Alfaro Asins 1997.

8 Villaronga estimates the Barcids utilized roughly 370 dies between 237 to 218, and 207 dies for silvers
of the Second Punic War alone Villaronga 1981, 144-47.While providing a good idea of the order of
magnitude of Carthaginian minting, the actual accuracy of these estimates matters little for our purposes.
A limited amount of gold coinagewas alsoissuedin lberia:Robinson 1956 pp.37-38; for the small number
of dies used for the two series of gold coins seelJenkins 1963 pp. 44-46.
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deities.* Silverissues were minted primarily to pay soldiers serving Carthage.’® Yet the bronze
divisions likely reflect the developing need for smaller units of exchange among local markets.>*
Itisalso probable that soldiers exchanged some of the silver coinage in local markets, alikely if
unintended consequence of their state production.’” The eventual bronzeissues may have been
partly driven by growing demands amongthe users of the silver coinage for smaller units of

exchange.

The earliest Hispano-Carthaginian issues were minted at Gadir to judge from their
exclusiveappearance in thatregion, while more diffuse issues appearto have been minted later
at Carthago Nova, reflecting the progress of Hamilcar (237-229) and Hasdrubal’s (229-221)
campaigns from west to east.>® Minting for Carthage continued at Gadir and was also taken up
at Arse/Saguntum, Ebusus and Castulo during the Second Punic War.* Spectrographicanalysis
of 74 silver coins has shown that Hispano-Carthaginian coins were minted by allied mints, with
variationsin theirtrace metals conformingto patternsinlocal coinages. For example, Hispano-
Carthaginian coins minted by Gadir contain a small but distinct measure of copperin place of
the leadinothercoins, a feature visible in the local coinage of Gadir. This mightindicate a

degree of autonomy in allied minting for Carthage.>> While Hispano-Carthaginian coinage

*9 First developed by Beltrdn Martinez 1949 and proliferated by Robinsonin Carson and Sutherland 1956,
elaborated via artistic comparisons to the Volubulis bust by Picard 1961; more recently: Bldzquez
Martinez 1976 and Garcia-Bellidoin Remedios, Prados, and Bermejo 2012. The inconsistencies of this
interpretation have been attacked variously by: Villaronga 1973,47-56; Acquaro 1983; Hoyos 1994; Lopez
Castro 1995,81-4; Blazquez Martinez, Alvar Ezquerra, and Gonzalez Wagner 1999, 284—6; Ferrer Albelda
2011b,311-3; most recent summary of views and deconstruction of the “Barcid Portrait” school:
Martinez Chico2014,36-8.

*% Alfaro Asins 2000b, 123.

> Villaronga 1981, 124 & 139; Alfaro Asins 2000b,123.Smaller scalestatetransactions,such as
administrativetransactions,should also be kept in mind (Garcia-Bellido 1993,323).

> Howgego 1990.

>* Villaronga 1973, 73-93; Alfaro Asins 1993a, 31.

>* Lépez Castro 1995, 84-87.

>® Sejas del Pifial 1993.
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minted by allies was at the disposal of the Carthaginian state, favored allies were permitted to

mint their own civiccoinages as well.”®

| understand the primary function of silver coinage to be for state paymentsandin the
case of the Barcid empire, the payment of soldiers.”” Interms of the bronze coinage that began
to be minted by the command of Hannibal, | follow the common opinion among Spanish
numismatists thatthese coins were intended for smaller scale transactions and daily needs of
users.”® Nevertheless, the imager of coins can also be of political and cultural significance and
the fact that coins functioned primarily as units of monetary exchange does not detract from
theirideological value. The effort that both Carthaginians and Romansinvested in striking over
theirenemies’ coins duringthe Punic Wars suggests that they took the symbolicpower of
coinage seriously, as did Carthaginian minting authorities that struck overthe coinsissued by
the Libyan rebels.>® Rival coins could be perceived as a threat because theirimages were
intended to persuade users to acknowledge the authority of the issuer.® This demonstrates that
coinage could at least be politically charged in terms of reflecting the power of the issuing

authority, but coins were also used to communicate messages to users.

The complex designs and legends of the late-Republican and early imperial coinage of

Rome led Crawford to question not whetherthe coins were intended to convey messages but

>° For civic mintingas a sign of autonomy see Howgego 1995,39-43.

> Howgego represents this communis opinio well without denying the potential for secondaryinterests
and unintended consequences: Howgego 1990;for a nuanced take on this view, Seaford argues that initial
intentions are unrecoverablebut the importancefor state payments (and maybe trade too) quickly
caught on: Seaford 2004, 134-6.

>8 Lengthier discussion of the economic function of coinageappears in chapter two, on the Barcid
economy.

>9 Restriking during Punic Wars: Visona 2009, 178; note that the Libyanrebels likewise minted over
Carthaginian coinsto striketheir revolt coinage Yarrow 2013,361; general motives for state minting:
Howgego 1990, 20-21.

% Wallace-Hadrill 1986.
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rather if those messages would have been understood by anyone beyond Roman elites.’* These
arguments hardly apply to the simplerand more stable motifs of Carthaginian coinage, which
depicted arestricted amount of divine imagery with only sporadicadjustments. ** Wallace-
Hadrill and Norefiaargue, amongothers, that coins utilize images that are expected to
command respectamong users.** Coinage achieves this by employing imagery that reflects
shared values of its users.®* For Siculo-Punic coinage Prag observes “the interactions implicitin

"% As | shall show in chapter

the assumption of a common language of political self-presentation.
three, minting authorities used Hispano-Carthaginian coinage to utilize images of Melqart-

Herakles because of the expectation of shared significance between Carthaginians and local

usersin Iberia, which likewiseinteraction through shared cultto the deity.

Yarrow offers further perspective on the social function of coins by considering their
creation and dissemination as memeticacts. In her study of Melgart-Herakles coinage in Sicily
and North Africa, Yarrow explores how the reproduction and use of images “disseminates

7% The same holdstrue in Barcid

meaning, allowingits semanticfield to shiftand broaden.
contexts. The images of Melgart-Herakles in Iberia could follow anew logicfrom previous
deployments by Carthage and other states, forinstance by evoking traditions about Herakles’
adventuresin lberia. Yarrow interprets the creation and reception of numismaticimagery as

reflective of socio-political phenomenaimplicitin suchiterations. In this way Carthaginian

coinage alsoaimed to persuade inhabitants to cooperate with Carthage or atleast accept its

®1 Crawford 1983.

62 Frey-Kupper 2014.

®% Wallace-Hadrill 1986, 67, 84; Norefia 2012 pp. 11-12; see also: Levick 1999; and Howgego 1995, 62-87.
* Norefia 2012.

63 Prag2010, p. 5.

® Yarrow 2013, 348.
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67 . . e . oy
presence.’’ The varied responses that Carthaginian coinage evoked from local communities

reflects the cultic milieu with which Carthaginians were attempting to engage.

I now conclude with a discussion aboutaconcernthatisat the heart of thiswork: the
relationship between shared cultural milieus and imperial domination. Put simply, what
difference did the social and cultural fabric of Iberia make in terms of the Barcid conquest? How
important were centuries of priorinteraction between Carthaginians and locals, or similaritiesin

worldviews?

EMPIRE AND CULTURAL AFFINITY; CONSUMPTION & BOURDIEU

Shared practices enable the operation and legitimation of empire. | first demonstrate
this by way of examples fromthe Roman Empire. Then | offeradescriptive model that plots
cultural affinity against coercive dynamics, with some inspiration from Chris Gosden.®® There are
two primary analytical tools that enable this descriptive model and analysis of evidence. The
firstis Thomas’ concept of entanglement, which helps me to analyze consumptive practicesin
orderto assessthe intensity of local interaction with the cultural milieu of Carthaginians. The
second comesfrom aspects of Pierre Bourdieu’s concepts of fields and habitus, including his
notions of habitus and cultural capital, which are especially revealing with regard to power

dynamics. | begin with a brief definition of the termslam using.

For the sake of maintaining consistencyitis useful to offerabrief discussion of how |
understand imperialism, empire, colonization, colonialism, and culture. The term imperialism
reflects attitudes within asociety toward empire building, often takingthe form of a discursive

and self-legitimating ideology of expansionary domination. The lack of written evidence makes it

%7 Quinn 2013, 28.
68 Gosden 2004.
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very difficultto know how the Carthaginiansideologically regarded theirempire, but that
questionis beyond the scope of this work. Empire can be understood as a society’s p olitical
control overa territory of exogenous communities mostly without their consent. ®® In terms of
the relationship between empire and colonialism, | differ from those who see colonialismasa
specificform of empire, aform defined by its use of colonization to control foreign territories. |
favorinstead postcolonialtheorists who see itthe other way around, with empire as a form of
colonialism.”® This results in my using the term imperial somewhat interchangeably with the

word colonial. Thisis consistent with the definition of colonialism to which | subscribe.

| adopt Michael Dietler’s practical definition of colonialism: “projects and practices of
control marshaled ininteractions between societies linked in asymmetrical relations of power
and the processes of social and cultural transformation resulting from those practices.”’* |
understand colonization in more straightforward terms, as the act of founding settlementsin
foreignterritories, while subscribing to broaderunderstandings of colonialism that emphasizes
practices and processes of domination. Provided that some degree of cultural difference and
power disparity is involved, colonialism can exist without colonies.”” With theseterms in mind
and especially this flexible understanding of colonialism, the phrase “Barcid Empire” appears
increasingly misleading, precisely because the term assumes a uniformity of experience and
dynamics that simple does not capture historical reality. Mattingly likewise critiques an

essentialist understanding of “Roman Imperialism,” in favor of the Roman empire asa more

fluid and dynamicentity. Postcolonial approaches offerthe same forthe Barcid empire by

* Here | ada ptDavid Mattingly’s straightforward definition: “rule over very wide territories and many
peoples largely withouttheir consent,” Mattingly 2011, 6. Other similar definitions: Doyle 1986, 45; Bang
andBayly 2011, 1-14.

70 Van Dommelen 1998, 16; Dietler 2010, 18.

"* Dietler 2010, 18; cf. van Dommelen 1998, 16; Hodos 2006, 14.

2 Gosden 2004, 3; van Dommelen 1998, 16.
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emphasizing the range of colonial situations that existed within the territory broadly under

Carthage’s imperial control.

Finally, interms of culture, for which definitions are notoriously problematic, |
understand culture as a fuzzy set of a basicassumptions, values, practices, and behavioral
conventions shared by agroup of people and influencing their dispositions toward the practices
of others.”® Against more outdated understandings that saw culture as static, inherited markers
of “cultural groups”, | emphasize practice and disposition because people are what they do,
which can always be in some degree of flux. ’* This offers a better appreciation of individual

agency and the fluid nature of cultural exchange.

Postcolonial theory is especially useful for this study because of itsinsistence onthe
significance of local actors as well as the importance of power dynamics and cultural
interactions in shaping colonial situations.”® These factors reveal how the global orimperial
interacts with the local or subject, reflecting how empire was experienced by those who
inhabited it. Local people and their dispositions toward those who sought to control them
determined how imperial agents could interact with localsin orderto access, influence, and
control the networks of powerthrough which imperial control could be realized and sustained.”®

Such interactions are what knitempires together, as Gosden demonstrates.

Gosden considers colonial relationships along aspectrum defined by the extent to which
powerdisparities and violence characterize the colonial situation. His model establishes three

different modalities for colonial experiences, ranging from the most restrained to the extremely

73 Inspiration drawn from: Spencer-Oatey 2008, 3.
* Tronchetti and van Dommelen 2005, 193; Dietler 2010, 59; Hodder 2011b, 167-8; Hodder 2011a, 168;
Aranegui Gascdand Vives-FerrandizSdnchez2014, 243.
7> Van Dommelen and Rowlands 2012,224; Vives-FerrandizSanchez 2014,301; Van Dommelen 2002, 141.
76 .

Mattingly 2011, 7.
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violent and exploitative, which he characterize as colonialism within ashared cultural milieu, the
middle ground, and terra nullius. Gosden admits that these concepts are essentially descriptive
and require furthertheoretical tools to discern exactly what sort of colonialism may be at work
on the ground. In colonialism within a shared cultural milieu, shared cultural values facilitate
colonial control and furnish familiar and understood norms of behaviorin which power
operates. Barcid appeals to worshippers of Melqart should be understood in this way. Gosden
adopts Richard White’s middle ground as his second model, whichis characterized by less
cultural similarity but attempts toward accommodation, resultingin creative misunderstandings
that lead to new meanings and practices. Likewise critical is the i nability of one party to
dominate the other, and so the need to attempt to understand one another.”” Middle ground
processes may have occurred between Carthaginians and indigenous communities priortothe
Barcid era. During that time Carthaginian desires forrare metals must have relied on trade and
negotiation, probably to some extent onlocal terms, due to the limited military presence, if any,
that Carthage exercisedin Iberia.”® The extreme pole of Gosden’s model, Terra nullius, operates
within fixed categories of difference, and colonialends are reached essentially through violence,
bordering on the genocidal in the most extreme.”® The conditions of near power parity of the
middle ground don’tfitour period well and terra nullius occurs mostly in pre-modern or modem
scenarios.®’ Gosden’s colonialism within a shared cultural milieu is the most useful for

understanding some contexts within the Barcid empire.®

"7 White 2011, xii, xxvi.

78 See cha pter four for discussion of pre-Barcid interests, which were essentially restricted to securing
trade, rare metals, and mercenaries.

7% Gosden 2004, 26.

8 Gosden’s application of the Middle Ground to the Roman Empire seems to either underestimate the
coercive potential of Rome or to take some licensein his reading of White’s explicitconditions for Middle
Ground processes.

# For discussion of the limited applicability of the Middle Ground, see Deloria 2006.
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In colonialism within ashared cultural milieu, colonial relations develop within a
background of shared cultural values, providing understood norms of behavior through which
power can operate. Gosden credits the success of Akkadian expansion to the fact that, “the
Akkadians were able to unify the regioninto a political structure, because it was unified to start

"2 This does not deny the importance of Sargon’s conquests but

with through cultural means.
emphasizes that aftervictory, Akkadian leaders were ableto legitimate their rule by taking
control of existing social networks via established norms of power, particularly divine kingship.

Divine kingship was shared widely and an acknowledged “rule of the game,” providingan

acceptable institutionin which to concentrate power.

These insights help explain the expansion of Roman powerin Italy and Latiumin
particular, which Roman manpower and colonization alone cannot adequately explain.®* A
shared cultural milieu was critical forintegrating Latin communities into the Roman state,
among people who shared acommon language, asense of kinship through Latinus and Aeneas,
and religious institutions, such as worship of Jupiter Latiaris and the feriae Latinae. Social bonds
were fostered through trade and intermarriage, which were formalized as the rights of
commercium and connubium. In short, the preexistence of alinguistic, cultural, and religious
community formed the social bedrock that supported Roman dominance overits Latin
neighbors. Dynamics of similarity and previous interaction likewise supported Roman expansion
in ltaly, though with less common groundin play than in Latium. This applies well for

understanding Carthage’s expansion over Iberian communities of Phoenician origin.

The communis opinio on Carthage’s pre-Barcid interestsin Iberiais that Carthage had

some degree of commercial and political hegemony over Punic and some indigenous

82 Gosden 2004, 53.
8B rora classicexampleof this, after a fashion, consider:Badian 1958.
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communitiesin Iberia. The rise of Carthaginian dominance occurred in the wake of the ‘sixth
century crisis,” where Tyre’s control overits Phoenician coloniesin the west fractured and
Carthage filled the powervoid. Evidence of this has been seenin western Phoenician colonies’
adoption of Carthaginian funerary practices and material culture. Also key is Polybius’ account of
Rome’s second treaty (348 BCE) with Carthage, which prohibits Romans fromtradingin

southern lberia, reflecting Carthaginian commercial monopolies.

The consensus view would thus suggest that Punic communitiesin Iberia experienced
some degree of colonialism within ashared cultural milieu for centuries. Yet the picture
becomes more complex because many “indigenous” communities had interacted with
communities of Phoenician origin and Carthaginians for generations. Priorinteractions paved
the way forimperial interactions during the Barcid era, in which power dynamics shifted sharply
in Carthaginian favor. Gosden’s model istoorigid to capture the array of contexts atwork here;
even though he admitsthatall three scenarios can occur within alargercolonial context, the
model still risks reducingan array of complex situations underthree rather specifictypologies.®

Building off Gosden’s work, | propose a broaderand more flexible model.

My model for colonial situations plots cultural affinity against coercive dynamics (fig.
i.6). By coercive dynamics | mean both asymmetriesin actors’ recourse to physical force as well
as the willingness to use that force and to commit acts of violence. The acknowledgment of
violenceisimportant becauseitisthe means by which such powerdisparities are made explicit
and because it demonstrates the character of the colonial encounter. In terms of power
dynamics, I also understand the extentto which force is applied for exploitive ends. Cultural

affinity may be the more controversial concept. Current discussions about the nature of Punic

8 Gosden 2004, 25; van Dommelen and Rowlands 2012,224.
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identity andifiteven existedisacasein point. | understand cultural affinity in terms of shared
practices and interaction. Forcommunities commonly designated as Punicthisincludes common
cultural elementsincluding language, deities, funerary customs, and social institutions. Yet other
points of diversity in practices easily complicate this apparent homogeneity. Forinstance,
Carthaginian use of tophetsisa clear point of distinction from practices among Punic
communitiesin Iberiaand demonstrates a point of affinity that linked Carthaginian practicesa
little more closely to those of Puniccommunitiesinthe Central Mediterranean. Whatresultsisa
rather holisticand relational spectrum, which proves helpful as adescriptive device. | have
inserted some better understood examples by way of “calibration.” Note that| have plotted a

new world example that fits the terra nullius model on the upperright of graph.

Instances of Roman expansion can be plotted differently, reflecting how imperial
strategies changed over time and with historical context. The cultural disposition of Rome as
well asits relative strength toward those it sought to dominate appearsto have affected the
character of expansion. Consider Roman expansion in Britain. Gosden argues that the way for
conqguestinsouthern Britain was paved by 150 years of commerce and cultural interaction that
preceded the Roman invasion.®> Numismatic evidence reveals how elites in the south of Britain
fromthe time of Julius Caesarlearned from returning hostages about Roman political forms and
adapted themto bolstertheir kingdoms.® These political engagements were paralleled by
consumption of Roman material culture.®” British kings selectively used Roman cultural forms
for theirown ends buttheiractionsalso enabled Rome’s initialfoothold in the southeast during

Claudius’ invasion in 43.%®* While Gosden characterizes these as middle ground encounters, this

% Gosden 2004, 107-10.

86 Creighton 2000.

87 Mattingly 2011, 86; Gosden 2004, 109.
8 Gosden 2004, 110.
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may be too restrictive. The case of southern Britain’s integration into the empirefits more
comfortably in my model, which also accounts betterfor otherinstances of Rome’s expansion
into Britain, in which previous interactions werelessintense and Roman recourse toviolence
was more severe, such as the revolts of the 60s and the massacre of the Druidsin northwestern

Walesin 60 CE.*°

In terms of Barcid contexts, itis reasonable to assume arelatively high degree of
cultural affinity between Carthaginians and their Punicallies, who shared common cultural
elementsincludinglanguage, pantheon, and diasporic origins. Forsome cities such as Bariaand
Ebusus, forwhich there is significant evidence of sustained interaction with Carthage and
possible colonial status or perhaps Carthaginianimmigrants, theymight fall somewhere closer
than other Puniccommunitiesin Iberia. | use this model draw attention to the heterogeneity of
cultural practices amonginhabitants of Iberia and the variety of colonial encounters that existed

within the Barcid empire.

The model requires afew qualifications. First, violence or at least the threat of violence
istakenfor granted. Second, | am not insistingon alinear relationship between cultural affinities
and powerdisparitiesinany given colonialencounter. Yet where understood norms of power
and social bonds are lacking, itis more likely that open force willbe necessary to compel and
maintain obedience, while where common ground abounds, there is more potential for
negotiation and the legitimation of new status quosin addition beyond recourse to naked force.
Third, | understand empires as dynamicand fluid, sothe model actually works better if different
instances of imperial actions are compared with each other. Plotting Rome’s different

treatments of various Italian communities through its conquest of Italy could make fora

% Tac. Ann. 14.30.
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revealing comparison. Finally, this model is merely schematic. It cannot determinewhereto plot
instances of Roman expansion; that depends on one’s own interpretation of available evidence.

Analysis of the material evidence requires explicit theoretical tools.

Consumptionisauseful analytical lens forexploring local practices and interactionsin
situations of colonial contact.’® Michael Dietler has developed Nicholas Thomas’ concept of
entanglementto analyze how selective consumption affected interaction and transformed
relationships betweenindigenous peopleand Greek, Etruscan, and Roman colonistsin
southeastern France.” Dietler demonstrates how consumption is a process of creative
appropriation, transformation, and manipulation played out amongindividuals and social
groups according to local logics. Hodder defines entanglementin terms of humans developing
dependence on things and thatalso depend on humansto use, produce, and maintainthem, in

792 |n turn this can foster

what may be defined as “a dialecticof dependence and dependency.
dependence between peoples and things, things and things, things and people, and of course
people and people, the last of which isa primary concernin this work.”* Hodderargues that
networks of entanglement shape and sustain the learning and transmissio n of behavioral
similarities.” In this way entanglementis also useful for considering cultural affinities that arise
from such behaviortransmission. This helps us appreciate how Carthaginians could get caught

up inthe objectsand people of Iberia, just as Iberians became entangled in the Punicworld

through selective appropriation of alien goods and practices. **

%% Van Dommelen and Rowlands 2012,24-5.
°! Thomas 1991; Dietler 2010.

°2 Hodder 2012, 89.

%% Hodder 2012, 15-88.

** Hodder 2011b.

%> Dietler 2010, 57.
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Phillip Wolfgang Stockhammer also contributes to the concept of entanglement and
how to gauge the intensity of interaction.’® Stockhammer distinguishes between relational and
material entanglement. In relational entanglement the objectis appropriated into local
practices, systems of meaning, and worldviews. Practices may change, but materiality remains
intact. A simple example could be the burial of an object as a votive that would normally be put
on displayinits original contexts of consumption. These require good archaeological contextsin
orderto determine how objects were used. In material entanglement, objects are recreated as
something new, combining the familiar with the foreign, whichis oftenthe product of intense
interaction. Stockhammer understands the latterto functionin the same way as hybridity but
without hybridity’s essentialist and biological implications.®” Stockhammer’s method has
received some praise for attempting to make entanglement more than a descriptive metaphor,
and instead give it more interpretiverigor.”® Pierre Bourdieu’s theories add furthertools for

understanding consumption as wellas powerdynamics.

In terms of power dynamics, the coercive capabilities of the Barcid empire are asubject
of chapterfour, but physical coercionis only one form of power. Bourdieu’s concept of social
fields helps explain how groups and individuals compete and ne gotiate their positions within
fields of social power.” Bourdieu’s theories on consumption are also a useful complement to
entanglement, reflecting how patterns of individual consumption reproduce and reflect power

dynamics. Bourdieu’s concepts have already been put to good use by archaeologists studying

% A casefor consumption: Dietler 2010,57-66; importance of gauging intensity of interaction:van
Dommelen and Rowlands 2012, 24; Stockhammer 2013.

%7 Stockhammer 2013, 15-17; for literature on hybridity see: Bhabha 1984; Tronchetti and van Dommelen
2005; Vives-Ferrandiz Sanchez 2009; Alicia Jiménez 2011.

%% Silliman 2016,39-45.

%9 The main works | draw from are: Bourdieu 1977; Bourdieu 1984; Bourdieu 1990.
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colonial situations, including among Phoenicians and Iberians. **° | utilize Bourdieu’s concepts of
fields, habitus, and cultural capital, to consider how local elites positioned themselves within the
shifting political and social realities engendered by the Carthaginian presence and how their

interactions with the Punicworld may have shaped theirdispositions toward the Barcid empire.

Bourdieu’s concept of fields explains social dynamics among peopleand groups of
people. Fields are social arenasin which people interact and are defined by particularintuitions,
rules, and conventions within which individuals and groups occupy positions and struggle for
desirable forms of capital and also struggle over what constitutes legitimate capital, which can
include material capital butalso cultural and symbolic capital. Forexample, in the Seleucid court
the philoi of the king struggle against one anotherforfavor, jockeyingtheir positions foraccess
to the king, all the while following understood conventions of interaction, such as appropriate
behavioratbanquetsand duringrituals as well as speaking proper Greek. Fields are inherently
fluid and can interact with each other, for example a successful general might try to bring his
successesinthe literal field of warinto play when boasting at court. In this way the general
attempts to secure symboliccapital inthe understood and valued concept of honor (tiun).

Examples of ancient elite competition over symbolic and cultural capital could be multiplied.

In Distinction Bourdieu explores how individual patterns of consumption are shaped by
theirsocial milieuand cultural competences, serving as a sort of non-financial capital (cultural
capital) through which individuals can maintain and advance positions of social dominance,
reproducing and reinforcing social difference.'®* Bourdieu considers awide variety of French
consumption which gives riseto symbolicexpressions of social status and class; objects of

consumptioninclude art, music, literature, as well as food and clothing. Elites are able to utilize

100 Iberia: Vives-FerrandizSanchez2014; see alsovan Dommelen and Rowlands 2012, 22; Dietler 2010,

57-59.
101 pourdieu 1984, esp. 169-317.
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theireducation and upbringing to appreciate the nuances of high cultural objects that have
acquired rarity and distinction, such as obscure works of art, thereby demonstrating their

possession of the appropriate means to appreciate and appropriate such high art. *®?

Thissort of behavioris readily observable in Roman contexts. As Mattingly says, “the
complicity of high status men inthe government of empire and as conspicuous consumers of its
globalized culture must be recognized.”*® Elites articulate and maintain their statusin part
through their consumption but that consumptionisalsointerwoveninto social power dynamics
uponwhichimperial powerstructures depend. Bourdieu is useful for studying material culture
because heinsists on practice; thisis, how people used the things they consumed: “most

104 ~:
7" Dietler makes

products only derive theirsocial value from the social use made of them.
fruitful use of Bourdieu for his own work on consumption and entanglement, observing thatthe
systems of objects that people construct enable themtolocate others within social fields
through embodied tastes and various indexical forms of symbolic capital. > Local use of objects
producedin Puniccultural milieus could have this same effect of connecting Carthaginiansto
locals through shared tastes. Of course the actual way in which objects are used, and the extent

to which a local practice resembles or differs from Carthaginian practices is significant too,

making local practices vulnerableto potential critique or derision.

Last is Bourdieu’s concept of the habitus. Bourdieu defined habitus as, “systems of

durable, transposabledispositions, structured structures predisposed to function as structuring

7106

structures.” " Operating mostly at the unconscious level, this structuring structure “organizes

192 gourdieu 1984, 228.
193 Mattingly 2011, 26.
1% Bourdieu 1984, 21.
1% Dietler 2010, 57-9.
196 pourdieu 1990, 53.
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practices and perceptions of practices.”” " Anindividual’s habitus is constituted by one’s

education, class, past choices, experiences, personal history, and dispositions, becoming “the

active presence of the whole past of whichitisa product.”*%®

What resultsis a subjective system
of expectations and predispositions that has been durably inscribed upon anindividual’s
consciousness and structures their subsequent dispositions and practices. The concept was
designedtoaccountfor individual agency but contextualized within the constraints and limits
that shaped thatindividual’s world view. Aninstructive exampleis attitudes towards the types
of animals thatare and aren’t acceptable for eating.'® Greeks rarely ate or sacrificed horses or
dogs. Such habituated limits are set by the historically and socially situated conditions of their
production.'*® The more similarities two people share in terms of the stuff of their habitus, e.g.,

education, class, experiences, the more likely theyare to perceive the world similarlyand act in

mutually comprehensible ways.

The concept of the habitus is helpful for one of my key argumentsin this work, whichis
that manylocalsin Iberiahad significant experience with the Punicworld and aspects of it had
become sufficiently entangled within their daily lives, which resulted in varying de grees of
familiarity with Carthaginians, their world views, and their ways of doing things. Many locals and
Carthaginians could “get” each other, at least well enough to make empire more palatable and
bridge the gap between what could and could not be accomplished by force of arms alone. In
terms of leadershipin particular, Bourdieu writes: “collective mobilization cannot succeed

without a minimum of concordance between the habitus of the mobilizing agents (prophet,

%7 Bourdieu 1984, 170.

1% Bourdieu 1990, 56.

1% Webb 2002, 39.

10 Bourdieu 1990, 55. Foodways provide a particularly promising avenue of study for considering
practices within different settlements. Understanding of indigenous foodways has been the subject of
recent research (Mata Parrefio et al.2010), though comparablework for Punic settlements of Iberia and
for the Punic periodis unfortunately lacking.
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leaders, etc.) and the dispositions of those who recognize themselves in their practices or

words.”*!*

Thisis precisely why cultural interactions matterfor understanding imperialism and why
empires function more smoothly within shared cultural milieus, because the waysin which
poweris legitimated and formalized appear comprehensible and acceptable. If competition
withinafield can be considered asort of competitive game, an individual’s habitus determines

their “feel” forthatgame.'"?

Some communitiesin Iberiahad beeninteracting with Punic people
and consumingobjects produced by Punichands forcenturies. Objects have the powerto shape
and inform perceptions of foreign people associated with those objects, and changes (or

continuities) in material culture reflect changing (or enduring) habitus.***

The habitus of many
locals were already entangled in stuff of the Punicworld, shapinglocal dispositions toward

Carthaginians. Even forcommunities that mostly resented Carthaginian domination, they may

have viewed itas preferable to what might come from the relatively unknown Romans.

Sustained engagement with Punicpeople and occasionally some Carthaginians
familiarized locals with Carthaginian ways of doing things, resultingin agood feel for
Carthaginian ways andso in Bourdieu’s terms, a “feel forthe game” in terms of interacting with
Carthaginiansinfields of power. In practical terms this means that local actors would be more
able to negotiate relations with Carthaginians that were atleast tolerable andin some cases
even favorable fortheirown agendas and struggles within more localized fields of power. With
regard to local struggles, Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital is also useful becauseinacouple

instances the evidence suggests that local elites consumed things Punicin new quantitiesandin

"1 My emphasis, Bourdieu 1990, 59.

"2 Bourdieu 1990, 82.

3 General agency of objects: Miller 2010, 53; reflection of changinghabitus and or social practices: Vives-
FerrandizSanchez 2014, 299; Tronchetti and van Dommelen 2005, 193.
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new ways to signal theirown distinction and display symbolic capital stemming from their
political relations with Carthage. In some instances indigenous elites could turn contact
situationstotheirown advantage. Consumption, entanglement, and Bourdieu’s concepts
provide powerful tools for analyzing the material evidence forthe cultural interactions that

enabled and sustained imperial power.
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PART 4: CHAPTER OVERVIEWS

In my conceptualization of empire as asociety’s political control overaterritory of
exogenous communities mostly without their consent, | understand empires as fundamentally
relational, and sothe key to appreciating how they work restsinthe study of relations between

individuals of the ruling society and those subject toimperial powers.

In chapterone | consider how Polybius characterizes imperial relations and the biases
that shape the representations of Carthaginians and Iberians, as well as the political relations
between both groups. Polybius offers unique and complex commentary on Carthaginian
imperialism but hisinterpretations align with his largertopical and political concerns. Through
careful use of ethnicstereotypes and narrative techniques Polybius lends authority to his
critiques of Carthage’s empire. These critiques ultimately serve as warning to the Romans
againstsimilarbehaviorsandalso conform to Polybius’ topical depictions of political decay and
moral decline. This problematizes his use as asource for understanding Carthage’s relations

withits subjectsandallies.

In chaptertwo | considerthe economicdimensions of the Barcid empire, exploring the
consequence of imperial expansionin Iberiaand what that meant for Carthaginiansaswell as
subjectsandalliesinlberia. With the loss of Sicily and Sardinia, Carthaginians merchants needed
a new sphere inwhichto trade and conquestinlberiaindeed stimulated a great deal of imports
from North Africa. Mining revenues and local contributions of soldiers were the main economic
benefits that bolstered imperial power, but systems of control also depended on colony
foundingand logistics forfeeding new cities and soldiers, which stimulated commercial

opportunities not only for Carthaginians in North Africa but for some of theiralliesin Iberia too.
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Chaptersthree and four both examine empire as interactions, exploring social
dimensions of how powerwas legitimated and enabled. In chapterthree | focus on numismatic
evidence to consider how Carthaginian minting authorities utilized numismaticimagery of
Melqart-Herakles to legitimate conquest and stimulateinteraction with local worshippers of the
deity. The chapteralsoincludes examination of local reactions to the Carthaginian presence
through civicminting, which reflects strategies by which locals made claims to civicautonomy as
well as self-interested identifications with Carthaginian symbols of power. This activity reflects

Carthaginian strategies of interacting with allies through shared religious institutions.

In the fourth and final chapter | examine the strategies and resources the Carthaginians
employed to coerce local inhabitants against the potential for cooperation and negotiation with
locals through shared cultural practices. This concluding chaptersuggests that previous
interactions with Carthage and especiallyindigenous interactions with communities of Punic
cultural backgroundsin Iberiafostered far more common ground among Carthaginians and
locals than Greco-Roman authors represent, which enabled negotiation and the legitimation of

unequal powerdynamics.
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CHAPTER 1: POLYBIUS 10.36, THE MAINTENANCE OF IMPERIAL POWER,
AND COLLECTIVE REPRESENTATIONS

This chapter analyzes a passage of Polybius (10.36), in which Polybius offers an
extended critique of the Barcid empire and one of his most extensive commentaries on
Carthaginianimperialism. Though the interpretation clearly stems from Polybius’ own opinions, |
show how he shapes his narrative leading up to this passage by carefully focalizing Andobales,
king of the llergetes, and his faithfulness to Carthage as well as the abuses Andobales suffers at
Carthaginian handsin orderto bolsterthe rhetorical impact of this explanation. Consistent
differencesfrom Livy’s narrative of the same events reveal subtle changes that cumulate inan
apparently objective and persuasive interpretation of Carthaginian behavior. Polybius also
utilizes ethnicstereotypes to enhance the persuasive quality of the digressionin 10.36. This
passage has often beenread asa warningto Roman readers not to make the same mistakes as
the Carthaginians. | further support this argument by showing how the terms used to describe
Carthaginian abuse paralleltropicdeployment elsewhere in the work, conforming to the
author’s collective representation of Carthaginian institutional decline as well as social and
imperial decay overall. The same language and ideas are at work in Polybius’ presentation of
Greek opinions hostile to Rome’s destruction of Carthage. In this way, Polybius’ critique of the
Barcid empirein 211 isa politically and ideologically charged passage, the internal logic of which
must be appreciated beforetreatment of 10.36 as a historically valid representation of

Carthage’simperial relations with Iberian allies.
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PART 1: LIVY AND POLYBIUS AS SOURCES FOR THE SECOND PUNIC WAR
Livy wrote during the Augustan era(c. 30 BCE—CE 10). A reference inthe histen books

on the Second Punic War suggests that he wrote during or after Augustus’ warsin Spain,

completedin 19 BCE. In this work, Livy functions as a point of comparison to appreciate

1 yetwhatis most

differencesin Polybius’ work. The matter of Livy’s use of sourcesis complex.
importantiswhether he was aware of Polybius’ account of the Second Punic War. Walsh argued
that Livy tended to favor one source for segments of his narrative and Trankle argued that Livy
only occasionally utilized Polybius for his account of the Second Punic War, despite substantial
use for subsequentaccounts of Greece.*> Thisview, however, has not convinced all scholars of
Livy’swork and Levene hasrecently shown that Livy responds to Polybius in complexways and
synthesized available sources more intricately than Walsh supposed.**® Accepting Levene’s
argument that Livy was engaging with Polybius from the start of the third decade helps put
Polybius’ accountin perspective, since | am about to presentsignificant passagesin Polybius’
narrative thatdo not appearin Livy’s account. Many of the differencesin Polybius are
constructed from details that existin Livy’s narrative, but Polybius repeats them ororders
certain elements differently, particularly with regard to the Iberian leader Andobales. While it
cannot be known why Livy did not include all of these elementsin his account, the differences
openup the possibility that Livy’s Roman sources did not emphasize these details in the way

Polybius does either. This suggests that Polybius’ repetition and elaborations served Polybiusin

crafting a purposeful critique of Carthaginian imperialism.

% In general: Walsh 1961, 110-137; Luce 1977, 139-84.

"° Walsh 1961,124-32; Trankle 1977, 193-241.

18 | uce had alreadystrongly rejected the view that Livy made little use of Polybius before book 31 or
wrote mainly from a few extracts of restricted sources,and so only used Coelius Antipater for Spain: Luce
1977,160-79; Levene 2010.
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Polybius’ own use of sources is likewise complex. Writing his histories after being taken

to Rome in 167, Polybius preferred first-hand accounts of events whenever he could obtain

117

them.”"" He questioned Romansinvolved in the Second Punic War as well as individuals who

118

knew Hannibal and who had crossed the Alps with him." " He made use of contemporary

inscriptions, topographical information, and archives available in Rome such asRome’s treaties

119

with Carthage.”"” Polybius utilized historical accounts written by Romans as well asthose

sympatheticto Carthage.'*

The complex synthesis Polybius made of these accounts frustrates
attempts at identifying Polybius’ use of a particularsource;'** yet evenif Polybius’ use of sources
isunclear, he was perfectly capable of articulating his own interpretations about his su bject
matter, as he demonstrates in the passage of interest below.

While Polybius has enjoyed areputation since the Renaissance for his great accuracy in
the use of facts and apparently scientific objectivity, scholars are beginningto question the

122
latter.

Kenneth Sacks argues that Polybius applies emphasis to narrative featuresin order to
meet his historiographical and methodological needs."?* Sacks demonstrates how Polybius

utilizes narrative exposition to deliver messages to the reader.”** 1 employ the narratology

device of focalization to analyze this behaviorin Polybius, and willshow in particular how

"7 pedech 1964,358-72.

8 polyb.9.25.2, 3.48.12.

19 Topographical and geographicalinformation, as well as archive: Pédech 1964, 377-389,515-597;
inscriptionse.g., Jaeger 2006.

120 Extant (however fragmentary) Pro-Carthaginians:Silenus of Caleacte (FGrH 175) Polyb. 3.13.5-14.8,
Sosylus of Sparta, Hannibal’s tutor (FGrH 176), Polyb.3.20.5, & Chaereas (FGrH 177); Roman historians:
Fabius Pictor (FRH 1) Polyb 3.8.1, L. Cincius Alimentus (FRH 2), A. Postumius Albinus (FRH4) & C. Acilius
(FRH 5). FGrH = Jacoby 1923; FRH = Beck and Walter 2004.

121 5o Walbank: “the vastliterature which exists on Polybius’sources is perhaps disproportionateto the
results ithas achieved,” Walbank1957,1.26.

122 Championed by Lehmann 1967.

23 sacks 1981, 40.

124 sacks 1981, 5; Sacks refers to this as the “indirecthistorian.”
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Polybius continually focalizes Andobales’ faithfulness toward Carthage to emphasize the
supporting points of his analysisin 10.36.'*°
Craige Champion adopts Sack’s insight of the indirect historian in his examination of

how Polybius’ work serves to censure certain Roman actions and in doingso alienatesits elite
Roman readership fromthe world of Hellenism, while at othertimes also recognizing admirable
actions and praisingthem as “honorary Greeks.” While Polybius’ attitude towards Rome is well-
troddenterritoryinthe study of his works, Champion reflects Polybius’ ambiguity toward the
Romans, at times showing respect forRoman actions and institutions and othertimes adopting

a more critical attitude."®

These works support my thesis that Polybius was willing to critique
Roman actions and warn them against fallinginto the very behaviors that caused the downfall of
Rome’s enemies.

Champion’s work on how Polybius uses collective representation of groups and societal
characteristicsis particularly usefullaterin this chapter. Champion demonstrates how Polybius
depictsindividuals to representsocial groups asawhole, as well as how Polybius’ conception of
social institutions affects his representations of individual behaviors. Forexample, because
Polybius understood the Carthaginian state to be slipping toward ochlocracy, which he
associates with barbarous disorder, Polybius depicts Hannibal’s wrath toward Rome to
represent Carthage asa whole and “invites the readerto view his actions as typically

»127

Carthaginian.”” " Similar collective representation appearsto be at work in Polybius’ depiction of

Carthaginian generalsinlberia. | now turnto an overview of these passages.

125 McGing uses this device to good effect in his analysis of Polybius’ depictions of Philip V: McGing 2010,
95-106; see also Miltsios2013,84-114;Bal 2009,145-165.

126 Recent discussion of this complex topic: Eckstein 1995, 194-236; Walbank 2002,12-21; Baronowski
2011; Thornton 2013; Derow 2015.

127 Cchampion 2004, 119.
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PART 2: POLYBIUS AND CARTHAGINIAN RELATIONS WITH IBERIAN ALLIES

Andobales, leader of the llergetes, features more frequently than any otherindividual
Iberianin eitherhistorian’s works. His alliance with Rome provides Scipio Africanus with
additional forces forall of the major battles after the capture of Carthago Nova. With the final
defeat of the Carthaginians and the expulsion of theirforces from Iberia by 206, Andobales
himself “defects” from Rome and becomes anew target for Roman aggression, reflecting the
historical reality that alliance with Rome ultimately may have differed little from Carthage.
Polybius uses Andobales to offeran extended example of how Carthage’s harsh treatment of its
alliesresultsinthe loss of its “empire” dpynin lberia.

The four passages from Polybius’ Iberian narrative that frame 10.36 may be summarized
as follows: first, Polybius presents Andobales at the start of the war where he is captured with
Hanno, focalizing Andobales’ faithfulness toward the Carthaginians (3.76.7); Andobalesis not
mentioned atallin Livy’s account of this battle (21.60). Second: Andobales nextappearsin
Polybius’ work after Hasdrubal’s victory over the Scipios (in 211), where Andobales is presented
as a victim of Carthaginian greed and fondness of rule, abehaviorthat Polybius labels as
innately Phoenician (9.11). This depiction of Andobales’ abuse is entirely absent from Livy’s
account. Third: Scipio Africanus captures Carthago Nova and uponinterviewing the hostages,
whichinclude Andobales’ daughters. Polybius’ accountis more explicit about Carthaginian
abuse of the hostagesthan Livy’s, and depicts Scipio with an uncharacteristically tearful reaction
(Polyb. 10.18.7-15; Livy 26.49.11-16). Thisisfollowed by the moment where Andobales actually
defects from Carthage after which Polybius delivers his programmatic statement about
Carthage’s apxn (10.36), for which there is no parallel in Livy’s work. Fourth: Andobales meets
Scipio, isreunited with his daughters, and joins the Roman side for the battle atthe Baecula

River (Polyb. 10.37.7-38.6; Livy 27.17.9-17). Before examiningthesescenesin detail, | present
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the passage of interest. Polybius digresses on Carthage’s Iberian empire ( &pxn) as follows
(10.36):

“The same thing has happened before to many people. For, as | have often said, whilesuccessin
policyandvictoryinthe field are great things, itrequires much more skilland caution to make a
good use of such success. So that you will find thatthose who have won victories arefar more
numerous than those who have used them to advantage. This is exactly what happened to the
Carthaginiansatthis period. For after having defeated the Roman forces and killed the two
commanders Publius and Gnaeus Scipio, they regarded their positionin Iberia as undisputed and
treated the nativesinan overbearingmanner. In consequence their subjects, instead of being
their allies and friends, were their enemies. And quite naturally;for they believed that there is
one method by which power should be acquired and another by whichit should be maintained;
they had not learned that those who preserve their supremacy best arethose who adhere to the
same principles by which they originally established itand this, althoughitis evident and has
been observed by many thatitis bykindtreatment of their neighbors and by holding out the
prospect of further benefits that men acquire power, but when havingattained their wish they
treat their subjects ill and rule over them tyrannicallyitis only natural thatwith the change of
characterinthe rulers the disposition of their subjects should changelikewise, as actually

happened now to the Carthaginians."128

Thisis one of Polybius’ longest discussions of Carthaginianimperial power. There is
nothingakintoitinLivy’s work. The generalizing statement with which it opens, the use of the
first person pronoun, and overall tone of the passage clearly markit as didactic. *** Though
Polybius makes several general remarks about Carthaginian dpyn throughout his work, the only

passage of comparable length and complexity is his discussion of the Carthaginians over-taxing

128 Polyb.10.36. ('O &n kat mepl moA\oUC 6N yeyove. Meydhou yap 6vtog, wg MAEoVAKLg ATV elpntat, tod
KotopBolv év mpayuact kal meplyivecBat v €xBpiv év talg émPBolails, mMoAA® pellovog éumelpiag
npoobeltal kal GuAakiig TO KaAQG xprioacBat tolg katopBwuact: (2) 810 kal moAAamAacioug Gv eUpoL TLg
TOUG &Ml MPOTE PNUATWY yeyovoTag TV KOADG TOTG MPOoTEPHOOL KEXpNUEVWY. O Kal TOTE TepPL TOUG
Kapxndovioug (3) cuvéBn yevéaBat. petd yap To vikifjoal pév tag Pwpaiwv Suvauelg, dmokteival 6€ tolg
otpatnyol¢ dudotépoug, MoémAlov kai M'vdiov, UroAaBoévteg adrpitov adtoic Undpxewv thvIBnpiav,
unepnoavwe (4) Exp&vTo ToTG Katd TV XWpav. Tolyapolv Avtl cuppdywyv Kal ¢idwv moAepioug Eoxov
ToUG umotatto (5) pévout. kal TolT eikoTwg Emabov: AAAWG eV (yap émeldnimep) uméhaBov Selv ktdoOat
TAG ApXAC, GAAWC 6£ tnpely, oUK Epabov SLOTL KAAALoTA UAATTOUGL TAG UTEPOoXAG ol KAAALoTA
Stapeivavtee £ml TV alTGV MpoaLpEoewy, aic £€ dpxfic KaTeKTHooVTo TAS (6) Suvaoteiag, Kaitol ye
npodavolc dvtoc Kal £mt ToANGV [N TeBswpnpévou SLOTL KTGVTAL HEV BvBpwroL Tag evKatpiag €0
moLoUvTeg Kal mpotelvopevol Thv (7) ayabnv éAmnida tolg méhag, €neldav 6€ TV EMBUUOUUEVWY TUXOVTEC
KOKQWC ToL®oL Kol Seo0TOTIKIME ApXWOoL TWV UTMOTETAYUEVWY, ELKOTWE QMO TOLG TV MPOECTWTWY
UETABOAOTG CUMUETAIUITTOUOL KOl TWV UTIOTOTTOUEVWY Ol TIPOALPETELG. O KAl TOTE CUVERN TOIG
Kapxnbdovioig). Paton translation with slight modification.

29 For Polybius’ particularly strong use of the first person for didactic purposes see: Longley 2013, 176.
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130

and abusingthe Libyans and how that caused the Libyansto revolt in 241.”"" Parallels between

the two are not surprising, forinstance the sentimentabout foresight: “Itis the right policy not

onlyto look to the present, but to look forward still more attentively to the future.”***

Polybius
issimilarly straightforward in his blame of Carthage, in his critique of their harsh treatment and
excessivetaxation of their Libyan subjects: “Forall these grievous misfortunes they had chiefly

7132

themselvestoblame.””* In both cases Polybius suggests that the Carthaginians should have

known betterand this may indeed be where Polybius saw the start of Carthage’s decline asa

state.’*?

Yet the sentimentsin 10.36 play a largerrole than in the narrative aboutlberiaand in
Polybius’ work as a whole. This passage is a carefully constructed argument for how Carthage’s
moral degeneration undermined itsimperial successes and might, and awarningto Roman
readersto beware.

Amongscholars, Erskine offers the lengthiest engagement with this passage and
comparesitto Polybius’ viewpoints of Macedon under Philip Vand Romanimperialism
respectively.’** Erskine observes similar processes at work in Polybius’ critique of the change in
Philip’s policy in his treatment of his Greek allies, which similarly alienates otherwise faithful and
crucial supporters.™>> Erskine concludes that the passages about Macedon and Carthage reflect
an earlierstage in Polybius’ understanding of empire, in which the poortreatment of subjects

and allies eventually would resultin negative consequences for the ruling power. Erskine

assumes Polybius saw Rome abusing Greek states after 168 with impunity and so Polybius was

130 Polyb.1.74.1-7. Example of remark about Carthaginian empire, Polyb. 1.10.5, their expansion up to
FirstPunic War.

131 Polyb.1.72.7, (oUtwg oUbEmote Sl MPOC TO MAPOV Hovov, £tL 8 pdAAov Tpog TO péAAov amoBAEmeLy
ael Toug 6pO®G Boulevopévouc).

32 polyb.1.72.1.

133 Gibson 2013,174, 177, for this war in general see: Hoyos 2007.

134 Erskine 2005; this passagehas otherwiseonly received passing notice: Musti 1978,135; Sacks 1981,
126; Walbank 1990, 180; Champion 2004, 148;Baronowski 2011, 10.

3% polyb.7.11.10-11. Erskine 2005, 235-39.
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forced to adapt his position and look beyond the relationship between rulerand subject. *® This
iswhere | disagree with Erskine, for the passage also parallels sentiments at the end of Polybius’
work concerning Rome’s destruction of Carthage, where reservations with Roman behavior, if

137 Erskine’s

not warnings, are evident. Pellinginvites connection between the two passages.
argument also misses how this passage fits within the wider context of the Iberian narrative and
how ethnicstereotypes shape those passages. Finally, Erskine fails to account for parallelsin
Polybius’ discussion of the Romans, where Champion’s notions of collective representation are
particularly revealing.

Pelling highlights this passage when he says, “there are surely lessons there for Romans

too 7138

Thornton states the case even more strongly: “when Polybius reflects bitterly on the
historical experience of Philip V or extols the magnanimity of Philip Il, oreven more, when he
analysesthe moments of crisisin the Punicdominion of Africaand then Spain, his main purpose

”139 That this passage was written

isto send a message tothe Roman political establishment.
with a rhetorical purpose is further strengthened by examiningit against the passage s that

frame it within Polybius’ narrative of Andobales’ relations with Carthage.

1. Introduction of Andobales

Polybius and Livy both record that Hannibal passed through the territory of the llergetes

on his march to Italy and at that time subjugated Andobales’ community.**

The following year
Gnaeus Scipio battled Hanno at the Ebro River, and Livy records that Hanno was captured along

with a number of leaders (aliquot principibus).*** Livy provides no details about these leaders,

but Polybius records that Scipio captured Hanno and Andobales. Polybius emphasizes Andobales

3% Erskine 2005, 241.

%7 pelling 2007, 249.

%% pelling 2007, 249.

39 Thornton 2013,224; Thornton interprets this as a means of rhetorical resistance.
19 polyb.3.35.2; Livy 21.23.2.

Y livy 21.60.7.
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142 .
”*** Andobalesis not named

for “always ever having supported the Carthaginians well-mindedly.
in Livy’s account until the following campaign season and first appearsinstead with a negative
description.™* Polybius focalizes Andobales’ support of Carthage from his first appearance,
which servestoreinforce Andobales’ subsequent depictioninbook nine. Regrettably the portion
of Polybius’ narrative where Andobales assists the Carthaginians in the d estruction of the Scipio

brothersis not extant, butitwould likely cast Andobales’ supportinafavorable light.

2. Abuse of Andobales

Following Hasdrubal Barca’s two victories over Publius and Gnaeus Scipioin 211, affairs
inlberialooked hopeful for the Carthaginians. This was a huge setback for Roman diplomatic
progress up to that point. It isinthis context that Polybius presents Andobales’ quarrel with
Hasdrubal Gisco:

“The Carthaginian commanders had mastered the enemy, but were unableto master
themselves, and while thinkingthey had put anend to the war againstthe Romans, began
quarrelling with each other, constantfriction being caused on account of that covetousness and
fondness of rule which is innate to Phoenicians (61 TAv £pdutov Doivi§L mAeoveiov Kail
W\ apyiov). Hasdrubal, son of Gisco, was one of them, lead the way in this matter of evil doing
through his authority sofar that he attempted to extractalargesum of money from Andobales,
the most faithful of their allies in Iberia (WG TOV MiIoTOTATOV TAV KT’ IBNpiav pidwv), who
havinglosthis realmonaccount of the Carthaginians,and againrecently haditrestored to him
on accountof his goodwill toward them. When he now refused to pay, relyingon his loyaltyin
the pastto Carthage, Hasdrubal broughta falseaccusation againsthimand compelled him to

give his daughters as hostages s

The reference to Andobales’ loss of his dpyn pertains to Hannibal’s initial conquest of the

interior of the Ebro Valley while the restitution likely reflects areward for Andobales’

142 Polyb.3.76.7: elvouv 6¢ Sladepoviwg del mote Kapyndoviolc.

143 Livy. 22.21.2; Livy employs an ethnic remark about Andobales’ “Spanish” hunger for adventure.

1a4 Polyb.9.11: ("OtLol t@v Kapxndoviwv nyspoveg, kpatroavteg tiv Unevavtiwy, oddv alTiv oUK
néuvavto kpately, kal §6€avtec TOV MPOG¢ Pwpaioug OAepov avnpnkéval mpog avtolg éotacialov, dst
TapoTpLPopevoL Sta THY Eudutov DoiviEt meovetiav kal Gprhapyiov. Mv Udpxwv AcSpolpag 6 MEoKwvog
gi¢ tolto kakompaypoouvng mponxdn dia tnv €é€ovaiav, wgToV motdétaTov TV Kat’ IBnplav Gpidwv
AvboBainv, malat pev amofalovrta thv dpxnv dta Kapxndovioug, aptt §&€ maAwv anetAndota S1d v mpog
€kelvoug elvolay, éneBaieto xpnuatwy mARBo¢ aitelv. Tol 6€ mapakoloavtog SLd T6 Bappelv Ml TH
Tipoyeyevnueévn miotel mpog tolg Kapxndovioug, Yeudfi StaBohnv énevéykag Avaykaos tov AvSoBdaAnv
Solival tag €autol Buyatépag eig ounpeiav).
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distinguished rolein aiding the Carthaginians in the defeat of Publius Scipio. *** Itisunclear
where Polybius found the detailthat Andobales’ had his dpyxn returned. This does notappearin
Livy’s account, though Livy may have simply overlooked it. Note the superlative language that
Polybius employs to describe Andobales’ service to Carthage, “the most faithful of theiralliesin
Iberia.” Though the wording differs, the sentiment parallels Polybius’ initial characterization of
Andobalesinthe openingyearof the war, “always ever having supported the Carthaginians
well-mindedly.” In orderto appreciate the significance of Polybius’ use of stereotypes here, a
broaderdiscussion of ancient stereotypingisinorder.

Greco-Roman authors employed stereotypesto suittheirown literary ends andin their
own particular configurations. *° Ethnicstereotyping operates within two distinct types of
discourse, one involving the group’s specificethnic characteristics, the second fittinginto the
broaderrhetoricof barbarism. In terms of barbarism, it should be noted the Polybius never
directly labels the Carthaginians as barbarians, though Timaeus promoted the barbarism of
Carthage quite strongly.'*’ Timaeus was just part of a rich Sicilian tradition that branded
Carthaginians as tyrannical barbarians for their wars against Greeks in Sicily, atactic borrowed

by Romans themselves to win over Siciliansin the First Punic War.'*®

Yet Polybius seems fairly
restrained with regard to slighting Carthaginians as barbarians while Livy only does so on two

rare occasions and both of these passages are highly polemical.**’ In the works of both authors,

Carthaginians are usually contrasted with barbarian groups ratherthan conflated with them.

145 Livy 25.34 for Andobales’role; Polybius’versionis lost except for a fragmentary line.

146 Woolf2011,29. Iberian stereotypes are more peripheral to this particular discussion, though they
operate on similar logic throughout.

7 Miles 2011a,14-15;e.g., Diod. 13.43.6. Timaeus likewiseis believed to be an important sourcefor
other negative stereotypes in Diodorus, such as Carthaginian softness and cruelty.

% prag2010.

149 Livy 22.59.14 & 24.47.5. In the firstinstance, the speaker and those he represents, the Romans taken
prisoner by Hannibal atCannae, are depicted as cowards and so the ad hominem slander of Hannibal as a
barbarianisproblematic.Inthe second case,Roman soldiersarespeakingto Apulians,sothe useof
barbarian mightoccur becausethe discussionis placedin Magna Graecia.
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Polybius signals this most clearly in his description of how the Carthaginians handled the
mercenary revolt, stating that they displayed: “the great difference of characterbetweena
confused herd of barbarians and men who have been brought upinan educated, law-abiding,

"13%yet at othertimes, as discussed below, Polybius is quite willing to

and civilized community.
depict Carthaginians with behaviors that are characteristic of barbarism. This somewhat
ambiguous portrayal results from that fact that Carthage complicatesthe traditional Greco-
Roman and barbarian polarity.'*" Stereotyping of specific characteristics is more significantin
this case.

The stereotypes that Polybius applies to Punicindividuals derivefrom precedentsin
Phoenician stereotypes first visiblein Homer. Both positive and negative stereotypes were
available to Polybius."* Negative images circulated alongside the positive, most notably a
reputation for avarice and cunning.">* Gruen shows how other negative images, such as deceit
and piracy, were not necessarily ubiquitous and even theirincipient depictionsin Homerwere
overall more ambiguous than monolithic.*>*

These precedents are important for considering Polybius, because on the few occasions
when he overtly stereotypes Carthaginian characters, he signals their broader “Phoenician”

155

(poivif) identity, ratherthan the civic Carthaginian.™> Of the eightinstancesin which Polybius

uses ¢potviE to describe westerninhabitants, three of these are employed to make (mostly)

% polyb. 1.65.7.

1 pa uge 1981.Similar bipolarity espoused for Greek constructions of the barbarianinHall 1989.

2 Hdt.. 5.57-59. Arist. Polyb. 1272-3;among the positivetraits, Greek authors recognized Phoenicians as
successful merchants, craftsmen, and explorers. Phoenicians were also generally regarded for their
technological accomplishments, most notably the creation of the alphabet, while Aristotle praised the
Carthaginiansfor the political accomplishments of its constitution, even if he had some reservations for
the importance wealth played

153 E.g., Phoeniciantricks Odysseus and planstosell him, Homer Od. 14.287-97.

** Gruen 2011,116-17.

% For my translation of this word as Punic rather than Phoenician, see the above terminological
discussion.
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¢ |nthe

negative value judgments, and all come from Polybius himself rather than aspeaker.
firstinstance Hannibal disguises himself which Polybius characterizes as a “Phoenician
stratagem” (Dowwkik® otpatnyripat).”’ Yet even by Polybius’ time, Punic people and

Carthaginians had notyet acquired a ubiquitous reputation for deceit.*®

By comparison, one
witnesses strongerand more frequent usagesin Livy, particularly Hannibal’s craftiness, deceit,
and treachery.™® Mostinfamous is fides punica, by Livy’s time a well-defined trope that
designated the treacheryinnateto Punicindividuals. Livy evokes this trope in hisinitial
character sketch of Hannibal, who possessed, “a more than Punicperfidy” (perfidia plus quam
Punica).*®® Gruen has argued convincingly that fides punica, not attested until the works of
Sallust, was a later development by Roman authors, probably related to guilt overthe
destruction of Carthage.®" In contrast to these, Polybius’ commentabout the Phoenician
stratagem appears somewhat ambiguous, nodding to Phoenician craftiness of older traditions,
but does not evoke the outright mendacity ortreachery popularinlater Roman traditions.
Polybius’ remark aboutgreedin9.11 has few parallels for ethnicstereotypingin

2 The onlyinstance in which greed is treated as an explicit

Polybius’ work asa whole.
characteristicof Carthaginians comes from Masinissa, who accuses Carthaginians of generally

being “money lovers” (m\apyBpiag). Though coming from a polemical speaker, it is consistent

with the ethnicstereotype of Phoenician greed. Christel Miillerargues that Polybius attribution

13 The other five: Polyb. 1.19.10,11.19.4, 14.1.4. 14.5.4, & 15.4.3.

17 pol 3.78.1; cf. Pol 6.52.10 for the other negative characterization of Phoenician and Libyan infirmity.
% Hdt. 3.19; 4.196. Gruen 2011,118-19.

Y9 For fraus e.g., 22.48.1,26.17.15, 27.33.9, 30.22.6. For arte see 25 39.1. Inhuman cruelty is often
attributed specifically to Hannibal, e.g., 21.4.9 but for a generalizing example combining Punic cruelty and
avaricesee22.59.14 (an barbaro ac Poeno, qui utrum avarior an crudelior sit vix existimari potest).

180 livy 21.4.9.

'®! Gruen 2011,130-138.

162 Polyb.9.11.2, see below.
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of greed to the Boeotiansis entirely topical and dependent upon his understanding of the
Boeotians as decadent.'®?

Because the characteristics of greed are far more attestedin previous Greek authors,
Polybius’ employment of Phoenician “fondness of rule” (p\apxia) stands out, asthiswas not a
common stereotype. Polybius’ general disinterestin more prevalenttraditions about Phoenician
craftinessreinforces the peculiarity of this choice. The only case in which Phoenicians are
labelled for despoticaspirations, of which | am aware, occurs in Pindar’s First Pythian ode, in
which Hieronis praised fordelivering the Sicilian Greeks from the “arrogance” (UBpwv) and
“harsh slavery” (Bapelag douAiag) of the Phoenicians, by whom Pindarintends the
Carthaginians. Polybius emphasizes ¢hapyiaas an ethnictrait because itserves animportant
role in his analysis of Carthaginian empire in Iberia. Based on extant sources, Polybius’ usage
here appearsto be unique.

The ambiguity of stereotypes lends itself to the complexity of authorial purposes and
defies simple characterizations such as good or bad. Even the most apparently obvious ethnic
jokesthat Plautus puts forward in his Poenulus can be shown to operate in more complex ways
than simply vilifying Punic peoples. Starks convincingly argues that Plautus anticipates amixed
audience whose prejudices he thwarts and whose sympathies he validates. *** Ambiguity likewise
serves Livy’s characterization of Hannibal beforethe battle at the Ticinus Riverin 218: “this most

”1% Hannibal levels

cruel and arrogant people makes all thingsits own and underitsjudgment.
thisironicjudgmentatthe Romans, yet his speech reveals himto be daring and sympathetic,

especially where Hannibal highlights the Roman rape of Sardiniaand their meddlingin Iberia,

with foreshadowing of the Romaninvasion of Africa. Scipio’s speech, on the other hand, fails to

183 Maller 2013;Polyb. 20.4-7, for Boetian geed see esp. 20.6.1-6.

% Eranko 1994 shows a littleappreciation of such ambiguity, but focuses primarily on the negative; Plaut
Poen.1137,1190,1255; Starks 2000, 183. Interpretation supported by Gruen 2011, 127.

185 vy. 21.44.7: (crudelissima ac superbissima gens sua omnia suique arbitrii facit).
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inspire the Roman troops and Scipio’s haughty tone confirms Hannibal’s claim about Roman

'®¢ Hannibal’s subversion of the typical stereotypes invites the

arrogance (superbissima gens).
readerto be sympathetictoward his victory over Scipio, highlights the tragictrajectory of his
campaign, and showcases Hannibal’s personal motivations as a Carthaginian heroand

187 Authors are frequently willing to manipulate stereotypes to serve

protagonist of books 21-25.
theirliterary agendas; yet beyond theirservice as literary tropes, stereotypes also hold
significance to the social historian.

Emma Dench arguesthat stereotypes can productively be seen as reflecting Greek and
Roman “ways of seeing” outside groups.°® Gideon Bohak takes this one step furtherand insists
that stereotypes operate forancient viewers as “social facts,” that lent authority to narratives.
Bohak shows how Tyrian coins played on positive stereotypes that depicted Phoenician Cadmus
teaching Greeks the alphabet. Bohak also points tothe imperial jurist Ulpian to suggesta case of
Phoenician response to andrejection of the negative stereotype of Punic perfidy, through
Ulpian’s praise of his hometown of Tyre forits faithfulness to its treaties with the Romans. **°
Authors’ use of stereotypes as “social facts” reflects a dialectic process, one taken seriously by
groups stereotypes as well, which lentauthority to authorial accounts.

Polybius’ emphasis on Phoenician “avarice” (mAeovetiav) makes sense in this context.
Readers of Greek literature would readily recognize this trait and this way of viewingindividuals

170
d.

of a Phoenician cultural backgroun Even so, thisformulationis particularly emphaticin the

context of the Second Punic War. Comparingthisto Livy’s ethnic portraits, Livy often attributes

186 5o after Scipio’s speechis presented, Livy contrasts Hannibal’s preferenceto, “inspirehis men firstwith
deeds rather than words” (Hannibal rebus prius quam verbis adhortandos milites) Livy21.42.1. And
following Hannibal’s rousing speech,in 21.46.1 Livy highlights Romanreluctanceto engage (apud
Romanos haudquaquam tanta alacritas erat).

167 For references see: Rossi 2004, 362.

%8 Dench 1995, 177; she assumes no stereotypes do not containanyinherent truth valueabout group
identities

%% Bohak 230 in Gruen 2005.

70 See examples from the Odyssey of Phoenician greed inthe introduction.
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greed as a character flaw of Hannibal, one that Polybius’ actually addresses and rejects, but Livy
neverlabels greed as a specifically Punictrait, as he does with terms such as perfidia.'”*
Polybius’ emphasis on the Puniccommander Bostar’s hungerfora bribe elsewhererefl ects

2 The emphasis of the stereotype here corroborates

Polybius’ portrait of Puniccharacters.
Polybius’ depiction, reflecting terms Polybius expected his audience to find persuasive.
What fits less wellis the claim about “fondness of rule” (dpthapxiav) being aninnate

73 1tis

quality of Phoenicians. lam aware of no comparable usage in other Greek authors.
possible that Polybiusis utilizing a stereotype that gained less currency and has therefore not
been transmitted. Given the far more pervasive experience the Greek world had of Phoenician
commerce and colonization, it makes sense that Phoenicians acquired areputation forgreed
rather than one for megalomania. Polybius may be innovating with his own stereotype or
adaptinga less familiarone to meet the specific historical contextthat he is examining. It seems
convenientthatastereotype about Phoenician desirefor dpyr occursin passage in which
Polybius explores the dissolution of Carthaginian &pyn."”*

The pairing of these two terms may partly be influenced by the works of the Roman
author Fabius Pictor. Inbook three Polybius recalls that Fabius claimed one of the main causes

"

of the Second Punic War was Hasdrubal’s “greed and fondness of rule” (mAeove€iav kal

175

dapylav).”” That Polybius rejects Fabius’ interpretation here does not mean he was against

applyingthe same terms elsewhere to categorize Carthaginian shortcomings. While | will show

1 Exa mple of Hannibal’s greed, Livy 26.28.3; Polybius’ refutation 9.22.8. See introduction for listof the
traits Livy explicitly labelsas Punic.

172 Polyb.3.98-99; Bostar’s eagerness for a bribereceives more emphasis thaninLivy’s account: Livy
22.22.

73 pindar praises Hieronin his First Pythian odefor deliveringthe Greeks from the “arrogance” (UBpLv)
and “harsh slavery” (Bapeiag Souliag) of the Phoenicians, butthis is nottreated as neither an innate
quality nor does itimply the sort of megalomania that ¢pthapxia implies.

Y% This might also providean example of a falsestartofa stereotype; ifso, perhaps its failuretogain
currency reflects that later authors would have found littleuse forit, in part becausethe Roman tradition
came to prefer stereotypes concerned with Punictreachery.

75 polyb.3.8.1; FRH Fabius 22.
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that the two terms play a far largerrole in Polybius” work, the use of terms by a Roman author is
significant, and suggests that Polybius’ may have even shaped this passage with such Roman
attitudesin mind, which supports my point that 10.36 could be meantas a political message to
Roman readers. Champion’s work on collectiverepresentations takes the matter furtherstill.
Champion arguesthat Greek thinkers understood three determinants of differences
among people: characteristics inherent to them by nature, climacticand geographical
influences, and lastly political and social institutions."’® The final category had the most
influencein Greek political theory. As I shall investigate below, Polybius associates ¢Aapyio and
mAeoveéia with degenerating constitutions and Polybius believed Carthage’s loss in the Second
PunicWar was partly due to its degenerating constitution. Polybius introduces the behavior of
the Carthaginian leaders as an example of Carthaginian folly in general, satisfying Champion’s
criteriaof a Polybian collective representation.’”” The implication that Carthaginian behavior
goes hand in hand with Carthage’s social degeneration helps explain this otherwise exceptional

use of the stereotype of Phoenician ¢p\apyia. | now return to the passages underdiscussion.

3. Carthago Nova and Andobales

Shortly afterthis passage Scipio Africanus delivers aspeech in direct discourse to his
soldiers as they prepare forthe capture of Carthago Nova, and italso builds upon the ideas
presentedin passage 9.11. Scipio observes that the Romans can make use of Carthaginian
discord. Scipio also emphasizes Carthage’s abuse of its alliesin almost the same terms
considered above: “and by theirtyrannical treatment of their allies they have estranged them all

»178

and made them theirenemies (moAgpioug autoig).” *® The use of the word for enemiesis

178 Cchampion 2004, 6.

77 Champion 2004, 173-203.

178 Polyb.10.6-7: (tol¢ Te CUMHAXOLC UBPLOTLKAG XpwHEVOUC Grtavtag AmnAAo TpLwKEVaL Kol TTOAEHioug
autoig napeokevakeval). Cf. Livy 26.41: Livy’s lengthier speech is overall moreabout Scipio’s character
and family.
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important here because Polybius uses thistermin his digressionin 10.36: “instead of being their

allies and friends, were their enemies (roAepiouc éoxov).”””

Livy’s Scipio says they are weary of
theirburdens and want Roman protection, but does not talk about theirbecoming enemies;
Livy’s speechisalso much more focused on characterizing Scipio. Scipio then leads his attack
and captures Carthago Nova, changingthe course of the war in Iberiaand ultimately the Second
PunicWar as a whole.

With the capital of Carthaginian Iberiain Roman hands, Scipio gained control of the
Iberian political hostages housed there and released them to diminish local support for
Carthage. The sources depict significant diplomaticgains forthe Roman side, evinced by
overtures foralliances with Rome from named Iberian elites. *** The sources also portray the
initial interactions of the hostages with the Romans through a dialogue between Scipio and the
wife of Mandonius, brotherto Andobales. Polybius and Livy diverge in these depictionsintwo
important ways. First, Polybius presents the release of the hostages as contingent upon their
families entering alliance with Rome, while Livy’s Scipio releases them freely withoutimposing
any conditions foralliance. Second, Polybius explicitly refers to the sexual abuse that Andobales’
daughters suffered from the Carthaginians where Livy merely presents the captives ambiguous
anxieties about their sexualsafety. Livy then elaborates on the account overall, introducing an
Iberian figure, Allucius, who freely becomes a client of Scipio, whereras Alluciusis not presentin
Polybius’ work. Asawhole, the interactions with the hostages at Carthago Novareveal that

Polybiusis more concerned with vilifying Carthage’s abuse of Andobales’ family while Livy is

more focused onidealizing Scipio’s generous treatment of Iberian clients.

179 ~ sy . \ ’ y " \ . .
Polyb.10.36.4: (tolyapolv avtl cUPHA)wV Kal piAwv TIOAEpioUg €00V TOUG UTOTOTTO HEVOUC)

180 Recall thatthe historical real ity behind the Abilyx scene is questionableand might reflect duplication of

the scene that follows.
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In Polybius’ account, Scipio tells the hostages to take heartand bidsthemto write home
to assure theirfamilies of their safety but also that they will be freed if their communities
become allies of Rome. In Livy’s account, Scipioinforms the captives that: “indeed they have
enteredthe power of the Roman people, who preferto oblige people with benefaction rather
than fearand have foreign peoples bound to themselves with trust and partnership ratherthan
subjectthem undermiserableservitude”.*! Livy’s Scipio then arranges for messengers to be
sentto theirfamilies so they may be returned andin the case that envoys of theircommunities
were already present, they were restored on the spot. In Livy’s account, Scipio appears to
release themwith no strings attached. Thisimmediately reinforces the sentiment of Roman
benefaction (beneficium). Inthe passage where hostages are released from Saguntum, Livy also
omitted any reference tothe Romans freeing the hostages to serve pragmaticends, which
Polybius was more explicit aboutin that case as well. While Livy shapes his narrative to enhance
the image of Rome’s treatment of Iberians, Polybius is more concerned with vilifying
Carthaginian conducttoward them.

The wife of Mandonius speaks up amongthe hostages. She weeps and begs Scipio for
merciful treatment of herself and the otherfemale hostages, among whom number Andobales’
daughters. In both accounts Scipioinitially misunderstands and guarantees that their material
needs will be met. This prompts herto obscurely indicate that heranxiety regards theirsecurity
from sexual abuse. In both versions Scipio readily obliges and promises to look afterthemas he
would his own family or friends.*®> The main difference in the accounts is that Polybius asserts
that they actually suffered such abuse from the Carthaginians, but Livy does not. In Livy’s

account, whenit becomes clearthat Scipio does not understand the implications of her pleas,

181 Livy 26.49.8: (uenisse enim eos in populi Romani potestatem, qui beneficio quam metu obligare
homines malit exterasque gentes fide ac societate iunctas habere quam tristi subiectas seruitio).

182 Polyb.10.18.15 says as his own sisters and children, Livy 26.49.16 says the wives and mothers of guest-
friends.
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she clarifies heranxiety forthe young women’s safety. Scipio notices Andobales’ young and
beautiful daughters, and then provides further reassurancethatthe Romans respect whatis
sacred and orders that the women be treated with the same respect as family friends. *** No
mentionis made of the Carthaginians or the past treatment of the female captives.

In Polybius’ account, Mandonius’ wife responds to Scipio’s misunderstandingin
essentially the same way, but herinitial pleaand his reaction toit differsignificantly.
Mandonius’ wife begins with explicit reference to Carthaginian abuse and this ultimately elicits a
strongeremotional reaction from Polybius’ Scipio. She pleads for “more propertreatment of the

women than the Carthaginians had done.”*®

When Scipio misunderstands and she clarifies she
isnot worried aboutfood, the daughters’ beauty gives riseto an emotional realization from
Scipio. Looking uponthe girlsand realizing what they have suffered, Scipio “is driven to
weep”.'®®

Itisa rare thingforPolybiusto portray a character weeping. He isin fact remarkable for
critiquing other Hellenistic historians for overindulging in such emotional tropes.**® When
Polybius does depict weeping, he typically employsitforcharactersthat are eithergrievingor
begging; Mandonius’ wife does something of both in this scene.™® Interms of Roman
characters, the only othertime Polybius shows aRomanweepingisinthe year 146, where

188

Scipio Aemilianus weeps overthe destruction of Carthage.”™ Onone level, thisis probably

intended to praise the Scipio family, with whom Polybius had close ties. Yet Scipio’s unusually

%3 ivy 26.49.13.

184 Polyb.10.18.7: mowjoacBat tfi¢ aut®v eboxnuooLvng ausivw Kapyxndoviwv.

185 Polyb.10.18.13; (AvaykacOn Sakploal).

186 Polyb. 2.56.6 for critique of Phylarchus.

187 ¢t 15.28.7,30.5.4. | count a total of 11 instances in which Polybius uses this term (dakpUw) inthe
extant work. The onlyinstance of kAaiw appears with Sakpuw in Scipio’s weeping for Carthage. Other
terms to express lamentation areless relevantbecause Polybius specifically employs dakpUw twice in his
critiqueof its unrestrained use by Phylarchus. Polybius does notemploy the term carelessly.

188 Polyb.38.22.1. This fragment derives from Appian (Lib. 132) and though the tone may not reflect
Polybius’ original words, Diodorus (32.24) also depicts weeping. Walbank 1957,iii.727.
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emotional reaction tothe abuse of Andobales’ familyis also part of the pattern of focalizing the
abusesthat Andobales himself has suffered from Carthage, still building up to his programmatic
critique of Carthaginianimperialismin 10.36.

The account of Carthago Nova isreinforced by an earlier hostage scene that takes place
at Saguntum, where acunning lberian named Abilyxtricks a Carthaginian commander Bostar
into releasing hostages. **° Polybius and Livy diverge here in their characterizations of individuals
and the ways in which the authors employ stereotypes. Both authors contrast Carthage’s
tyrannical behaviorandreliance on fearto control Iberian communities with Roman goodwill as
well as clemency and generosity. Yet, the authors vary significantly in the presentation of Scipio
as well as more subtly in the depictions of Abilyx and Bostar. Onthe whole, these scenes reflect
and serve the divergent ends of each author. On the one hand, Livy seeks to exculpate Scipio
from the sordid dealings with Abilyx, both by distancing Scipio from the affairitself and by
weavingthe negative qualities of the Carthaginian and Iberian characters more tightly together,
by playing on Punicand Iberian stereotypes that were not as well developed in Polybius’ times.
On the otherhand, Polybius presents Abilyxin such a way as to echo the earlier depiction of
Andobales’ exceptional loyalty to Carthage and Polybius again plays on stereotypes of
Phoenician avarice that Livy does not, emphasizing the lure that Abilyx’ gifts have on
Carthaginian Bostar. Polybius does soin orderto preemptively fashion a coherent picture of
Carthaginian and Iberian relations that frames his extended critique of those relations through

Andobales.

4. Andobales’ Defection

189 The Saguntum passagemay be a doublet of the Carthago Nova passage, Beloch 1915,361, andsoan

unhistorical episode, or atleastof exaggerated importance, De Sanctis 1979,iii.2.174. Nevertheless, the
authors’ depictions remainrevealing.
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Both accounts remark on Andobales’ defection, as well asthe otherdefectionsit
inspires and Hasdrubal’s decision to force a battle with Scipioin orderto stem further
defections.” In Livy’s simplerversion, Andobales claims to have defected from Hasdrubal for
the same reasons as Edeco, the first named Iberian leaderto defect to the Romans.*** While |
have omitted closerdiscussion of this passage, Polybius provides Edeco with alengthy speechin
which Edeco highlights similarinstances of abuse at Carthaginian hands, though Livy merely
reports that Edeco was the first to come overto the Romans, without providing any speech.
Yet when Andobales meets up with Scipio priortothe Baecula, Andobales divulges more specific
motivations. Livy’s Andobales speaks to Scipio with such eloquence that Livy highlights the
disjunction with barbarian norms: “he spoke notatall as a stupidly and carelessly like a
barbarian, but rather with modesty and gravitas, and excusing his change of sides as necessity

1% Andobales expresses appreciation

rather than glorifyingitas an opportunity smartly seized.”
for the suspicion with which Scipio will view his offer of alliancein view of his defection from
Carthage. So Andobales recounts “his faithful service to the Carthaginian generals, servicesill
rewarded by theiravarice and arrogance and every sort of injustice (auaritiam contra eorum
superbiamque et omnis generis iniurias) upon himself and his people.*** Livy’s words here finally
reflectthe abusesintermsthat match those used by Polybiusin passage 9.11, though one can
see they have been employed quite differently. In his conclusion, Andobales reiterates the

violence andinjury he has endured. Scipio then accepts the offer of allianceand returns the

wivesand children.

190 Polyb.10.37.1-4; Livy 27.17.4 captures the snowball effect: “unless he went to actiondaring
something, the defections which began would become a cascade” (nici audendo aliquid moveret, qua
coepissent ruerent).

Y1 polyb. 10.34; Livy 27.17.3.

92 1tis tempting to think this speech could have been Polybius’invention butitisimpossibleto prove.
93 livy 27.17.10.

194 Livy 27.17.12: (merita inde sua in duces Carthaginienses commemorauit, auaritiam contra eorum
superbiamque et omnis generis iniurias in se atque populares).
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The alliance with Andobales initially pays off. Andobales seems to have fought well at
the Baecula, considering that after the victory Scipio rewards him with a gift of 300 horses.**
Whenthe llergetes revolt after the expulsion of the Carthaginians and during Scipio’s mutiny,
they are said to have settheir minds on carving out theirown kingdomsin Spain (regnum sibi
Hispaniae) and so begin attackingtheir neighborsinthe EbroValley, who happen to be Roman
allies.”® In Scipio’s speech to his own mutinous men, Livy has Scipio reference this revolt and
compare the mutinous Roman soldiers to the llergetes on four occasions, contrasted with the
single reference to Andobales’ revoltin Polybius’ version of this speech. Without goinginto the
details of the speeches, Livy’s repeated emphasis on Andobales revolt serves to legitimize the
actions againsta problematiclberian ally. This reflects the turbulent relations Rome experienced
with Iberians forthe nexttwo hundred years and shifts the blame on the shoulders of
recalcitrantlocal communities. It also reflects the historical reality that treatment under the
Romans may not have beenterribly different from the worst of Carthaginian treatment.

When Polybius presents Andobales’ defection from Carthage, he reiterates the abuse
Andobales has suffered and draws attention to his previous treatment of this matter. Polybius
also explicitly references how Hasdrubal took his daughters hostage. Polybius writes, “they were
supposedto be the most faithful allies of the Carthaginians, butthey had long been disaffected
and were watchingforan opportunity forrevolt, eversince Hasdrubal, as | above stated, on the
pretextthat he mistrusted them, had demanded from them payment of alarge sum of money

7197

and the surrenderof theirwives and daughters as hostages. Nosuch reference existsin Livy

because in hisdepiction, the scene between Hasdrubal and Andobales did not occur. Polybius

%5 livy 27.19.7.

1% livy 28.24.3-4.

197 Polyb.10.35.6: (dAnBwvwrtatol ¢ Kapxndoviwv didol doalopevol, maAol pEv UMTOUAWG SLEKELVTO Kal
KOLpOV EMETAPOUY, €€ GTOou TIpooToLNBEVTEG oL tepl TOV AcSpoufav AmLoTelv alTolg fiTnoav XpnUATwy T
AR Bo¢ Kal Tag yuvaikag Kal Tag Buyatépag eig dunpeiav, kabBamep €v 101G MPO TOUTWV ESNAWOAEY).
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thenreportsthat Andobalesleaves Hasdrubaland this causes the otherlberians to follow suit,
attributing thisto the fact that, “they had long been offended by the arrogance of the
Carthaginians, but this was the first opportunity they had of manifesting theirinclinations.”**®
Thisis the moment, for Polybius, when Carthaginian actions have finally caused their authority
to fracture. Scipio’s success at Carthago Nova, his careful treatment of abused hostages,
persisting Carthaginian abuse and estrangement of theirallies, and Andobales’ defection are all
responsible forthis turn of events.

Andobales atfirst justifies hisinitial friendship with the Carthaginians, pointing out his
loyal service to them. He then recounts the injuries and insults he suffered underthemand
arguesthat due to their “manyacts of injustice, he had been forced to abandon hisfriendly

7199

attitude.”””” The explanation of Andobales’ motives found hereis more cohesiveand thorough
than in Livy. Scipio’s responses likewise differin Polybius and Livy’s accounts.

In Livy’s account, Scipio gives a brief response emphasizing that Andobales will not be
considered adeserter. He then presents Andobales with his family, resultingin ajoyful and
tearful reunion.”® In Polybius’s account, Scipio responds to Andobales’ concerns over his family

and reiteratestheirabuse by the Carthaginians:

“Scipio himselfhad the clearestevidence of the tyrannical conduct of the Carthaginiansintheir

licentious treatment of the wives and daughters of the speaker and his friends, whom he himself

had found inthe position notso much of hostages as of prisoners and slaves 20t

This abuse of hostagesisreiterated and expanded upon. This second reference to theirabuse is

now recognized by Scipio, indicating that Polybius’ initialemphasis of theirabuse and Scipio’s

%8 polyb.10.35.8.

199 Polyb.10.37.10: (moANGg adikiag avaloyllopevol kot avayknv adlot@vral thg ebvolag Tthg EKElVWV).
200 Livy 27.17.16. Polybius’ contempt for such dramatizationis well known.

201 Polyb.10.38.1-2: (6 NomALog kal tolg U ékeivwv eipnuévolg £odn moteVeLY, HAALOTA 6€ YIVWOKELV TNV
Kapxndoviwv UBpLv €k te Th¢ £ig Tolg BAAouc "IBnpag kol paAtota Th¢ ¢ TAC Eksivwy yuvalkog Kal
Buyatépag acel yelag, ag autog mapeltAndws viv ouy ounpwy €xoucag dtabeoty, AAN" aiypoAwTtwy Kal
SoUAwv, oUtwg TETNPNKEVAL TAV TILOTLVY WG 008’ Gv alTouC ékelvoug tnpfioal matépag UTAPXOVTAC).
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emotional response are notincidental. Togetherthis reflects a cohesive and sustained narrative
focalized around Carthaginian abuse of allies.

It isnow that Polybius delivers his programmatic passage in 10.36. These consistentand
deliberatedepictions of Andobales bolster Polybius’ critiques of Carthaginian abuses of allies,
makingvivid for his reader exactly how the change of policy resulted in alienation of allies and
contributedtothe erosion of theirempire in Iberia: “forthey believed that there is one method
by which power should be acquired and another by which it should be maintained.””** The
Carthaginians’ assumption that their power was unassailable led to this behavior. Polybius
identifies asimilar change in policy with regards to Philip V; McGing shows how in that case
Polybius repeatedly focalizes points about Philip’s youthfulness leading up the passage where
Philip goes astray.’®® This has the effect of strengthening Polybius’ interpretation that Philip was
corrupted by bad advisersinthe first place. My analysis suggests a parallel case in which
Carthaginian abuse of Andobalesisfocalized in orderto strengthen the impact of Polybius’
critique of Carthage in 10.36, settingup animplicitwarningto Rome.

Baronowski argues that Polybius overallviewed the Romans to be remaining consistent
intheirtreatment of allies after obtaining undisputed powerin 167, but there were some signs
that morality was beginning to degenerate, which would eventually contribute to the collapse of

294 The destruction of Carthage is a passage where Polybius voices reservations

Roman power.
relevantto this matter. To appreciate 10.36 inits larger role in Polybius’ narrativeand how it
indeed serves asawarningto Romanreaders, | now conclude with Polybius’ treatment of

constitutional decayin book six and depiction of Greek opinions on the destruction of Carthage

inbook 36. In these passages | show how Polybius explores the corrosive effects thatgreed

292 polyb. 10.36.5.
29 McGing 2013.
204 Baronowski 2011,87-113.
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(mAeoveia) and fondness of rule (dphap)ia) have on societies as well as how these vices are
implicated in the process by whichimperialpowers abandon the means by which once they

have obtained powerintheir maintenance of it.

PART 3: BOOK SIX AND GREEK OPINIONS ON CARTHAGE’S DESTRUCTION
The terms by which Polybius criticizes Carthage’s collectiveimperial behaviorin Iberia

mirror the language used to critique institutional decline toward ochlocracy in book six. >>®

Miller shows how Polybius’ critiques of the Boeotians are related to Polybius’ own topical

2% Here|l

treatment of decline, with ochlocracy feeding on the greed of the Boeotian people.
show how Polybiusis doing something similarin his treatment of Carthaginians. Polybius saw
the Carthaginians attheirmoral height during the First Punic War but claims that Carthaginian
institutions were already in decline by the time of the Second Punic War and so the Carthaginian
people (8fjpoc) had become supreme.”®” Polybius believes thisis the reason why the

2% polybiusis unclearas to whether

Carthaginians ultimately lost the Second Punic Warto Rome.
he views Carthage characterized as a democracy or ochlocracy, though his comments at the
conclusion of book six are revealing. Polybius claims that after a state weathers many dangers
and attains “supremacy and uncontested sovereignty” (Umepoxnv kai duvaoteiav adnpttov), its
citizens will eventually succumb to theirown prosperity and rivalry between citizens will grow

out of control.**®

2% On the importance of book six to Polybius’ workin general and its general aim of explainingRoman
success:Erskine2013.

2% Miiller 2013, 273-77; Polyb. 20.6.2-4.

2% polyb.1.13.12 & 6.51.3.

208 Polyb 6.51.7. Carthaginian reliance on mercenaries and overal | lack of self-sufficiency also contributed
to its defeat; Champion 2004, 141-43.

299 polyb. 6.57.5.
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One of the key ingredients that precipitates change forthe worse will be citizens’

210

“fondness of rule” (phapxia).” Citizens will then find grievances againstindividuals who

appeardriven by “greed” (mheove€iav) and the populace will be puffed up by flattery of those

211

driven by “fondness of rule” (phapxlav).” " At this point ochlocracy takes overthe state.

Polybius also uses averbal form of (dWaxelv) in his original explanation of ochlocracy at the

k.”** Of the nine times Polybius uses a form of the noun d\apxia, itappears

start of the boo
twice withinthese twolines, along withthe word for greed. In the passage where Hasdrubal
abuses Andobales, the Carthaginian generals exhibit the quarreling, greed, and “fondness of
rule” that Polybius judges to be signs of statesin decline, just as Carthage is supposed to be
duringthistime. Polybius notes the quarreling of the generalsin9.11and in 10.36 he claimsthe
Carthaginians deemed their “rule over Iberia undisputed” (&&npitov alTolc UTIAPXELV THV
1Bnpiav). The depictions of behaviorin Iberia conform quite closely to the programmatic
treatment of social decline in book six. Other parallels further strengthen connections between
9.11, 10.36, and book six.

In describing the Spartans, Polybius praises how well-off Lycurgus’ institutions made
them with regard to theircity and private lives, but says that Lycurgus also left them “most fond
of rule” (b\apxotdrouc) with regard to the rest of Greece.’** Polybius follows up by including
the same noun, papxia, to describe the Spartan’s failed attempts at expansion abroad.”**
Polybius’ main complaint with Spartan expansion overthe rest of the Greeks is that it exceeded

the means of Spartan institutions, which were only effective at dominating their neighbors and

2% polyb.6.57.6.
> polyb.6.57.7.
12 polyb. 6.9.6.
1 polyb.6.48.8.
214
Polyb.6.49.3.

59



the Peloponnesians.**> Polybius likewise claims that constitutional decline isinevitableforall
states and explicitly indicates that thisincludes Rome’s mixed constitution, thoughitis not
necessarily imminent.”*® Because Polybius observes signs of Rome’s moral decay after 167, it
isquite plausiblethat he understood Rome to be susceptible to these same issues.

Critiques of Carthage and Sparta come full circle when Polybius presents Greek opinions
about Rome’s destruction of Carthage (36.9). The first and fourth opinions condone Rome’s
destruction of Carthage while the second and the third expre ss disapproval. Polybius does not
explicitly comment on which he personallysupports, if any, though scholars have often
attempted to surmise which views Polybius may have favored.*'* Champion argues that Polybius
usesthe voice of the indirect historianin opinions two and three to voice critique of Roman

219

barbarism.”"” While Baronowski, Walbank, and Ferrary argue that Polybius agreed with the first

and fourthviews, they also uphold that the critical opinions reflect Polybius’ reservations about
Roman actions. Eckstein, while refraining from judging which opinions Polybius favored,
emphasizes the moral significance in the theme of “departure from original purposes”

220

expressedinthe arguments.”” While | find Champion’s arguments convincing, the opinion of

Ferrary, Walbank, and Baronowski that envisions merely the reflection of reservationsis
sufficientto make my case. In the passage Polybius writes:
“Others took the opposite view, sayingthat far from maintainingthe principles by which they
had won their supremacy, they were littleby littledeserting itfor a fondness of rule (phapxia)

likethat of Athens and Sparta, startingindeed later than those states, but sure, as everything
indicated, to arriveatthe sameend. Foratfirstthey had made war with every nation until they

1 This inconsistencyinexpansionisdistinct, butresembles the critique of Carthaginian change of habits,
insofaras the intuitions by which they attained power in the Peloponnese could not be used beyond it.
216 Polyb.6.9.12; other remarks about general inevitability of decline: 6.4.11-13,6.51.3-8, 6.57.1-9.

17 Eckstein 1995, 142, 229-30,264-65, 286; Walbank 2002,208,227; Champion 2004,148,213-14,227-
28; Baronowski 2011,156-9.

218 That Polybius favored opinion oneand four: Walbank 1957,3.663—4; Ferrary 1988,327-43; Musti
1978,54-7; that he favored the critical opinions: Schepens 1989; Petzold 1969, 62-3. Walbank eventually
came to admitthe critical opinions could reflectreservations, Walbank 2002, 19-20.

219 Champion 2004, 163.

229 Eckstein 1995,232, n. 149.
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were victorious and until their adversaries had confessed that they must obey them and execute
their orders. But now they hadstruckthe first note of their new policy by their conduct to
Perseus, in utterly exterminating the kingdom of Macedonia, and they had now completely
revealed it by their decision concerning Carthage. For the Carthaginians had been guilty of no

immediate offence to Rome, but the Romans had treated them with irremediableseverity,

although they had accepted all their conditions and consented to obey all their orders.”**!

Miltsios argues that here Polybius focalizes these views to promote adiverse range of opinions

222 . . . . . . . . .
k.”““ Miltsios’ emphasis onfocalization is useful, especially if one considers how these

inthiswor
sentimentstie intothe ideas already focalizedin 9.11 and 10.36. The opinion accusesthe
Romans of abandoningthe principles by which they obtained theirempire and succumbing to
dapyxia, again mirroring the critiques of the Carthaginiansin Iberia: abandonment of the
principlesthathadledtosuccess and corruption from ¢l apyia. The reiteration of Sparta, about
which Polybius made his opinions quite clearin book six, strengthens the link between Polybius’
warnings about harsh dealings, d\apyla, and consistency in the maintenance of imperial
power.

The possibility of Rome succumbingto the harsh policy itdealt out to Carthage, justas
Carthage paidfor its harsh treatment of the Iberians, appeared obvious enough to
contemporary Romans. Polybius’ text preserves Scipio Aemilianus weeping at the destruction of
Carthage and ironically quoting Homer: “A day will come when sacred Troy shall perish, and

223 . . .
"““*This would mark the second occurrence in all of Polybius’

Priamand his people shall be slain.
workin which a Roman character weeps. The firstinstance was with Scipio Africanus weeping at
Carthago Nova, over Carthaginian abuse of the hostages. That scenes of Romans weepingonly
occur for the two Scipios at the two Carthages may be more than mere coincidence. Itlends

strong praise to the character of the Scipio family, Polybius’ closefriends. Yetinamore subtle

way, it brings us full circle, showingthat Carthaginians had no one butthemselves to blame for

221 Polyb.36.9.5-8; Paton trans., with modification.
222 Miltsios 2013, 86.
223 Polyb.38.22.2 = App. Punica, 132.
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what happenedtotheirempire, while subtly intimating that if the Romans were not careful,

they could easily befallthe same fate.

CONCLUSIONS

Polybius’ judgements of the Barcid empire in 10.36 are anything but objective
assessments of the Carthaginians, butinstead reflect Polybian topoi concerning the author’s
beliefs aboutthe maintenance of power, the propertreatment of subjects and allies, and the
degeneration of social institutions. This lengthy commentary does provideaunique and
complex view of the Barcid empire, but Polybius’ rhetorical efforts to enhance this
interpretation through the focalization of Andobales’ relations to Carthage and the use of ethnic
stereotypes must be taken into account. These passages were carefully craftedtoserve asa
warningto Polybius’ Romanreaderstotreattheirallies well if they intended to maintain
imperial supremacy. Polybius selected details and even scenes thatdo notappearin Livy’s
account, which at least suggests his selective emphasis of details he found in written or oral
sourcesinorder to confirm his particularvision of the Barcid empire in 211. The dependence on
ethnicstereotypes and collective values related to Carthage’s “decaying” constitution should
alsogive us pause. Above all, Polybius’ ideological motives and evolutionary social principles
should be keptin mind when consideringinformation from his work for study of the Barcid
empire.

Historically speaking, itis worth pointing out thatif Polybius may have been
exaggeratinginstances of abuse, hisaccountalsoassumes that the Barcid empire was
established through better practices that those exhibited by its generalsin 211, at a time when
its generals were under pressure to extract resources from allied communities to support

Hannibal’s campaignin Italy. Polybiusisintent to emphasize the Carthaginians attheir worst,
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but was not interested in providing an equally clear or persuasive picture of whatthey had done
right up to the point of 211. Given Polybius’ stronginterestin emphasizing Carthage’s harsh
treatmentofitsallies and the negative effects of such be havior, thisat least suggests that he
found relatively less material to support thisimage of Barcid imperialism before 211. It isalso
important to note that Andobales quicklyrevolted against the Romansin 206 and againin 205,
losing his life inthe second instance. This suggests that Andobales’ expectations of Roman
beneficence were disappointed. Polybius’ willingness to potentially exaggerate Roman reactions
to Carthaginian abuse of hostages also warns against reading passages about the political
significance of hostages at face value. The importance of hostages for securing allied loyalties
may appearoverstated. Afree hand also seems at work inthe creation of speeches from
barbarian characters, who in some instances made no comparable speechesin Livy’s account.
Finally, itis noteworthy that these crude depictions of ethnicgroups, dependent upon
essentialist characteristics and sharp categories of difference, hardly reflect the more complex
social realities of the Barcid empire. As proceeding chapters will show, there was agreat deal of
interaction between Carthaginians and locals and in many cases, the essentialist labels of
Carthaginian, Punic, and Iberian become increasingly problematicand fuzzy as one studies the

material culture and practices of those who livedin Iberia.
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CHAPTER 2: ECONOMIC INTERACTIONS

The creation and maintenance of the Barcid empire spurred significant economic
activity, from which Carthaginians, Iberians, and Punicinhabitants of Iberia profited. Such
benefits werereaped by the subjugation and exploitation of local people through conquest,
tribute, colonization, mining, and slavery, which spurred construction, exchange, and
consumption. These economicdimensions mattered a great deal to the individualsinvolved,

both those profiting from the empire and those exploited by it.

While previous scholarship has relied primarily upon literary and numismatic evidence
to offercursory treatment of economicdimensions, such dimensions have received no extended
consideration.”** Foracommercial and economicpowerhouse like Carthage, thisgapinour
knowledge is surprising. The archaeological evidence now reveals the range of economicactivity
that this vigorous empire spurred, reflecting the material consequencesithad bothfor
Carthaginians and the inhabitants of the empire in Iberia. That an economicimpact can be

detected atall offers a significant step forward in our current understanding, helping unveil a

In 225

critical dimension of this once “phantasmagorical” empire.””” Yet the archaeological evidence

not only reveals that the Carthaginians had an impact, but also offers glimpses of how empire
affected Carthaginians and local people. This information forces us to consider how Carthaginian
elitesreacted tothe disruption of the state’s administered trade networkin Sicily and Sardinia
and how new marketsin Iberia affected traditional practices of exchange, production, and

226

redistribution.”” The material evidence also suggests that allied communities benefited more

224 Blazquez Martinez 1989; Lopez Castro 1995,73-97; Blazquez Martinez, Alvar Ezquerra, and Gonzalez

Wagner 1999; Lowe 2000; Ferrer Maestro 2006.

22° Bendala Galan 2010,438.

226 A modern historiographical chimera once envisioned Hamilcar Barca opposing Hanno the Great’s policy
of agricultural aggrandizement in Africa. Yet excavationsinIberia and Carthagereveal a very different
picture. I’'m unsure ifl want to open myself up for this debate.
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than the polemical depictionsin literary sources suggest. | show that Gadir (Roman Gades)
exploited the supply needs of the Carthaginian forces to boostits ancestral fish-salting
industries to new levels of intensity. Other Puniccommunities as well as Iberian complicitly

participatedinthe imperial scheme.

Aftera synopsis of previous scholarship, in part one | examine Carthage’s primary
methods of economicexploitation, which took the forms of tribute-taking, human mobility, as
wellasminingand slavery. While the evidence forthese activities is relatively sparse, they were
critical for mobilizingthe wealth and resources that financed construction as well as new
patterns of consumption and exchange. Intensified exchange was necessary to supportthe
demands of new consumer bases of soldiers, laborers, and colonists. In part two, | considerthe
imperial capital of Carthago Nova as the economichub of empire and as a case study to show
how all of these factors coalesceson a large scale. I first considerthe considerableresourcesand
laborthat were investedinthe construction of the city along with the productive significance of
that construction. Then | examine Carthago Nova’s role as redistributive centerforgoods
consumed there by colonists, soldiers, and miners as well as goods being exchanged between
Carthage and allied communities. In partthree, | turn to contemporary construction elsewhere,
includinganother Carthaginian settlementas well as civicexpansion among allied communities.
| concludein part four by looking atthe intensification of exchange and consumption among
allied communities; here Gadir provides a strong case forthe beneficial impact that the Barcid
empire entailed forlocal commerce and consumption. Empire created crisis forsome but
opportunities for others. This chapteris about how Carthaginians and local allies seized the

opportunities of empire.
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PREVIOUS SCHOLARSHIP

Previous scholarship has given little treatment to the economicdimensions of the Barcid
empire intheirown right. Primarily utilizing literary evidence, previous work has been mostly
descriptive, reiterating literary passages about Carthaginian mining operations and a skeletal
narrative of campaigns.””’ Numismatictreatments have tended to focus on military matters
rather than economicdimensions of the coinage.’*® The maininterpretive questions have been
concerned with the economic motivations behind Carthaginian interests priorto the Barcid era
and the general economicimportance of the Barcid conquestin the wake of Carthaginian

military crises and losses of territory.**

The communis opinio now views prior Carthaginianinfluence in Iberia as primarily
commercial in nature, against previous scholarship that posited adirectimperial presence,
based on scattered references fromthe literary sources.”*’ Inthe olderview, Carthage assumed
control over Phoenicianterritories after Tyre’s fall in 573 BCE and the attendantcrisisin the
Phoenician colonies.”*" Scholars are less certain now about the homogeneity and ubiquity of this
“sixth-century crisis.” Nevertheless, Phoenician adoption of Carthaginian material culture and
funerary practices, notably the transition from cremation toinhumation practices, reflects

cultural and commercial influence from Carthage.”*

C. R. Whittakerchallenged the notion of Carthage’s imperialtakeover, rightly

emphasizingthe “scrappy literary and archaeological evidence,” forit, arguinginstead that

??7 See note 224.

228 Viillaronga 1981; Chaves Tristan 1990; Garcia-Bellido 1993; Alfaro Asins 2000b.

229 Questions about the political motivations behind conquest, such as the goal of building up to defend
againstRome or even to seek revenge for the loss of the First Punic War, exceed the scope of this work.
3% Ferrer Albelda 2002, 12-14.

?*1 Unless otherwise noted all datingrefers to BCE.

232 Eor areserved reading of these changes see: Aubet Semmler 2001, 341—6; cf. Telmini et al.2014, 115.
For funerary practices: Gémez Bellard 2014.
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Carthaginian influence amounted to commercial dominance.?** Carthaginians carefully
administered atrade network through various treaties with Mediterranean trade partners.
Polybius’ rendition of the second treaty between Carthage and Rome of 348 may reflect

monopolizing strategies on the part of Carthage inits ban of Romans from raidingor tradingin

234

the waters of southernlberia.”> Though formed from a hypothetical basis of equality and

reciprocity, such agreements overtime could engender disparities in Carthage’s commercial and

235

political favor.”> Whittaker's emphasis on Carthage’s commercial rather than imperial ambitions

has become paradigmaticforthe study of PunicIberiaas well as the Punicworld asa whole. >*

Scholars still debate how these arrangements affected Carthage’s Punicallies in Iberia.
Some emphasize the politicaldominance of Carthage; others, like Oswaldo Arteaga, have argued
that at least Gadir enjoyed parity with Carthage, leveragingits alliance to nurture its own
hegemony overalocal league of Punicpolities.”®” Arteaga’s proposed league builds upon Miquel
Tarradell’sinitialtreatment of an economicnetwork in the Straits of Gibraltar, which he coined

the “Circuit of the Straits” in which Gadir played animportant economicand supposedly political

238

role.””® While Gadir's economicsignificance is undeniable, its political position remains

239

ambiguous.” Asintriguing as Arteaga’s proposal may be, there is no evidence to demonstrate

that Gadir everheaded aformalized Punicleague of any sort or that it exercised political

240

leadership amongPhoenician neighbors.”" A more flexible stance is more likely toreflect the

variety and complexity of arrangements. Communities in the Circuit of the Straits negotiated

*33 Garnsey and Whittaker 1978, 70-1. Justin 43.5.3, Pol. 1.10.5, 2.1.6.

234 pol.3.24. For commenta ry on the relation between Polybius’toponyms and Iberia, see Ferrer Albelda
2011a.

% Ga rnsey and Whittaker 1978, 84—-88.

238 Eor Iberia see: Gonzélez Wagner 1989; Lépez Castro 1991, 77-9; Ferrer Albelda 2002, 17; more general
acceptance: Telmini et al.2014,114-5.

237Arteaga 1994.

**® Tarradell 1965; Tarradell 1967; Niveau de Villedary 2001c.

239 Niveau de Villedary 2003.

240 Arteaga 1994,41-2.
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different positions between commercial autonomy and dependence with respect to Carthage,

while others perhaps exploited mutually beneficial relations with Carthage.***

It isimportantto considerarange of possibilities when thinking about these
relationships. Each community probably established and negotiated its own arrangements with
Carthage and each other. Prioritizing the archaeological evidence permits us to transcend the
generalizations drawn from the literary sources.*** Instead, acommunity’s material remains can
be examinedintheirownrightto elucidate the development of the community’s fortunes. Even
where Carthaginianinfluence may be suspected, one should not underrate the determination of
communitiesto negotiate fiercelyintheirown interests, even if Carthage had military and
commercial advantages. Finally, internal factors drove changes too.?** Innovation and significant

change within an allied community need not always stem from Carthaginian influence.”**

Scholars have also considered the economicmotives behind the conquest of Iberia. Ona
general level, Howard Scullard’s article in the Cambridge Ancient History represents the
communis opinio: “the loss of Sicily and Sardinia had weakened the economiclife of the city
[Carthage].”**® Polybius notes the lost revenues caused by these territorial losses and the
Mercenary War (241-238).>*® Literary sources also emphasize the personal motives of Hamilcar

247

and Hannibal to use Iberiafora war of revenge against Rome. "’ Otto Meltzerfirst challenged

thistradition about the “wrath of Hamilcar” as historiographical dramatization andinstead

241 Hegemony: Gonzalez Wagner and Lopez Castro; mutually beneficial however unequal relations: Ferrer
Albelda 1998; Pliego Vazquez and Ferrer Albelda 2011.

**2 Ferrer Albelda 2002, 17.

243 E.g., for emphasis oninternal developments, Niveau de Villedary 2001c.

%% Alicia Jiménez 2014,220.

**° scullard 1989 p. 22.

2% po. 1.82.7, Pol.3.13.1; for financial difficulties that precipitated the Mercenary War cf. Pol.1.66.5,
perils of the same war Pol. 1.65.4.

%47 p0l.3.9.6-10.7, Liv. 21.1.4, App. Iber. 9.34.
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rightly emphasized the general crisis provoked by territorial losses and allied revolts. *** While
the loss of revenues directly extracted from Sicily and Sardinia may have been significant, the

consequences for Carthage’s administered trade network werealso grave.

Ulrich Kahrstedtlongago offered anintriguing hypothesis about the commerecial
implications of losing the islands: Carthaginians could make up forthese losses by opening up

7249

new markets to rebalance those deficits with “Spanish trade. Karhstedt’s proposal has

gained some supportamong experts, though up to now little work has been done to test his

250

hypothesis with the material evidence.”" In the 1980s Morel studied the circulation of

Carthage’s third-century ceramics, offering a first glimpse of the diffusion of Carthaginian black

> The predominance of this pottery and

glazed ceramicsinthe Iberian Peninsula (fig. 2.3).
therefore goodsis especially marked onthe eastern coast. Thirty years of excavation at
Carthage, Carthago Nova, and numerous othersettlementsin Iberia have sharpened the
chronological precision of existing typologies, particularly fortransport amphorae. *>* These

excavations furnish sufficientinformation that goes beyond Morel’s global observations and can

now offer more nuanced understandings of economic contexts and interactions atlocal levels.

How did the Barcid empire affect the material life of Carthaginians as well as the existing

inhabitants of Iberia? What difference, economically, did the empire make? Kahrstedt’s

248 Meltzer 395, “nicht blofs einzelne Persoenlichkeiten, sondern weite Kreisein Karthago.” For more
recent critiqueand bibliography see: Errington 1970, 26—32; Scullard 1989, 22—3; Gonzdlez Wagner 1999,
276, 285;Hoyos 2003, 534 notes 7 & 8.

249 “Den spanischen Handel” Kahrstedt1913, 138-9.

250 Support: Blazquez Martinez 1961, 3—4; Chic Garcia 1978,233; Lopez Castro 1995, 75; Mata Parrefio
2000, 27; Gonzalez Wagner 1999, 265; Noguera Celdran, Madrid Balanza,and Velasco Estrada 2011,480;
Gonzalez Wagner has asserted that the loss of politicalinfluenceattendant upon the loss of commercial
hegemony inthe Mediterranean was crucial. To Kahrstedt’s credit, he considered archaeological evidence
for Punictradeinlberia, but the dearth of availableevidence offered no chronological precision with
whichto link objects to the Barcid era, Kahrstedt 1913,123-8.

> Morel 1986.

232 Ramon Torres’ monograph remains a fundamental guide, Ramén Torres 1995.
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hypothesis can now be tested against the material evidence to provide part of the answer. The
conquest of Iberiadid stimulate new commercial activity for Carthaginiansin the metropolis. Yet
to fully appreciate the economicimpact that the conquest entailed for Carthage and its allies,
exchange must be placed within the wider context of economicactivities spurred by conquest
and exploitation. I begin with the more exploitive aspects, which both fueled and stimulated

demand forothereconomicactivities.

PART 1: IMPERIAL EXPLOITATION AND MAINTENANCE

1.1 TRIBUTE

Tribute was an important economicstimulus and afundamental reality of empire.
Tribute could take the forms of agricultural levies, money, and soldiers forthe Carthaginian
army. While plunder was importanttoo, tribute implies periodic extraction of resources from

local communities.?*?

Though tribute-takingis undetectablein the archaeological evidence,
there are some direct literary references to the taking of tribute alongside the more abundant

remarks about plunder. Afterreviewing the evidence for tribute and the different formsittook,

| consideritseconomicimplications.

The sourcesindicate thatlocal communities negotiated a variety of political statuses
with Carthage, with some distinguished as allies and others as subjects. Hamilcaris said to have
subjugated some communities by force and others viadiplomacy, which assumes some

negotiation of status, as does Hasdrubal’s general reputation for diplomaticacumen. >**

233 Examples of plunderinginclude Hannibal’s campaigns against the Vaccaei (Liv. 21.5) and Saguntum (Liv.
21.15).
?** Hamilcar, Pol.2.1.7, Diod. 25.10; Hasdrubal, Pol. 2.36.1, Diod. 25.12, Liv. 21.2.52.
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Therefore, within the territory that Carthage controlled, some but not necessarily all

communities may have paid tribute (figs. 2.1& 2.2).

Polybiusrefersto monetary tribute in his description of Hannibal’s demands on the
Olcades.””® Otherancient authorsalso reportinstances in which Carthaginian commanders
subjugated communities forwhich itis reasonable to presume that tribute payment followed.**®
Polybius assumes adirect correlation between conquestand the increase in Carthage’s

economicand military resources.”®’ Agricultural tribute was likelyimportant, in addition to

revenues from land annexed by Carthage.>*®

Military manpowerwas also an important form of tribute, probably provided by both

259

subjectsandallies.”” Diodorus claims that Hamilcar after his first victory (c. 237) enrolled 3,000

of the prisonersinto hisarmy.’®° If this reveals something of a policy toward gaining control of
local military manpower, it culminated in Hasdrubal’s acclamation as autocrator by his Iberian
troops.”®" Livy says that Hannibal’s demand for troops is what sparked the initial revolt of the

262

Olcades, resultingin monetary tribute thereafter.”* The Carthaginians raised levies from Iberian

5 pol.3.13.7 “having exactingtribute form the cities” (dpyupoloynoag &€ tag moAelg); Liv. 21.5.4 “the
lesser cities forced to accept Carthaginian authority with tribute imposed” (perculsae minors civitates
stipendio imposito imperium accepere); Polyaenus 7.48, “he made an agreement, taking300 talents of
silver” (cuvBnkag émolnoaro, Aafwv apyupiou TAAavTa TPLOKOOLA).

258 Chic Garcia 1978,133-4; Gonzalez Wagner 1999, 272; Hamilcar subjugated many cities, Diod. 25.10,
subjugated the most warlike people of Africa, Nep. Ham. 4.1; Hasdrubal’s subjugation of the 12 cities of
the Orissi, Diod.25.12.

7 pol.3.10.6, 14.10.

238 Impliedin Hannibal’s promise of Iberian land to his soldiers, Liv.21.45.5.

239 Lopez Castro1995,75; Gonzalez Wagner 1999,272; Quesada Sanz 2005,133—4.

2%% Diod. 25.10.

**1 Diod. 25.12; Pol. 10.10.9.

2%% iy, 21.11.13.
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communities throughoutthe Second Punic War.”* Hostage-taking seems to have beenone

method employed to secure the contribution of troops.

| considerthe Roman case suggestive for estimating the dramaticeconomicimpact of
tribute. Peter Bangargues that the redistributiveforces of tribute-taking in the Roman Empire
had a strongerimpact on exchange thanthe markets themselves through which goods were
exchanged, though the interrelation of state and “free” market forcesis more importantthan
theirdisconnection or opposition, as Hopkin suggested.’** Tribute can be an effective means for
increasing peasant production by forcing peasants to work harder, beyond fulfilling the basic

consumption needs of their household.**®

A final aspect related to tribute-takingis the potential stability that empire can force
upon economies. When empire amounts essentially to the enforced sale of protection, it has the
ancillary benefit of creating stability and diminishing transaction costs. This phenomenonis well
attested forthe Roman Empire, where Roman peace limited bellicosity between states while
also effectivelyimproving the flow of information and goods, and perhaps some overall

reduction in piracy and banditry.*®°

Howevershortlived, the imposition of atributary empire
may have had similar effectsin some areas of Iberiawhere previously warfare between

neighbors had been endemic.”®’

%3 Hannibal’s initial troop arrangements: Pol.3.33.14-16, Liv. 21.22.2-3; reinforcement of the three
armies that defeated the Scipio brothers, Liv. 25.32.3, Liv. 25.34.6; reinforcements after the defeat at
Baecula, Liv. 27.20.7; troops raised for the battle of Ilipa, Pol.11.20.1, Liv. 28.12.13-15.

2%* Hopkins 1980; Bang 2007.

2%% Bang 2007, 25-27.

2% Scheidel, Morris, and Saller 2007, 10; Bang 2007, 47-9.

?%7 Quesada Sanz2003, 146-8.
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1.2 MINING & SLAVERY

Mining mattered. The extraction of rare metals played asignificantrole in financing the
Carthaginian army and perhaps other state projects. Mining required huge investments of
manpowerand infrastructure. Little direct archaeological remains of Barcid mines, largelydue to
the later presence of Roman mines thatin many cases may have maintained the systems
appropriated from Carthage.?*® | begin with an overview of the coinage minted under Barcid
leadership, the clearest physical testament to mining; | then review the scarce remains of Barcid
mining centersthat were located in regions of the Rio Tinto River, the Sierra Morena mountain
range and hills withinthe modern district of Cartagena (fig. 2.4). | conclude with some brief

remarks aboutthe use of slave laborin the mines.

Mining operations permitted Carthage to mint vast amounts of coinage for military and
administrative needs. Givenitsrelevance to miningand the Barcid economy as a whole, abrief
overview of coinage in lberiapriortoand duringthe Barcid era is useful here. Priorto the Barcid
period, only three communities ever minted any coinage, with sporadicissues and essentially
local circulation. From the fourth century onward Emporionissued silverissues while Gadirand
Ebusus beganissuingtheir own bronzes at the start of the third century.’®® Most foreign coinsin
southern |beriawere Carthaginianissues, which circulated more widely in the Central

Mediterranean from the fourth century onward.*”°

The output of Carthaginian coins during the Barcid era was large, using various rare

metals; estimates suggest between 25and 35 dies peryear were used throughout our period.*”*

268 Blazquez Martinez 1989, 165; Domergue 1990, 166—7; Berrocal Caparrds and Ramallo Asensio 1994,
90.
2%9 Ripollés Alegre 2012 in Metcalf2012.

27 Alfaro Asins 2000a, 25-7; Frey-Kupper 2014, 80-96.

an Villaronga 1981.
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This coinage was mintedin Iberiaunder Carthaginian authority andis known as Hispano -
Carthaginian coinage, while issues that arrived in Iberiafrom the mint of Carthage can be called
Carthaginian civiccoinage, and coins minted by local communitiesin Iberia may be considered

*”2 Finds indicate that the coinage was mainly lostand hoarded in southern

provincial coinage.
Iberiaandalongthe eastern coasts, providingaroughimpression of its circulation (fig. 2.2).

Hispano-Carthaginian coinage was issued underthe authority of the Barcid generals and for this
reasonisalso referred to as Barcid coinage.””* These coins were struck in vast quantities, firstin

1.>”* While some scholars have seen the images of

silverandtheninbronze too underHanniba
the Barcid generalsinthese issues, most experts identify their obverse iconography as
traditional Punicdeities.?”> That controversy, however, is less important than the question of the
coins’ economicfunction. Silverissues were minted primarily to pay soldiers serving Carthage.*”®
Yet the bronze divisions likely reflect the developing need for smaller units of exchange among
local markets.?”” Itis also probable that soldiers exchanged some of the silver coinage in local
markets, a likely if unintended consequence of their state production.?’® The eventual bronze

issues may have been partly driven by growing demands among the users of the silver coinage

for smallerunits of exchange.

The earliest Hispano-Carthaginianissues, to judge from their exclusive appearance in

theregion, were minted at Gadir, whereas more diffuseissues appearto have been minted

272 Afaro Asins 1997,51.

*”3 The standard work remains Villaronga 1973 with importantrevisions and overviews availablein
Villaronga 1983; Alfaro Asins 1993a; Garcia-Bellido 1993; Alfaro Asins 1997.

274 Villaronga estimates the Barcids utilized roughly 370 dies between 237 to 218, and 207 dies for silvers
of the Second Punic War alone, Villaronga 1981, 144—-47. While providing a good idea of the order of
magnitude of Carthaginian minting, the actual accuracy of these estimates matters little for our purposes.
278 Alfaro Asins 2000b, 123.

277 Villaronga 1981,124 & 139;Alfaro Asins 2000b, 123.Smaller scalestatetransactions, such as
administrativetransactions, should also be kept in mind Garcia-Bellido 1993, 323.

278 Howgego 1990.
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laterat Carthago Nova, reflecting the progress of Hamilcar (237-229) and Hasdrubal’s (229-221)

campaigns from west to east.?”’

Minting for Carthage continued at Gadir and was also taken up
at Arse/Saguntum, Ebusus and Castulo during the Second Punic War.*** Spectrographicanalysis
of 74 silver coins has shown that Hispano-Carthaginian coins were minted by allied mints;
variationsintheirtrace metals conform to patternsin provincial coinages. Forexample,
Hispano-Carthaginian coins minted by Gadir contain a small but distinct measure of copperin
place of the leadin othercoins, a feature visible in the provincial coinage of Gadir. This might
indicate adegree of autonomy in allied minting for Carthage.?** While Hispano-Carthaginian
coinage minted by allies was at the disposal of the Carthaginian state, favored allies were
permitted to mint their own civic coinages as well.?®> Compared to pre-Barcid Iberia, minting

under Carthaginian powerincreased tremendously and depended on large scale mining

operations.

Hamilcar established control overthe mineral resourcesinthe region of the Rio Tinto
River. The area had seen intensive mining activity during the eighth through sixth centuries,
after which many settlements were abandoned and activity generally abated, though some sites

28 The silver

seemto have continued producing andinteracting with old Phoenician colonies.
initially extracted from these mines may have been used to create the first Hispano-Carthaginian
issue, dated to Hamilcar’s reign forits limited appearance in the region of Gadir.?** The handful

of sitesforwhich itis possible to identify signs of Carthaginian miningall coincide with later

centers from Romanstimes (fig. 2.5). Diodorus claim that all Roman mines coincided with

"% \iillaronga 1973, 73-93; Alfaro Asins 1993a, 31.

280 8pez Castro 1995,84-87.

281 Sejas del Pinal 1993.

282 Eor civic mintingas a sign ofautonomy see Howgego 1995,39-43.

283 Fernandez Jurado 2002; the mine at Tharsis may have continued to produce throughout the fourth
century, ad note the arrival of products fromthe Circuitof the Straits, Pérez Macias 1996,112-3.

284 Villaronga’stypell, Villaronga 1973,87-91.
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Carthaginian precursors.’®® This seems true for the limited number of sites where signs of
Carthaginian mining can be identified, making comparison with the Roman period convenient
for visualizing the potential scope of Carthaginian mining operations, though thisis only

impressionisticat best; only excavations can reliably identify Carthaginian mines.

Settlements abandoned since the sixth-century crisis were reoccupied and new mining
technology was employed. At Nieblaappear contemporary wares from the Circuit of the Straits

286 Niebla’sinvolvementin silver

and the sites destruction appears linked to Second Punic War.
metallurgy was likely reinvigorated by the Carthaginians. At Huelva where mining activity lulled
inthe fifth century, there are also signs of intensive exploitation at the end of the third

287
century.

AtTejadala Viejareorganization of the settlementin the late third century may also
reflect Carthaginian intervention during this period.*® Finally at Corta Lago at Rio Tinto (fig. 2.6)
thereis evidence notonly for revitalization but the appearance of anew furnace types that used
more developed blooms, resultinginimproved reduction in the oven.*® The introduction of new

technology and the reinvigoration of settlements represent a significant development for the

mining economy in Rio Tinto underthe Carthaginians.

There were significant Barcid mining operations within the districts of the Sierra Morena
mountain range, cradled between the valleys of the Guadiana and GuadalquivirRivers and
formed the southern border of the Central Meseta. Despite the absence of archaeological

evidence, Barcid mining operations are more evident in literary sources and numismatic

*% Diod. 5.38.

286 Toscano, Pérez, and Campos 2000, 97.

*%7 pérez Macias 1996,137.

288 ca mpos Carrascoand Gomez Toscano 2001, 168.

289 parez Macias 1996, 95; Pérez Macias and Delgado Dominguez 2007, 292-3; the authors characterize
these as “genuine blooms” of 30 cm. inlength.
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evidence.””® The community of Castulo was an important regional center of great political
importance to the Carthaginians, significant enough that Hannibal married amember of the

291

local elite from here.”" Pliny the Elderreports that the mines which Hannibal opened near

Castulo furnished about 225 pounds of silver per day.**

A Barcid mint may likely have been
locatedin Castulo though the city was also permitted to mintits own civicbronzes at this time,
which show iconographicinfluence from Hispano-Carthaginian types. Garcia Bellido sees the

bronze issues as related to mining operations, ratherthan commerce, perhaps as salaries for

miners.?** The scarcity of material and literary evidence conceals this significant activity.

The site for Carthago Nova was selected in part due to the mineral wealth of the region.
The principal sites were the Sierra Minera de Cartagenato the immediateeastand the mining
zones inthe modern regions of Mazarrén y Aguilas (fig. 2.7).?°* Mazarrén is the location of the
first recovery of a hoard of Hispano-Carthaginian coins, found in 1861, among which were 70
silvershekels with Melqart-Heracles on obverse and elephants on reverse.”> Even one of the
five hillsinthe new city was named after the god Aletes who was honored for discovering the

. . . . 296
silver mines and may have beenalocal Iberian deity.

The metallurgical site of indigenous Los Nietos, was occupied and rebuilt by the

Carthaginians atthis time. It was previously occupied by indigenous Iberians who traded with

297

Punicpeoples.”" Atthe site are remains of slagand different types of ovens associated with

metallurgical activity. A larger oven was used as a melting furnace whilethe smallerones were

2% | ack of archaeological evidence, Blazquez Martinez 1994,52.

21 iv.24.41.7.

292 plin. Nat. 33.96-7,300 librae; cf.Strabo’s about a placecalled “silver mountain” near Castulo, Strabo.
3.2.11.

*% Garcia-Bellido 2000, 1334.

294 Antolinos Marin 2008, 619.

2% One and a halfsizedenomination, Villaronga Class II1type |ll,for hoard see Villaronga 1973,73-4.
296 Polyb.10.10.11; Berrocal Caparrds and Ramallo Asensio 1994, 89.

297 Berrocal Ca parrés and Ramallo Asensio 1994, 89.
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used for cupellation. The larger oven may date to the first half of the fourth century though it
continued to operate duringthe Barcid era. The coastal position would have facilitated
transportation of fuel and materials to the complex. Garcia Cano and Ruiz Valderas conclude

298

that the complex was probably related to the processing of silver.””" The site was abandoned at

the end of the third century and not reused by the Romans.

In the mining region of Mazarrén there are signs of Carthaginian presence in additionto
the coin hoard at Los Gavilanes where silver was processed. This site had seen metallurgical
activity since the eighth century but shows intensification of use in the fourth and third
centuries, with asignificant presence of Punicmaterial. During the fourth and third centuries a
new foundry was installed and utilized. This site was also abandoned in the last quarter of the
third century, perhaps linked to Rome’s capture of Carthago Nova. The evidence for prior
interaction atthese sites with Punicpeoples suggests thatin our period Carthage took more
direct control over mining operationsin which there had already been some degree of

commercial involvement, **°

Signs of some technological innovation during the Barcid era appearto coincide with
Diodorus’ report of the Carthaginiansintroducing large scale mining operations. Itis often
assumed that the Carthaginiansintroduced new Hellenistictechnologies to the Peninsula,
paving the way for Rome.>® In this respect, the new bloom furnaces at Rié Tinto are significant.
Yet overemphasis of this point simply reproduces Diodorus’ rhetorical portrait of simple,
indigenous Iberians, who were outdone by the superior means of greedy butcivilized invaders.
In Rié Tinto the Roman period was not marked by significant technological innovations and this

isunsurprising, given the scale of indigenous production achieved in the seventh and sixth

298 Garcia Canoand RuizValderas 1995, 135, 146.
299 Berrocal Ca parrds and Ramallo Asensio 1994, 87; Martinez and Almero 2005, 52.
300 biod. 5.36-8; Blazquez Martinez 1989, 159; Bendala Galan and Bldnquez Pérez 2003.
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centuries.*** More important than using new mining technology was the ability to organize labor

302

and resources to utilize existing technologies.” “ Both the Carthaginian and Roman states were

well equipped forthat task, producingincreasesin aggregate production.

Mining operations may have been the single mostimportant economicelement of the
Barcid empire. The extraction of rare metals enabled the Carthaginian state to finance alarge
army through issues of coinage, which circulated almost entirely within Carthaginian controlled
areas of Iberia. The logistical costs associated with mining would have precipitated further
economicactivity. Such costsincluded the provisioning of equipmentand tools as well asfuel
for smelting, along with transport of ore and other materials.>** Here | conclude with evidence

for the use of slavesin particularand the implications of exploiting this local human resource.

Slavery seemsto have been asignificanteconomicinstitutionin Barcid Iberia, especially
as a form of labor forboth construction projects and mining operations. Slaveryisawell-
attestedinstitution inthe city of Carthage butthere islittle direct evidence forslavesin Iberia
due to the usual paucity of literary sources and the limited archaeological visibility of slaves.*** A
couple of passages referto Carthaginians enslaving defeated Iberians. Livy explicitly reports that
the survivors of Saguntum were enslaved as plunderforthe soldiers.**® Cornelius Nepos seems

to suggestthat Hamilcar transferred slaves back to Carthage, “he enriched all of Africa with

301 6. D. B. Jones 1980, 159; Pérez Macias and Delgado Dominguez 2007,293; for Tartessian mining,
Fernandez Jurado 2002.

392 Kehoe 2007, 567-8; for isotopic analysis Greenland Ice cores for pollution from Carthaginianand
Roman miningfrom pollution see: Rosmanet al.1997.

393 Kehoe 2007, 167-8; Wilson 2012.

3% Eor general discussion (Huss 1985,499-500, esp. note 40 for epigraphic evidence; Tsirkin 1986,129—
30; 135-6. Accordingto Justininthe fourth century Hanno the Great could raiseanarmy of 20,000 slaves
(Just. 21.4.6). For steps forward concerningthe archaeological visibility of slaves in the Roman world, see
Joshel and Petersen 2014.

39 Liv 21.15.2.
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. . .. . . . 306
horses, arms, men, [and] money” (equis, armis, viris, pedunia totam locupletavit Africam).

Thereissimilarevidence for the enslavement of captivesin Carthage’s wars against the Greeks
in Sicily and Roman citizens too were enslaved by Carthage during the Punic Wars.>*” Rome’s
second treaty with Carthage assumes slaving too, with provisions for Carthaginian enslavement

308

of inhabitants of Latins.”" Togetherthe sources suggest that Barcid generals may have

. . ey . 309
commonly enslaved captives, particularly after punitive campaigns.

Scholars assume that slave labor was significant for mining operations. *'° It would be
surprisingif aslave usingeconomic powersuch as Carthage diverged drasticallyfrom other
Mediterranean polities where mining slaves are better attested, such as Athens orRoman

311

Iberia.””" Polybius’ remark about the tens of thousands of miners near Carthago Novain Roman

12 Diodorus

times gives animpression of the potential scale of operations during Barcid times.
Siculus offers an extended passage about miningin which the Carthaginian use of slaves seems
implicit.**> Diodorus censures the Romans for exploiting slave laborin contemporary mining, in
contrast to the former practices of indigenous Iberians, who diligently worked freely for
themselves. Diodorus then criticizes Carthaginian greed for opening the Iberian minesin the first
place, noting how all contemporary mines had originally been opened by the covetous
Carthaginians. Both Roman and Carthaginian operations are contrasted with the small scale

labor of indigenous precursors. Carthaginian slavery required little comment perhaps because it

was understood as a given concomitantto mining.

306

Nep. Ham. 4.1.
307 E.g. inSicilyseeDiod.13.57-8,20.69.2; Huss 1985, 500; Valerius Maximus reports Flamininus freeing
2,000 Romans in Greece who had been enslaved duringthe Punic Wars (Val Max.5.2.6).
308

Pol.3.24.5-6.
309 E.g., Hasdrubal’scampaign againstthe Orissito avenge Hamilcar’s death, Diod. 25.12.1.
1% Tsirkin 1986, 136; Lépez Castro 1995, 75; Gonzélez Wagner 1999, 280, 288.
> For Athens: Kyrtatas 2011, 100-1; Rihll 2011, 68-9, Laurium: (Lauffer 1979).
312

Pol.34.9.8.
313 .

Diod. 5.36, 38.3.
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Incorporation of local captivesinto the laborforce would have been efficient. Without
denyingthe possible import of free labor, itis probable that the Carthaginians made some use
of the available supply of local slaves from conquest for such large scale mining and construction
projects. The Romansonly turned to alternative forms of labor in the second century fortheir

mining needs because of problems with the slave supply.***

Though there remain questions
about the extentto which Carthaginian used slaves, thereis no question about the significance

of miningitself, which served as a cornerstone forfinancingimperial forces and projects.

1.3 “COLONIZATION” & MOBILITY
The violence of campaigns and the opportunities of empire relocated local people and

attracted immigrants, givingrise to new bases of consumption and demandingintensified
exchange. Though Carthaginian colonists were important, with the exception of those at
Carthago Nova, they elude identification. Laborers and soldiers, from local communities and
abroad, also generated significant demands as consumers. | begin with the challenge of
identifying Carthaginian colonists and then turnto the presences of laborers and soldiers and

theireconomicimpacts as consumers.

Carthaginians settled in Iberiato enjoy new opportunities.***> Many of the 10,000
citizens mentioned at Carthago Nova carved out productive nichesinthe urban orperi-urban
economy.>'® Some literary sources attest to Carthaginian colonization for this period as well as
inearliertimes. Whilethere is little reason to doubt that additional colonization occurred, there

can be little certaintyinlocating such colonists. Itis difficult to distinguish between the

exchange of Carthaginian goods and the presence of actual Carthaginianimmigrants based on

*1* Shepherd 1993.
315 Aristotle notes that state-sponsored colonization was a significantinstitution: Aristot. Pol.2.1273b.
316

Erdkamp 2012.
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material evidence alone. Besides the foundations at Carthago Nova and perhaps El Tossal de

Manises, itis difficult to identify colonists elsewhere.*"’

Two literary sources referto people called “Libyphoenicians” who came from Africaand
settledinIberiaduringthe fifth orfourth centuries. The author of a Greek periegesis from the
second century, so-called Pseudo-Scymnus, states that the Libyphoenicians (A(Budoivikeg) from
Carthage founded a colony on the shores of the Sardian Sea, near the Tartessians, Iberians, and

Bebryces.**®

The otherreference comes from Avienus writingin the fourth century CE, who
reports that fierce “Libyphoenicians” (Libyophoenices) lived among the Massieni, the Cilbicene,
and the Tartessians, nearthe Chrysus River, identified with the modern Guadiaro River.**
Pomponius Melareports the immigration of “Phoenicians from Africa” (ex Africa Phoenices) to
his native community of Tingentera, though he does not use the ethnicphrase Libyphoenici ans.
Avienus locates Tingentera near Carteia. Taken togetherthesereferences mayvery well

preserve memories of actual migrations, but no discernibletraces of the pre-Barcid immigrants

have yet been discovered in excavations.**

Diodorus claims that Libyphoenicians intermarried with Carthaginians and they appear
to have been under Carthaginian control by the time of the Second Punic War, as both Polybius
and Livy also mention Libyphoenicians among the soldiers that Hannibal transferred between

321

Africaand Iberia.””” Modern scholars have been curious about the ethnicity of these people and

theirrelationship with Carthage.>*” At present, attempts to locate the Libyphoenicians through

*Y7 The communis opinion understands Carthago Nova as a colony, e.g., Gonzalez Wagner 1999, 282; El

Tossal deManises is admittedly less certain.

318 pseud. Symn. V.195-200.

31 Avienus, Ora Maritima 419-24; Ferrer Albelda 2000,423.

320 Mela 2.96.

321 pol. 3.33.14-16, Liv. 21.22.2-3. Consider also Livy’s account of the Libyo-Phoenician commander
Muttines of Hippacra, Liv.25.40.5-11, 26.21.15,40.3, 27.5.6-7, 8.18.

322 Lépez Castro1992; Monedero 1995.
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. . . . . 323
archaeological, numismatic, and toponyms have been unconvincing.

Togetherthese remarks
may very well reflect genuine movements of people, some even under Carthaginian direction,
but the tendency of the sources toward geographical vagueness renders it difficult to locate
these peoplesarchaeologically. Yetitis also possiblethat the sources have merely preserved

perceptions of Punicized communities in Iberiathat may have arisen from any number of factors

unrelated to Carthage.***

Directliterary references to colonization during the Barcid period are more revealing.
One of the few certainties available to usis that beneath modern Cartagenarestthe remains of
a Barcid foundation.?** Carthago Nova secures a fundamental point of comparison for
considering the material remains of Carthaginian empire. Otherreferences to Carthaginian
foundations are farless revealing. Diodorus attests to Hamilcar’s founding of a settlement called
Akra Leuke and Hasdrubal founding asecond settlement after Carthago Nova. Akra Leuke has
commonly beenidentified as El Tossal de Manises, thoughit could just as well be Hasdrubal’s
second foundation, or even anotherfoundation entirely.>?® Definitive identification is not

possible, though a convincing point against this identification is the lack of evidence for Hamilcar

323 Carretero argues that agricultural innovations and theintensification of olive oil productioninthe
territory of Gadir was inspired by Carthaginian colonists, butthere is little positive evidence for Libyo-
phoenicians atCerro Naranja or other nearby settlements; Carretero Poblete 2007,196—7; for critiquesee
Ferrer Albelda 2000; Ferrer Albelda, Ferndandez, and Carrasco 2010, 84.Toponyms that appearinlberia
with the OBA/UBA elements observed in African settlements provide more convincingevidencefor the
general migration of people from Africa to Iberia, butit cannotbe proven that Carthage hadany handinit
Carretero Poblete 2007,181-201; for review and critique of the numismatic arguments about Libyo-
phoenician mints see Jiménez 2014.

*2* Ferrer Albelda 2000, 430.

3?5 See above.

3% Eirstidentified in 1889 by Roque Chabas through philological concordance with Roman Lucentum and
the white limestone cliffs inthe nearby sierras Grossa y deSan Cristofol, Chabas 1889;supported by
Meltzer 1896, 401;for historiography see Sala Sellés 2010,934-36.
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having everreached the coasts of southeastern lberia.””’ But thatleaves no obvious alternatives

for Akra Leuke and Garcia-Bellido’s suggestion of Carmoisimprovable.??®

Hannibal’s troop movements may have inadvertently led to natives from Africa settling
inIberia afterthe Second Punic War. Appian offers more direct reference to colonization under
Hannibal. Appian claims that Hannibal settled individuals called “Blastophoenicians”
(BAaotodoivikac)from Africain southeastern Iberia.>** Finally, the possibility of military
coloniesforsoldiersisimpliedin Livy’s account of Hannibal promisinglandin Iberia to his

. 330
soldiers.

While Appian’s Iberian account has been shown to be rather unreliable, itis possible
that Appian reflects agenuine fact gleaned from his source material, which would accord with
Hannibal’s promise of settlementin Livy’s work, as well as the city founding of Hannibal’s
predecessors.”>" Aristotle notes thatin the fourth century the Carthaginians were in the habit of

sendingcitizen colonists to dependentcities, and itis also possible that this tradition may have

been practiced in Barcid Iberia.**

The literary sources and evidence from toponyms givereason to believe that
communities migrated from Africato Iberia before the Barcid period, and Carthage may have
had a hand in some instances. The literary sources also attest to colonization under the direction
of Carthaginian generals during our period. Together the remarks about specificfoundations
and settlementin general suggest that colonization was animportant economicfactor. Aside

from Carthago Novaand perhaps El Tossal de Manises identification remains elusive, but

**" Sumner 1967, 209-11; Garcia-Bellido 2010, 203-5.

3?8 Garcia-Bellido 2010, 205-6.

329 App. Iber. 56.

3% jv. 21.45.5; noted by Lépez Castro 1995, 76.

331 Eor an exhaustive listof inaccuracies concerning those matters, see Eckstein2012, 224-5.
*32 Arist. Pol.6.5.1320b.4.
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colonists may be considered a potentially significant body of manpower and consumers.

Laborers and soldiers were probably more significant.

New foundations introduced newbases for consumption, and the overall influx of
soldiers and laborers affected existing urban centers as well, fueling much of the exchange |
considerbelow. Non-agriculturallaborers formed one important consumer base. Free or unfree,
skilled orunskilled, all individuals who devoted the majority of their energy to non-agricultural
production hadto be fed. Miners, considered earlier, were probably the most significantamong
them. Some free laborers may have devoted only portions of downtime from farmingto do
work for Carthage, but the sources attest to the presence of skilled specialists and | have already
encountered traces of their workspaces. Polybius reports the presence of some 2,000 artisansin
Carthago Novaalone. Miningcommunities probably generated considerable consumption
demands. Polybius’ account of tens of thousands of miners for the Roman mines of Carthago
Nova, mentioned above, gives animpression of the potential scales involved.*** Similarly large
communities may also have been employed in the mining centers of the SierraMorenaand Rio

Tinto.

The sources do not permit an accurate counting of soldiers but at least reflect the
growth of the army as Carthaginian power expanded.*** There is no reference to the size of the
initial force with which Hamilcarlanded, though based on the forces available duringand at the
end of the Mercenary War, Dexter Hoyos’ proposal of around 20,000 is plausible.*** For
Hasdrubal’s reign Diodorus Siculus records that Hasdrubal put 50,000 seasoned meninto the

field to avenge Hamilcar’s death, and that he raised the numberto 60,000 afterfounding

333p0l.34.98.
34 scullard 1989,41-2.
35 Hoyos 2003, 56.
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Carthago Nova.>*® Hannibal exchanged some 14,000 infantry between Iberia and Africa, with an
additional 10,000 leftto guard the Ebro Region, and departed Iberia with an army of 90,000

**"Evenallowing

infantry, anumber Polybius read fromaninscription Hannibal erectedin Italy.
for exaggeration, conquest certainly increased Carthage’s military capacity. At times of intense

campaigningthere may have been several tens of thousands of soldiers to maintain.

The navy, cavalry, elephant core, and ancillary logistical costs were also substantial. The
earliest Barcid coinage depicts warships, suggesting that at least some of the 50 ships that

1.>*® According to

Hannibal leftinIberiahad beeninservice under Hamilcarand Hasdruba
Diodorus, under Hasdrubal the cavalry reached 8,000 and the elephants numbered 200. With
Hannibal’s departure, some 3,500 cavalry and 50 elephants were leftin Iberia. The state
maintained the elephants, though logistics for soldiers are not clear. Whethersoldiers were fed
out of theirown pocket or via the state mattersless forour purposes than the overall economic
demandtheir presence meantforlocal economies and foreign exporters. Itis not necessary to
quantify precisely the materialrequirements of these forces to appreciate the overal [demands
they would have generated, especially when forces were augmented for major campaigns.
Erdkamp has argued that private markets would have been animportantforancientarmiesin
addition to state organized supply depots. The usual needs of a professional army should also be
noted, such as repairs forsoldiers’ gear, transportation costs, and the supply and maintenance

of pack animals.**’ The aggregate maintenance costs of these forces, despite fluctuation,

engendered sizable and persistent bases of consumption.

3¢ Diod. 25.12; cf. Pol.11.20 for Hasdrubal Gisco’s army of 70,000 during the Second Punic War.

**7 On Hannibal’s inscription atthe Lacinian Cape, Pol. 3.33.5-18, 28.46.15-16, Jaeger 2006; troops for
Hanno, Pol.3.35.5, Liv. 21.23.1-3; summary of sources for Hannibal’sforces: Quesada Sanz 2005, 137-8.
38 b, 3.33.14, Hannibal left 50 quinqueremes, 2 quadrirmes,and5 triremes, but only 32 of the
quinqueremes and triremes were fully manned.

339 (Erdkamp 1998; Herz 2007).
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On the whole these new consumer bases likely raised aggregate consumption demands
inlberia. Soldiers supplied by allies and perhaps local mercenaries may have returned to sow
theircrops after campaign seasons, butforeign troops likely created year-round demands. Labor
communities, especially those with high proportions of slaves, were less likely to have produced
theirownfood. And evenif the number of colonists besides those at Carthago Nova was
relatively marginal, the total number of colonists would have been several thousand and
perhaps more if Polybius’ record of 10,000 prisoners at Carthago Novais accurate. To meet
these needs, Carthaginians exported goods to Iberiaon an unprecedented scale while

production and exchange amonglocal communities intensified.

So far | have explored how the Carthaginians exploited and redirected the human and
material resources of local communities through tribute, mining, and slavery. The acquisition
and management of these resources was essential for the maintenance of military forces
through which Carthage established and maintained dominance. Butto emphasize only this
interdependence of military strength and resource extraction oversimplifies the complexities of
the imperial economy. Carthago Nova provides a useful case study because itencompasses the
range of interrelated economicactivities that were generated by empire. Carthago Nova was
constructed as a fundamental hub forthe systems of exchange, consumption, and redistribution

upon which the empire depended.
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PART 2: CARTHAGO NOVA AS ECONOMIC HUB OF EMPIRE

“Hoc arx, hochorreum aerarium armamentarium”
“Thisis theircitadel, thisis theirgranary, treasury, and armory”
—Livy 26.43.8

Livy’sremark sums up well the military functions that Carthago Nova served (considered
in chapter four) but hardly does justice to the city’s economicimportance. Carthago Novawas
far more than a mere treasury: it produced wealth. The city served anindispensable role in the
supply and control of regional mining operations, as | have shown. Through an extensive
organization of labor and resources, the city was outfitted with an ambitious infrastructure and
protected by immense walls (fig. 2.9). Furthermore, it was built to be a key nexus of regional
exchange and redistribution, serving the needs of its own inhabitants but also crucial forthe
furtherdistribution of goods along the coasts to other communities as well as to pockets of
consumers in Guadalquivir Valley. While Carthaginians at the Metropolis benefited from
furnishing for Carthago Nova, remains also show significant exchange with the allied
communities of Gadirand Ebusus. Carthago Nova at once models the breadth of the economic
impactthat empire generated whilealso revealingitself as the primary hub of the Barcid

economy.

2.1: Building the Economic Hub

To appreciate the scale of building at Carthago Nova, an overview of previous
urbanizationin lberiais useful. Carthago Novawas located on the southern periphery of the

ancientregion of Contestania, bounded roughly to the north by the Jucar River, where several of

340

the othersites| examine below werelocated (fig. 2.8).”"" Inhabitants had beenin direct contact

3% Abad Casal, Sala Sellés,and Grau Mira 2005, 56; | employ Contestania merely as a geographic entity

here; the ethnicidentities of its inhabitants do not concern this discussion.
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with Phoenician colonists since the eight century and Phoenician commerce had a significant
impact on indigenous urbanization as early as the sixth century, mostvisibly reflected by the
systems of hill forts that began to arise.>** Overthe course of the fifth through third centuries
the area saw a new phase of demographicexpansion, engenderinglarger settlements and
increasingly hierarchical social structures. By the third century large settlements had arisen,

7342

perhapsfunctioning as regional capitals over “archaicstates. Suchregional centersin eastem

343
In

Iberiaranged as large as 10 hectares, with Ullastretin Cataloniasetting the high barat 15.
Contestania settlements were smaller, with La Serreta embracing an area of 5.5 hectares.**
Amidthese social and economicdevelopments, Hasdrubal founded the Carthago Novain

229/228, with walls embracing an estimated area of 40 hectares.>** This massive foundation

dwarfed regional oppidaand Puniccommunities alike.

Priorto the Carthaginian foundation the site had beeninhabited by Iberians who
probably traded with Carthaginians and may even have beenintegrated peacefully into the new

346

city.”™ Wares from southern Italy datable to the first half of the third century seemto have
arrived through Carthaginian intermediaries; local ceramics appear throughout the Barcid city.

Previous structures show signs of continued use into the Barcid era without signs of destruction

. ey 347 . . .. . . . el
orviolenttransition.””" Whileevidence isinsufficient to assess this transition more clearly,

341 Eor Phoenician Fonteta see, Rouillard etal.2007; for Phoenician commerce see Carme Belartein
Dietler and Lopez-Ruiz 2009, 93; 101-2; hill forts in general:Grau Mira 2003, 266.

%2 sanmarti Grego 2009.

3 Sanmarti Grego 2009, 24.

344 Grau Mira 2003,271-5; Sanmarti Grego 2009, 24-25. Its walls may be contemporaneous with our
period, but evidence is insufficientto relate this buildingactivity to the Carthaginian presence.

345 Pol.2.13.1-2,10.10; Diod. 25.12; Bendala Galan 1989, 142;Ramallo Asensio 2010, 231.

**% Ros Sala 1989,9-11; Ruiz Valderas 1999.

347 Ramallo Asensio and Ruiz Valderas in Helas and Marzoli 2009,531-3.
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peaceful transition and integration at least accords well with the tradition of Hasdrubal’s

amicable relations with indigenous communities.>*®

Carthago Novastood on a hilly peninsula protected by alagoon to the north while the

inletto the south formed one of the best natural harborsin Iberia (fig. 2.9).>*°

This topography
afforded excellent protection. The only direct terrestrial entrance was through the isthmus on
its easternside, though a causeway was constructed on the westernside. The intramural area
embraced five hills, which required expansive installations of artificial terracing throughout the

city, carving out roads and alleys for publicand private spaces upon and through the hills (fig.

2.10).>*°

Excavations since the 1980s have uncoveredthree sections of the original Punicwall.
The first portionis a thirty meterstretch of the eastern wall, located to the south of the Calle
San José (figs. 2.11 & 2.12), with a north/south alignment .*** Associated ceramics and Hispano-
Carthaginian coins secure its creation to our period. *** The city was enclosed by two parallel
walls of beveled ashlarsin opus quadratum, joined by perpendicularinnerwallsin opus
africanum to form casemates for the storage of arms, provisions, and equipment.>** These
compartments were arranged in sets of threes, with access to the middle compartmentthrough

theinterior wall and entrance tothe wings from the middle room.

This contrasts with the stretch of wall excavated onthe slope of Cerro Molinete in the

northeast of the city, with an east/west alignment, also formed of parallelwalls connected by

3% Gonzélez Wagner 2010, 64. Pol. 2.13.1, 36.1, Diod. 25.11.1, Liv. 21.2.5.

349 Noguera Celdran2013,138; Martinez Andreu 2004, 12.

%0 po].10.10.6-12. (Martinez Andreu 2004, 15; Asensio and Sdnchez 2007, 6).
351 Martin Camino and Belmonte Marin 1993.

352 Lechuga Galindo 1991; Marin Bafio 1997.

353 Asensioand Sanchez 2007, 8.
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casemates but with adobe bricksinstead of great limestoneashlars.”” This wall shows signs of

hastier construction, perhaps deemed alower prioritydue to the natural protection of the

lagoon blocking terrestrialaccess, whilethe wall on the isthmus was expected to take the brunt

355

of an assaultand withstand siege engines.””> A third stretch of wall in the southwest of the city

356

may also be part of the original system.”” Building these defenses required an enormous

investment of laborand materials.

The ambitious system of roads, hydraulicsystem, and ports contributed to the well-
beingofitsinhabitants and to the commercial vitality of the city. The significance of intra-mural
terracingand the sewer systemis easily underestimated. Terracing carved pathways through
the city and framed subsequent construction, in some places laying foundations for pathways
fourand half meters wide. Some of the terrace walls utilized ashlars and were builtin opus
africanum, projecting as deep as three meters down into hillsides.>*’ Several stretches of the
terracing have been recovered revealing section that framed the main east/west axis of the city,

358

upon whichthe ViaAugustarested in Roman times (fig. 2.13.6-7, 10, 13).>" A sewersystem was

established beneath these structures, remains of which have beenfound on the southern slope

359

of the Cerro de Molinete and adrainage spout.”” The original portfacilities are less visible, with

** This seems to be the wall thatScipio Africanus successfully scaled to capture the city, Noguera Celdran,
Madrid Balanza,and Velasco Estrada 2011,495-97.

395 Noguera Celdran, Madrid Balanza,and Velasco Estrada 2011,498-501; Polybius states this was the
stronger portion of the wall, Pol. 10.13.7.

336 Poorly published, only mentioned in passing; “similarity” to eastern wall: Ramallo Asensio 2010, 214.
357 E.g., Cerro de Molinete, Noguera Celdran2013,148.

38 plaza San Ginés Martin Camino and Roldan Bernal 1994,254-5, fig. 2.9.6; Calle Palas Antolinos Marin
2006,101-2, fig. 2.9.7; Calle Duque 2 Alonso Mardones and Zapata Parra 2005,281-2, fig. 2.9.10; and
possiblyatCalle Duque 8-12, Pecete Serrano and Diez Matilla 2005, 273, fig.2.9.13.

39 Roldan Bernal 2002,281.
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. . . . 360 .. ..
possible remains scarcely identified.” Overalla careful and ambitious civicplan emerges,

offering productive opportunities to colonists, whose activities are likewise detectable.

Remains of productive structures suggest that the urban inhabitants were busy. Polybius
notesthat the majority were occupied with productive ends: “the population was exceedingly
large but composed mostly of craftsmen, artisans, and fishermen” (16 6’ &AAo MA0¢ O TL ToAU
pev €in Stadepdviwe €v alTh, mav 6& Snpoupykov Kat Bavauvcov kat Balattoupyov).*
Polybius’ “BaAattoupyov” may reflect the degree of specialization. Archaeological evidence
atteststo fisheries: fishhooks and otherfishing gear have beenlocated in the northern sector of

*%2 |f not the boomingindustry of Strabo’s time, these

the city nearthe lagoon (fig. 2.13.17).
fishermenfilled animportant consumptive niche infeeding the city. Remains of multiple
metallurgical workshops have also been uncovered from the western slope of the Cerro
Molinete and west of Cerro de Despefiaperros.>®® Near the workshop on Cerro Molinete are

I”

structures of a more general “artisanal” nature with remains of aworkbench. The finds nearthe
Cerrode Despefaperrosincludetwo workshops onits northwestern side, with remains of
charcoal, ash, and fragments of cups. Another metallurgical workshop has been identified
furtherto the west of the same hill.*** In Polybius’ record of the divinities after which hills were

named, this particular hill was named after Hephaestus, a possible syncretism for Punic Kusor. **®

Assessing the identity of those who worked in these structuresis difficult. Aristotle

atteststo Carthaginians sending citizen colonists abroad. Polybius distinguishes between the

%0 possibletraces of Punic port: Roldan Bernal 2002, 278.

%1 pol.10.8.5. Polybius and Livy number the citizens atabout 10,000 (Pol.10.17.6-10, Liv 47.2) and
distinguish the “workmen” (xelpotévag/opifices)from the general body of citizens; Livy numbers the
workmen at2,000.

*%2 Ramallo and Ruizin Helas and Marzoli 2009, 540. Lowe 2000, 48-9. Pol.10.8.7; Strab. 3.4.6.

353 Cerro Molinete: Cerro de Despefiaperros:

*%* Madrid Balanza 2004, 34—6; Madrid Balanza 2005, 266.

35 pol, 10.10.11; Ramallo Asensio and Ruiz Valderas in Helas and Marzoli 2009, 541.
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“workmen” (xelpotévac) and the “citizens” (moAttikoUc) of the city.>®®

Perhapsthe latterwere
strictly those who owned land within Carthago Nova’s chora while the former were simple
laborers, though such distinctions probably oversimplify social complexities. Epigraphy at
Carthage itself attests tothe social prominence of ironsmiths as state engineers, some even
paralleling judge status.*®’ Because ironsmiths were so valued by the state, they may have
enjoyed similarprominencein Carthago Nova. The presence of skilled metalworkersis hardly
surprising, given the mining operations and needs of the Carthaginian army. Taken together, the
remains of fisheriesand otherindustrial structures, along with the array of investmentsin
infrastructure, revealthat Carthago Novawas builttobe a prime economicengine of the new

empire, offering adiversity of productive opportunities forits inhabitants. These inhabitants

enjoyed goods arriving from all overthe western Mediterranean.

2.2: A Nascent Trading Nexus in the Western Mediterranean

Carthago Novarested at the nexus of various trading circuits. Here the Circuit of the
Straits from the west converged with the route from Ibizafrom the east, along with routes from

North Africaand ultimately Southern Italy.*®®

The study of Carthaginian interregional trade
begins at Carthage. Ramdn Torres’ monograph, the essential starting point for studies of Punic
amphorae, synthesizes much of the material available by the mid-1990s. Subsequent excavation
inboth Tunisiaand Spain have essentially corroborated and added nuance to his overall

369 . . ..
framework.”” For Carthage, excavations at Bir Messaouda have uncovered levels pertaining to

the Barcid era and sequences down to the earliest history of the city.*’° From about 350 to 250

*% Arist. Pol. 2.11.

*%7 Kaufman 2014, 125.

358 Aubet Semmler 2009, 204-6.

39 Ramén Torres 1995.

7% For some summa ry of recent excavations atCarthage: Docter and Chelbi 2007.
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*"1Yet exports of

one local amphoratype dominates stratigraphicsequences, Type T.4.2.1.5.
local products were less frequent at this time than they became in the Barcid period. The
distribution of Western Greek and Sardinian amphorae in Carthaginian spheres of influence in
North Africaand Western Sicily from the sixth through third centuries reveals the importance of
intermediation. Bechtold argues that, “Carthage’s unquestionable economic power and vitality
duringthe late sixthto fourth centuries BCE was notdue to its own extra-regional amphorae
export, but ratherto its extraordinary role as amiddleman in international overseas trade.” >’

The loss of hegemony over Sicilian and Sardinian trade routes forced Carthaginians to shift their

strategies westward toward Iberia.

In the second half of the third century significantly more Carthaginian exportsto Iberia
appearand new forms were used. From about 250/225 to 175 the type T.5.2.3.1 appears; its
chronologyis partly established through its prominence inthe Puniclevels of Carthago Novaand
absence fromthe final levels of Kerkouane.?>”® Othertypes presentin the sequences dating to
250-200 are T.7.2.1s and 7.4.2.1s, which likewise proliferate among Iberian coastal communities
at thistime. Interms of table wares, the high volume of Atticimports of the fourth century give

"% Intermediation remained importantand

way to fine Black Glaze wares from ltaly.
Carthaginians redistributed themto Iberia, along with North African exports. Theseamphorae

types offer useful diagnostics for considering the pulse of Carthaginian commerce in Iberia,

especially when combined with numismaticand stratigraphic contexts.

The predominance of Carthaginianimports at Carthago Nova demonstrates how

Carthaginian entrepreneurs served the consumption needs of Carthago Nova’s population as

371 Bechtold and Docter 2008, 46; its appearanceinthe final levels of Kerkouane helps establishits upper
chronological limitofaround 250, Ramén Torres 1995, 189.

*72 Bechtold 2013, 97.

373 Ramén Torres 1995, 198.

*7% Docter 2010, 38, 46.
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well asthose of otherlocales to which they were redistributed. The passage between Carthago

37> Excavation

Novaand the African coast was relatively easy, according to Polybius and Livy.
fromthe city’s earliest levels testify to the high level of imports from North Africaas well as
imports both from Punicallies and from Southern Italy, likely through Carthaginian
intermediaries. This material reveals the consumptive and redistributive practicesat workinthe

city but also providesimportant points of comparison for assessing the circulation of goods

within otherregional communities.

In the Calle Serreta, that shows signs of fire attributed to Scipio’s siege in 209, ceramics

376

of Central Mediterranean provenance make up more than half of the finds.”"” Better published
material is available for the excavations from the Plaza de San Ginés on the northernslope of
the Cerro de la Concepcidn (fig. 13.13), with stratarelated to the earliest sequence of
urbanization underHasdrubal.?”” The only firmly identifiable coins are 13 Hispano-Carthaginian

% From

bronzes, all of the type attributed to Hannibal’s governorship of Iberia from 221-218.
the absence of any later coinage amongthe identifiable material, one can tentatively suggesta
terminus ante quem of 209. The strata yielded alarge number of identifiable amphorae, totaling
240 (fig. 2.14) of which PunicCentral-Mediterranean types, including T.5.2.3.1s, compose 33%.
Wares from Magna Graecia, Ibiza, and the Circuit of the Straits each account for about one fifth

379
l.

of the tota Local amphorae are scarce, amountingto only 1.2% of the assemblage, indicating

that extra-regional imports were very significant.

37> Pol.10.8.2; Livy 26.42.4.

*’® Martin Camino 1998, 9.

*’" Ruiz Valderas 2008, 669.

378 Martin Camino 1998, 20; also presentis a bronze perhaps from Carthage itself,and ten unidentifiable
pieces.

379 Martin Camino records “almost 22%” for Ibiza, 21.5% for Greco-ltalic; he does not providea number
for those from the Circulo de Estrecho, | derive presume about 22%, based on the difference of the other
recorded groups.
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A significantamount of table ware was alsoimported to the city. Ruiz Valderas has
tabulated the total finds from Plaza de San Ginés, the eastern sector of the Punicwall (La
Milagrosa), and the Calle Saura 29 that hasthe destruction level attributed Scipio’s siege.
Campanian Awas much in vogue at this time, accounting for 58.2% of the black waresin La
Milagrosaand 65% in the destruction levelof Calle Saura. Fragments of several of these wares
from La Milagrosaare alsoinscribed with Punicletters, hinting at their consumption amongthe
Punicpopulace.?’ Ibizan wares were also significant, composing 36.7% in La Milagrosaand 29%
in Plaza de San Ginés. The small remainder of wares from workshopsin Italy, the Circuit of the

Straits, and Carthage, likely arrived through Carthaginian channels.>*'

The high percentage of Central Mediterranean amphorae is unsurprising. The city likely
housed a significant population of colonists from Carthage or its environs, whose tastes would
have been best satisfied by familiar products of Tunisian provenance. The continued presence of
Puniccooking ware throughout the second century demonstrates the persistence of Punic
culinary preferences, onlyshowing signs more typical of Italic palletsin the first century.*** The
imports from the regions of Ebusus and Gadir demonstrate that each of these allies carved out
significant commercial niches in the Barcid city. The same trend is demonstrated in the Barcid
strata underneath the Roman Amphitheatre, where five of the seventeen amphorae arrived

from the Circuit of the Straits and three of them from Ibiza.*®*

A lot of small coinage was droppedinthiscity. Inaddition to the thirteen Hispano-
Carthaginian bronzesin Plazade St. Ginés, 21 more examples come from the Punicwall at La

Milagrosa. More are likely represented within the 48 illegible coins, given that Hispano-

380 Martin Camino and Belmonte Marin 1993,164-5.
**1 Ruiz Valderas 2008, 671-81.

382 pgrez Ballester 2008.

383 pgrez Ballester and Ca parrés 2010, 125.
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Carthaginian bronzes constitute about 60% of identifiable finds in these contexts, with Roman

384

Republican coins coming nextat21%.>*" Of these 34 coins, 33 belongto Villaronga’s class VIII,

385

which Hannibal began mintingin 221.” The absence of silverissues reflects the normal

patterns contemporary recovery.

Carthago Novaseemstohave beenimmersedinthe small coineconomyithad
sparked.*®® The quantity of bronze coins and their dispersion among other Iberian sites suggests
theirready use for a variety of small scale transactions, beyond simply administrative usage.
Given the overall importance of Carthago Nova as a commercial and redistributive hub, these
bronze issues mightreflect some commercial vision and initiative on the part of local minting

authorities.

Giventhe economicsignificance of Carthago Nova, itis unsurprising thatthe Second
PunicWar in Iberiaturned against Carthage when Scipio capturedit. | have demonstrated the
economicimport of its construction and how circuits of exchange converged there. Inpart4 |
examine exchange among other communities and those in eastern Iberia elucidate Carthago
Nova’simportas a redistributive center. Beforeturning to that exchange, | scrutinize foundation

and constructionin otherareas of Iberia, which may be linked to the Barcid presence.

*% 56 total among the ancientcoins Lechuga Galindo 1991.
%% Viillaronga 1973, 121.
386 Lechuga Galindo 1991, 163; Garcia-Bellido 1993, 323.
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PART 3: SETTLEMENT FOUNDING AND WALL BUILDNG

Other Barcid foundations and contemporary wall buildingamong local inhabitants can
be detected based on ceramics and coins related to the construction. Scholars have typically
understood this construction in terms of Carthaginian strategies of military and territorial
control, while too little consideration has been afforded to their economicsignificance and the
potential forlocal initiativein wall building. Each project demanded substantialinvestments of
manpowerand materials, and so, reveal animportant way in which the Carthaginian presence
affected the mobilization of local economicresources. Furthermore, most of these new
structures themselves served economicfunctions, with significance for production,

redistribution, and or consumption.

| considerthe building at Los Nietos near Carthago Novaand then foundation at El
Tossal de Manises (Alicante), animportant outpostinthe region and maybe a colony too; then
to Iberian La Serreta, which interacted with Tossal de Manises and expanded too. Inthe
southwest I study buildingamong Punicallies, where urban centersin both Carteia (San Roque)
and Gadir (Cadiz) expand at this time with architectural innovations resembling those employed

among Carthaginian foundations.

Los Nietos

About 20 km east of Carthago Nova, the Carthaginians may have renovated the
indigenous settlement at Los Nietos for mining. Founded in the fifth century and abandonedin
the fourth, the site was reused briefly during the late third century. Carthaginian amphorae
(T.5.2.3.1s) are prominentamong its ceramics, which resemblethose at Carthago Nova.>*’

Portions of the eastern wall have been excavated, revealing remains of two bastions possibly

387 Garcia Cano 1997; RuizValderas 2008,676.
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added during the Barcid period and metallurgical workshops have also been uncovered with
signs of contemporary (re)use. Overall, Los Nietos reveals asmall community that was likely
subsumed and retooled to serve the economicends of empire, alikely reality for many

settlements near Barcid mining centers.

El Tossal De Manises

El Tossal de Manises (Roman Lucentum) was founded upon a hill nearthe coast in the

Bay of Albufereta, about 3km north of modern Alicante. This settlement was likely founded or
re-founded by the Carthaginiansin the late third century to consolidate control overthe coasts
and central Contestania, perhaps serving as an advanced defensefor Carthago Nova. Priorto
recent excavation, there wereno stratigraphicsequences forits pre-Roman phase, so the
necropolis beneath the hill was critical for considering the pre -Roman population (fig. 2.15).>*®
Its goods were a mix of local objects and Punicimports, spanning the fifth to third centuries.
Scholars of the twentieth century argued about the identity of the inhabitants, with

Carthaginian identification popularamong scholarship of the first half of the century and

indigenous identities championed by later scholars.>**

Proponentsof its Puniccharacter saw the settlement as Hamilcar’s colony of Akra

390
Leuke.

While | find identification as a Barcid foundation to be likely, itis not necessary to
prove that it was Hamilcar’s Akra Leuke to assess the settlement’s economicsuccess. Yet the
objects fromthe necropolisalone do not permitidentifying the settlement as Carthaginian or

even Punic. The necropolis may instead have been used by inhabitants just across the bay inthe

nearby site of Tossal de les Basses, who could have obtained Punicobjectsin exchangefor

388 Olcina Doménech in Abad Casal,Sala Sellés,and Grau Mira 2005, 158-9.

389 Eor summa ry of trends inresearch see: Sala Sellés 2010,934-41.

3% Diod. 25.10.3; Liv. 24.41.3. For discussion, including often neglected counter points to the communis
opinio,see: Sumner 1967,209-11; Scullard 1989, 23; Olcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010, 230-1.
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391

silver.”” Moving forward, excavations carried out from 1994 to 1996 provide direct knowledge

about the likely Punicsettlement at Tossal de Manises (fig. 2.16).>%

Duringthe late third century a wall between 1and 1.2 meters thick was constructed
atop the hill, embracing an area of about 2.5 hectares. Remains of the wall, interspersed with
cisternsandtowers, have been excavated from its eastern and southern sectors. As at Carthago
Nova, some of the wall’sinteriors are divided by casemates to form three storage rooms. Some
towers may also have been designed for mounting artillery. A proteichisma was constructed on
the easternside, serving as an additional line of defense. Associated ceramics date to the late

393 Older material such

third or early second century and correlate with those at Carthago Nova.
as Atticwares may reflect the pre-Barcid habitation, but have only been recovered from
secondary contexts, such as fill for the proteichisma. The preexisting settlement might exist on
the northern summit, currently unexcavated whilevirgin soil beneath the new walls and within
the settlement supports an ex novo foundation. Signs of violence include burntlayersinthe

northwestern and southwestern portions of the wall, as well as the sudden collapse of two

cisterns, all with ceramics datable to the late third and early second centuries. ***

The cisterns are one of the strongersigns of Punicelementsin the construction,
particularly their use of limestone mortar, aPunictechnique attested nowhere else in pre -
Roman Contestaniaexceptforllleta dels Banyets. Insidecisterntwo, seven artillery balls were
found, with petrological signatures matching rock quarried in the region of Carthago Nova. The

excavators believe this artillery was furnished directly from Carthago Nova’s arsenal, further

¥10lcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010, 233;Verdu Parrain OlcinaDoménech 2009, 37-8; Aranegui
Gascoand Vives-FerrandizSanchez 2014, 251.

%2 0lcina Doménech 2009.

3% 0lcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010, 234; Sanmarti Grego 2004, 240-1.

394 Olcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010, 232-3, 240.
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supporting the interpretation that some of the towers were designed for mounting artillery. **
The artillery toweris taken to be a distinctivefeature of the settlement thatsetsitapart from
indigenous settlementsin Contestania.>® Taken together, the evidence indicates that this

settlement could have been animportant fortification for Carthaginian control of the region.

Yet architectural features, perse, can onlyindicate its Puniccharacter at bestandcan in
no way confirm Carthaginian intervention.*®” The technical aspects clearly diverge from
contemporaryindigenous structures and indeed techniques being used at contemporary Punic
settlements like Carteia, but elements such as cisterns or casemate walls cannot specify

*% The triple interior compartments formed via casemates in tower VI

Carthaginianinfluence.
do resemble the casemates employed in Carthago Nova. However, casemates had been
employed by Phoeniciansin Iberiaat La Fontetaand Castillo de Dofa Blanca as early as the late
eighth orearly seventh centuries. Hence, casemates provide little diagnosticvalue
themselves.**® The more characteristic feature of Barcid engineering, beveled ashlars, were not
even employed at El Tossal de Manises.*°° The proteichisma (supporting structures independent
of fortifications, in this case awall exteriorto the main wall) may have provided a sufficient

deterrent against siege weapons and perhaps the cost of thick, beveled walls exceeded the

strategicvalue of this settlement. Ultimately, architectural features do not provide a magickey

39 Olcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010,237,239.

3% Olcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010, 246.

¥ For treatment of architecture in this region duringthe Phoenician period, see: Dies Cusi, Universitatde
Valencia,and Facultatde Geografia i Historia 1995;for general discussion aboutthe problems of
discerningdown political and military facts fromarchaeological remains, see Noguera Guillén’s casestudy
for the northeast of |beria: Noguera Guillén 2014,29, 48-53.

3% sala Sellés 2006, 149;0lcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010, 236.

39 Montanero Vico 2008, 103-4; Marin Martinez 2012, 24; Olcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010, 236;
Marin Martinez 2012, 55. Itis also worth pointing out that the triple compartments of tower VIII employ
an entirely different pattern, employingan outer entrance to each compartment.

%% Marin Martinez attests to beveling inthe outer faceof non-ashlar work at El Tossal de Manises (Marin
Martinez 2012, 55, but provides no reference to support this remark, perhaps he has the Roman
constructionin mind; Olcina Doménech 2002, 156; note absence of remarks about beveling in works of
Bendala Galdn and Montanero Vico.
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to identify settlements as Carthaginian and this limitation applies to the conte mporary
structuresthat | considerat Carteiaand Gadir. The combination of otherfactorsin addition to
the construction techniques—the ceramicconcordance with Carthago Nova, especially when
compared to indigenous settlements that show far feweramphorae of North African origin, the
connection between the artillery balls, and the possibly de novo character of the settlement—
are what suggestits Carthaginian origin, but this must remain merely the most plausible

hypothesis.

If build under Barcid guidance, the fortification at Tossal de Manises would have helped
consolidate control overthe coast along with Carthago Novato the south and allied Ebusus to
the east. Below | consider how this foundation facilitated exchange and consumption of goods
between Carthaginians and local communities of the interior. Among thoseindigenous

communities, LaSerretashows signs of construction too.

La Serreta

The indigenous settlement of La Serretarestsinland about 38 km north of Tossal de
Manises. During the third century the oppidum reached its maximum extent, enclosingan area
of about 5.5 hectares, only to be abandoned during or slightly after the Second Punic War. ***
The height of its prosperity occursin the second half of the third century, with signs of
construction possibly datingto our era. A gate was builton the eastern portion of the
settlement, with Campanian A and Oliva-Liriawares associated with its construction layers,

indicative of the late third or early second centuries (figs. 2.17 & 2.18).*%

Signs of destructionin
the southern portion of La Serreta date to the same period. Its excavators believe this hasty

edification wasinternally directed and motivated by the Second Punic War, perhapsindicating

%1 5]cina Doménech et al.1998.
402 Llobregat Conesa et al.1995; Olcina Doménech in Abad Casal, Sala Sellés,and Grau Mira 2005, 166.
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that the community was attempting to preserve its third-century prosperity.*®* Below | consider
how exchange with El Tossal de Manises contributed toits fortunes. | now turn to expansion at

PunicCarteiaand Gadirin the southwestern Iberia.

Carteia

Carteiawasfoundedinthe mid-fourth century at the estuary of the Guadarranque
River, succeeding the older Phoenician foundation of Cerro del Prado, founded inthe seventh
centuryslightly further up the river. Carteia saw subsequent urban expansioninthe late third
century, in which the original walls were thickened and its southern gate was monumentalized.
Excavators have linked this expansion with the Barcid presence due to ceramics and

architectural corollaries.

A northwestern section of these walls was excavated from 1994 to 1999 (fig. 2.19).**

Black ware ceramics at the foundational layers date to the mid fourth century. The original walls
of the settlementwere about 3 metersthickand perhaps about 8 metersin height. They were
subsequently expanded with casemates to athickness of nearly 6 meters. The walls are
identified with the Barcid era by Kuass ceramics and a coin from Ebusus minted around 214.%%
The thickening of the walls entailed important productive reconfiguration, displacing previous
areas of industrial activity. The city’s entrance gates were also monumentalized with the

construction of two long walls of dressed ashlars that formed a wide passage running southward

alongthe wall (fig. 2.20). Two small chambers flanked each side of the entryway, which may

%% 0lcina Doménech in Abad Casal,Sala Sellés,and Grau Mira 2005, 166-73.

0% Roldan Gémez et al. 2006;Bendala Galanet al.1994,90.

05 cq mpo 1976, 77,80, 90; Campo 1993,153; Rolddn GAmez et al.2006,499; the coinis Campo’s type Xll,
employing Ebusus’ new weight standard of (10/11 gm.), Campo’s date is based onthe abandonments of
Ullastretand the necropolis of Puigdes Molins (Ibiza), though early second-century dates are possible.
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406

have been guardtowers.” The neatness of the craftsmanship and quality of the materials

suggests careful planning, ratherthan hasty construction merely for military needs. *°’

Beyond the costs of construction, the casemate walls served important economic
functions as storage facilities.® Blanquez Pérez suggests that the need for extra storage might
reflect the influx of Carthaginian colonists to Carteia.*®® Though improvable, this is possible.
More generally, Carteia’s expanded storage capacity could reflectits growing prosperity and
greater demand forits maritime exports, as was the case for Gadir. Archaeological, numismatic,
and literary evidence attest to the city’s maritime prosperity. Fishhooks found at Cerro del Prado
suggestthe significance of fishingfrom an early time and the city’s earlie st coinage employed
dolphiniconography.**° Strabo praises Carteia’s fishing industry, with its exceptionally large tuna

as well asitsimpressive city walls and docks.*'*

Archaeologists have compared the “Hellenisticinnovations” of these walls with those at
Carthago Novaas well as contemporary works at Gadir (below) and Carmoin orderto detect
Carthaginian influence.*'” However, emphasizing such features may be overvalued. The
techniques characteristic of these walls are the seaming of blocks, use of casemates, and

beveling of ashlars.

Seaming utilizes blocks of different sizes to form an interlocking structure, which at

Carthago Novawas employedtolink the casemates to the walls, acommontechniquein

406 Blanquez Pérez et al.in Helas and Marzoli 2009, 523.

*9” Bendala Galan 2010, 444.

408 Blanquez Pérez et al.in Helas and Marzoli 2009, 522.

%% Blanquez Pérez 2013, 240.

1% Fishhooks: Costa and Fernéandez Gémez 2012,65; coinage: Villarongaand Benages 2011, 502-6.

1 Strabo 3.2.7.

*12 Bendala Galanand Blanquez Pérez 2003; Montanero Vico 2008; Bendala Galan 2010; Marin Martinez
2012; Blanquez Pérez 2013.
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Carthaginian construction.*"® The casemates also resemble those at Carthago Nova yet
casemates were used in Punicstructuresinlberiaas early as the eighth century, sodo not

representacharacteristically Carthaginian innovation.*"

The most compelling case for
Carthaginianinfluenceis Carteia’s beveled ashlars (fig. 2.21). Previously unattested in Iberia,
precursors appearat Punic Motya. More than just stylistic carving, cutting the stones this way
made the walls lesslikely to crack overtime and also rendered them more resistantto artillery
and rams.*** Bevelingand seaming appearsin the ashlar work at Carteiaand Gadir’s Castillo de

Dofa Blanca. Yet their presence alone does not prove that these structures were built under

Carthaginian direction ratherthan through internal initiative.

Carteiaalsoresembles Carthago Novainthe “zippering” patternits walls, but this may
simply reflect topographicnecessity.**® Carteia’s walls resemble certain features of the
monumental gate of Carmo, an indigenous site in the Lower Guadalquivir Valley. Most interpret
monumentalizing at Carmo to indicate a Carthaginian takeover; beveled ashlars at Carmo are
suggestive. But, no stratigraphicevidence is available to corroborate a Barcid dating for Carmo,

. . . . 417
so comparison risks circularity.

The architectural innovations may very wellindicate influence from Carthage, but fail to

answera simple but essential question: cuibono? Bendala Galan and Blanquez Pérezrelate

418
l.

these expansionstoalargerBarcid policy of political and territorial contro The question of

Carthaginian dominance is anintriguing possibility and one that | considerat length in chapter

*3 Montanero Vico 2008,117.

*14 Bendala Galan and Blanquez Pérez 2003, 148-50.

4 Blanquez Pérez 2003,275; Blanquez Pérez 2013,216, 227; for Motya see Bendala Galanand Blanquez
Pérez 2003,148 and Tusa in Moscati 1988b, 188; Ciasca 2000, 62; practical function: Montanero Vico
2008, 63.

16 Blanquez Pérez 2013,219.

17 Blanquez Pérez et al.in Helas and Marzoli 2009, 523; Alfonso Jiménez 1989;Bendala Galan 2001;
refuted as a Roman addition by Schattner 2005;

18 Bendala Galanand Blanquez Pérez 2003; Bendala Galdn 2010; Blanquez Pérez 2013.
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four. The single Hispano-Carthaginian bronze coin foundin Carteia does not make a particularly
strong case for the presence of a Carthaginian garrison over simplecommerce. Alternatively, the
Carthaginians may have simply provided some technical aid for Carteiato reinventitself,
perhapsto the mutual benefit of both. While influence seems evident, its significance is
ambiguous. The relative abundance of excavation in the Bay of Cadiz permits more extensive

interpretation of Gadir’s economic developments.

Gadir & Castillo De Dona Blafica

Gadir is typically viewed as one of Carthage’s principal Punicalliesin Iberia. **°

Traditionally the oldest Phoenician colonyinthe west, Hamilcarlanded at Gadirto begin his

420

conquest of Turdetania, relyingon an old alliance between the two."*" Polybiusimplies this

connectionin his rendition of the treaty of 348 between Carthage and Rome, in which the

421

Romans are prohibited from tradinginsouthernlberia.”" Livy’s Mago invokes this alliance

toward the end of the Second Punic War (socius et amicus), though at that time, relations had

*22 The material evidence shows that the

become strained and devolved into open hostility.
Barcid empire had a significant economicimpact on the inhabitants of Gadir. While thatimpact
ismost clearin patterns of exchange (below), the expansion of Gadir’s terrestrial settlement of
Castillo de Dofia Blanca also reflects economicdevelopments. Numismatic evidence and

destruction layers date the settlement’s sudden abandonment to the end of the Second Punic

War.

419 Lopez Castro1995,85-6; Ferrer Albelda and Pliego Vazquez 2010, 539.
420 Ferrery y Pliego, Whittaker, Lopez Castro. Note some reasonableobjections to this interpretation
raised by Alvarez 2012 p. 577-81, to be addressed in chapter four. Forits foundation see mythology:
Strabo. 3.5.5, Vell. Pat. Hist. Rom. 1.2.3, Mela 3.6.46, Diod Sic.25.10.1.
421

Pol.3.24.
22 |jv 28.37.1.
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Gadir'surban centerrested ona smallisland within an archipelago of three islands that
housed a conglomeration of associated settlements, separated from the coast by a small stretch
of sea. The threeislands, Erytheia, Kotinousa, and Antipolis, seemto have housed the
metropolis, the temple of Melgart, and industrial quarters, respectively (fig. 2.22). The location
of the metropolis properisyetto be archaeologically confirmed, though limited excavation of

*22The Phoenicians colonists founded Castillo de

Torre Taviralocatesit onthe island of Erytheia.
Doifia Blancaon the mainland around the mid-eighth century ona smallinletatthe foot of the
Sierrade San Cristébal, nearthe estuary of the Guadalete River. Castillo de Dofia Blanca
furnished accessto fresh water, aterrestrial port, and an important centerfortrade with
indigenous communities. The site has seen excavation from the late 1970s through early the

1990s (fig. 2.23).*** Its archaic rubble wall, which utilized casemates, was more than 3 meters

thick and embraced an area of about5 hectares, a considerablesize forthe period.425

The walls of Castillo de Dofia Blanca were reconstructed in the fifth century and once
again during the third century, whenthey were nearly doubled in size. The construction of the
third-century walls reflects both significant economicactivityand investment, acommunityina
steady process of prosperity and expansion. Thus, priorto the construction of the final wall, civic
construction progressed within its boundaries throughout the fourth and third centuries. The
Barcid period marked anew chapterin the community’s economicdevelopment, but hardly the
whole story. Gadir was seeing expansion within its chora a century earlier.**® Around the start of

the third century the agricultural center of Las Cumbres was established as an extension of

23 Ruiz Mata in Bierlingand Gitin 2002, 155-70; for paleography see Corzo Sanchez 1980.
2% Ruiz Mata and Pérez 1995.

#25 Ruiz Mata in Bierlingand Gitin 2002, 174.

2% Carretero Poblete 2007.
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Castillo de DonaBlancaand it persisted throughout the century until it was also abandonedin

the wake of the Second PunicWar.

Several portions of the wall’s northern face have been excavated, along with portions of
the south (fig. 2.24). The third-century reconstruction featured two new parallelstretches of
wall joined by casemates with acombined thickness of about5to 5.5 meters. The number of
amphorae and mills thatappearwithinthem suggestthat their primary function was storage.
The wall was reinforced with towers between segments of wall connectingin azig-zaglike

*2’ Two types of ashlars were employed, some worked in the same way as those of the

pattern.
fifth-century wall, and others perfectly squared with visible care, displaying the seaming
technique and beveled finish exhibited in Carthago Nova and Carteia (fig. 2.25). **® The finished

productwas both functionally and technically more advanced thanits predecessorand suited

not only to obvious military ends, but also economicones. **

Finds associated with burn layersinthe southwestern quarter of the walls link the final
phase of the settlement to the Second Punic War.**° The assemblage includes the remains of
horses, human bodies, amphorae still full of their contents, and a partition with sixty stone
artillery balls. Mostintriguingis a pouch containing fifty-six Carthaginian coins, minted between

221 and 210.

The hoard of coins was discovered in one of the compartments formed by casemate

walls. Atthe entranceway to thisroom, a Hispano-Carthaginian coin was discovered, a bronze

27 Ruiz Mata 2001, 262-7.

%28 Ruiz Mata and Pérez 1995,102; Ruiz Mata 2001, 267. A precedent for this technique from elsewhere in
the Punic World appears in the fourth century wall of Punic Motya, Marin Martinez 2012, 20.

29 Ruiz Mata and Pérez 1995, 102; Ruiz Mata 2001, 267.

30 puiz Mata and Pérez 1995, 76-5.
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! The other materials of the room likewise point to later third

issue of a series dated after 221.
century contexts, both a Greco-Italicamphoraand a Carthaginian type, as well as a fragment of
Kuass ware. Most of the coins were minted with different dies and possess a remarkably high
lead content, some at almost 90%. While the Hispano-Carthaginian coinitself firmly nods to the
Second PunicWar, the coinsin the bag correlate totypes firmly datable between the years 221
and 210, based on overstrikes and associations with coins from Morgantina, destroyedin 211.
Theyalso correlate with a cache of some ten thousand Carthaginian bronzes from awreck off

32 Taken together, the techniques employed in the

the coast of Morocco, likewise debased.
walls, the third-century ceramics, and the numismaticevidence provide strong grounds to place

this buildingactivity in our period.

The numismaticevidence indicates the presence of Carthaginian soldiers, which
coincides with Livy’s remark about a praesidium at Gadir toward the end of the war.**?
Carthaginian soldiers may have been present to tighten control over Gadirand the region but
their purpose could also have beento protecta valued ally from Roman aggression. | will
considerthe implications of this garrison in chapterfour, but what matters here is the soldiers’
significance with regard to the new construction. While itis possible that the Carthaginians
rebuilt Castillo de Dofia Blancato serve as a garrison, the presence of soldiers does not prove

this was the case and Gadir was fully capable of rebuilding onits own initiative.

The expansion may be part of a longerterm pattern of growth at Gadir. Diego Ruiz Mata
arguesthat the numerous reconfigurations of the walls as show Gadir’'s economic dynamism

and capacity.*** The remodeling during the fifth century is no surprise, given the international

31 Villaronga Class IX typell: Villaronga 1973, 157-8; Marcos Alonso and Alfaro Asins 1994, 56.
**2 Marcos Alonso and Alfaro Asins 1994, 234-37; Levy et al.2001.

3 liv. 28.23.6.

3% Ruiz Mata and Pérez 1995, 103.
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popularity of its salted fish at that time, which revitalized from the Carthaginian presence
(below). Inthe fourth century, Gadir’s olive oil production notably intensified, prompting the
construction of the nearby settlement of Las Cumbres toward the turn of that century (fig. 2.18).
Agricultural products were processed at Las Cumbres, serving as an extension of the productive

435

systems at Castillo de DofiaBlanca.”” In the larger economicscheme, expansion at Castillo de

Dofia Blancacould be just one more internal development.

But the importance of the Barcid presence cannot be discounted. As | show below, that
presence intensified systems of production and exchangein the Bay of Cadiz.**® With demand
for Gadir’'s maritime products expanding, the reconstruction of the walls at Castillo de Dofia
Blanca would have been asensibleinvestment as the citizens of Gadir exploited the needs of the
Carthaginian army. The walls offered more space for storing goods to feed the consumers and at
the same time offered the community better protection against the threat of indigenous
retaliation spurred by Carthaginian conquest, and later against the Romans. Examination of
commercial developments supports these interpretations and invites the possibility forasimilar

readingforconstruction carried out at Carteia.

| have explored expansion within existing communities and the creation of new ones.
This activity was partly driven by military necessity, but the construction had economic
significance too. Cities played critical roles as centers for the consumption and redistribution of
goods, whichwere in higherdemand with the influx of Carthaginian soldiers and colonists.
Turningto the Barcid impacton trade, | show how empire revitalized old circuits of exchange

and stimulated new ones.

3% Niveau de Villedary and Ruiz Mata 1999, 126; Carretero Poblete 2007.
3¢ 53ez Romero 2010,902.
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PART 4: EXCHANGE & CONSUMPTION

Carthaginians seized the new opportunities for exchange that empire facilitated and so
too did locals, who skillfully exploited Carthaginian demands. Both the numismaticand ceramic
evidence insouthern lberiareveal how preexisting commercial circuits intensified from the
stimulus of Carthaginian conquest. Dynamics of exchange were heterogeneous, with regional
patterns diverging significantly between southeastern Iberia and the Circuit of the Straits, where
Carthaginian goods were farless present. The evidence here further demonstrates the general
importance of consumption amongthe soldiers, colonists and laborers but also reveals new
patternsamonglocal communities. Togetherthesetransactions reflect the variety of individuals
investedinthe Barcid empire, benefiting fromthe woes of the conquered. Recalling the
confluence of goods arriving to Carthago Nova, | start by revisiting some of the sites already

encounteredinthe southeastaswell asnew ones, then likewise in the southwest.

El Tossal De Manises

The coastal settlement of El Tossal de Manises was important for accessto the interior
of Contestania. [tappearsto have been sustained by acombination of imports from Carthage
and Punicallied communities, as well as asignificant portion of local products. The population
may have usedthe necropolis of Albufereta at the bottom of the hill, whichincludes several
depositions of Hispano-Carthaginian bronze issues as well as a bronze coin minted by Baria.**’
Otherobjectsinclude scarabs, Punicstyle lamps with female heads (perhaps Tanit-Demeter) and

fragments of ostrich eggs while the persistence of local items hints at a mixed population of

37 Verdu Parra 2010.
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Punicand Iberianinhabitants.**® These coins and the ceramics of the settlement hint at patterns

of regional exchange.

Amongthe amphorae, 64.4% were produced locally (fig. 2.26). Greco-Italicamphorae
are surprisingly dominant at 14.4%, which may have arrived eitherthrough Punicintermediation
or through subsequent Roman occupation, or some combination of the two. Amphorae of
Central Mediterranean provenance make up ~11.5%, outnumbering both Ibizan wares and
those from the Circuit of the Straits combined. Thisis surprising given the proximity of Ibiza.
Goodswere likely redistributed from Carthago Nova but some may have arrived through the
circuitfrom the north. While the high number of locally produced amphorae diverges
significantly fromthe pattern at Carthago Nova, the ratio of imported tolocal amphorae s
similartothose amongothercoastal settlements, such as at contemporary Emporiontothe
north.**’ Some of these containers may representinternal production and or local tribute. Yet
there are also signs of possible exchange with indigenous communities of interior Contestania.

Material evidence in the neighboring oppidum of La Serretaand La Escuera suggests this was so.

La Serreta

The inhabitants of La Serreta, the principal Iberian settlement of central Contestania,
accessed Mediterranean goods through interaction with El Tossal de Manises. Inscriptionsand
numismaticevidence demonstrate the commercialinclinations and dynamism of its elite. One
dozenlead tablets have been uncovered from La Serreta writtenin Eastern Iberian and Greco -
Iberianscripts, bothillegible. For those with archaeological contexts, all but one date tothe
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third century.”™ Greco-lberian scriptis especially rare, geographically restricted basically to

3 \erdu Parra 2005, 61-4; Verdu Parroin Olcina Doménech 2009, 36-7; Verdd Parra 2010.
39 583% of a mphorae were locally produced, 41.6% imported Masoliveretal.2004,171;
0 GrauMira and Segura Marti 1994,122-3.
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Contestaniaand with extantexamples ranging only in the dozens; the volume of those in La

Serretais exceptional.**!

The function of textsisinterpreted as economicratherthanreligious,
based on the contexts of their finds as well as the onomasticand numericformulae used.*** A
graffitoin Greco-lberian scriptalso appears on a grey ware vase found at Tossal de Manises.

Furthermore, three Hispano-Carthaginian bronzes have also been found within the settlement

of La Serreta, the same types as those at the necropolis at Tossal de Manises. ***

Ceramics finds furthersupport the link between the two settlements. Corollariesin
Campanian A and othertableware as well assome amphorae at La Serretaand the El Tossal

indicate exchange between the two.***

In exchange for these foreign ceramics, agricultural
surplus may have flowed back to the coast to El Tossal de Manises, accounting for some of its
locally fashioned amphorae. Elites of La Serreta could have organized agricultural production to
facilitate exchange with coastal communities and broker the flow of Mediterranean goodsinto
their community.*** This accords well with previous trends in the flow of goods between these
regionsthrough the coastal settlement of Lallleta dels Banyets (abandoned early third century),

d.**® Due to the strong Puniccharacteristics of

where Greco-lberian script was also use
habitation atllleta dels Banyets, itis likely thatinhabitantsin the region of LaSerretahad a

longer history of interactions with the Punic World, which merely intensified during the Barcid

era.

The Carthaginian presence may have impacted local consumptiontoo, whichis most

evidentinfunerary material. The inhabitants of LaSerretadeposited lamps and figurines with

*! De Hoz Bravo 2009,31-33; Olcina Doménechin Abad Casal,SalaSellés,and Grau Mira 2005, 168.

*42 Grau Mira 2003, 268; de Hoz Bravo 2009, 38-9.

3 Abad Casal,Sala Sellés,and Grau Mira 2005,173; Mellado Rivera and Garrigds i Albert 2004, 202-4.
% Grau Mira, Olmos Romera, and Perea Caveda 2008, 12-13; Sala Sellés et al. 2004, 243-5.

*> Grau Mira 2003, 275; Sala Sellés 2006,147-9.

#4® Garciai Martin and Grau Mira 1997;0lcina Doménech in Abad Casal, Sala Sellés,and Grau Mira 2005,
172.
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Central Mediterranean parallelsin their sanctuary during this period.**” These figures may be
associated with the cult of Tanit/Demeterand appearin Iberian communities further inland.
Theirappearance in Puniccommunities, including Baria, Malaga, and Gadir, may signify thatthe

**® Elites at La Serretadisplayed

Barcid presence intensified the consumption of these goods.
strong connectionstothe PunicWorld at thistime, signaling their prestige by acquiringand

consuming foreign goods.

Givenitsregional importance, LaSerreta’s cooperation and or submission would have
beenimportantforBarcid territorial control. Yet evenif LaSerreta’s defensive augmentations
reflectresponsestothe invasion of Rome ratherthan Carthage, itis difficultto assess the
relationship between La Serretaand Carthaginians. LaSerreta’s decline and signs of destruction
do coincide chronologically with those at El Tossal de Manises. Based on the general signs of the
mutual prosperity and then decline of these two settlements, Manuel Olcina Doménech
suggeststhatLa Serreta’s relations with Carthage were more likely characterized by cooperation
than domination. The ideais attractive and for now | introduce Ignacio Grau Mira’s hypothesis
that the elites of LaSerretaleveraged afavored position with Carthage in orderto consolidate

449

theirown regional power.”” | will exploreit more in following chapters.

La Escuera

The settlement of La Escuera (San Fulgencio) was located afew kilometersinland on the
southernslope of the Sierradel Molarand bounded toits south by a marsh connected to the
nearby SeguraRiver. Itwas inhabited from the fifth through late third or early second centuries,

with the expansion of its third-century walls enclosing an area of about 2.5 hectares. Its

*7 Garcia Cardiel 2014b, 84-6.
48 Marin Ceballos and Horn 2007.
4% Grau Mira 2004, 65-6.
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excavators suggest this expansion could be related to similarexpansion at La Serretaand El

Tossal de Manises.**°

A hoard of 52 or more Hispano-Carthaginian bronzes wererecovered here
froma cloth bag; perhapsleft by a soldier, the coins suggests the penetration of small coinage

minted at Carthago Novaintothe region.**"

Imported tableware make up 7% of all ceramics, including pieces of Campanian A.
Imported amphorae make up less than 2% of the total assemblage, with Punicimports
dominating, including T.5.2.3.1s from Carthage but with containers from the Circuit of the

Straits being most prominent (50%).***

The amphorae elucidateinteraction with the Circuits of
the Straits while the tableware coincides wellwith the assemblage at Carthago Nova. Its
excavators see its hasty abandonment possibly linked with the Second Punic War along with

signs of destruction in settlements examined above.**® Exchange with Carthaginian centers

seems likely thoughiits significance is unclear.

Baria

Originally alate seventh-century Phoenician colony, the coastal settlement of Baria
(Villaricos, Almeria) was founded along the Almonzora Riverin the VeraBasin. Finds fromits
necropolis (sixth through fourth centuries)indicate that Baria enjoyed along history of
interaction with Carthage.*** Bariacomprehensively exploited the agricultural, marine, and
mineral resourcesinitsterritory through asystem of subsidiary settlements (fig. 2.27). Some of

these mineral resources may have been exchanged with Carthage prior to the Barcid period. **®

5% Abad Casal and Sala Sellés Feliciana 2001, 205, 260—4
*! Villaronga 1973, 83.

52 sala Sellés et al. 2004, 238-9.

%53 Abad Casal and Sala Sellés Feliciana 2001, 263.

4> Maria E. Aubet Semmler 1986a.

5> Garcia-Bellido 2000, 135-6.
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The arrival of the Barcids intensified trade between Bariaand Carthage, perhaps to their mutual

benefit.

Baria’s firm support of Carthage may be inferred fromits staunch resistance toaRoman
assaultled by Scipio Africanus in 209, attested by several imperialauthors. **® Burn layers pertain
to thiseventinthe Calle Central along with signs of destruction in other portions of the site as
well as hasty burials of bodies in the acropolis with damaged skulls.*>’ Ceramics from these
contexts offeran excellent point of comparison for considering patterns of exchangein Baria

during the Barcid era and previous times.

In fifth-century contexts amphorae of Carthaginian provenance total 2% while Greek
amphorae predominate along with amphorae form the Circuit of the Straits, with each
representing 12% of all amphorae. Greek wares disappearin the fourth century. **® Materials
associated with the destruction layerreveal significant changes by the end of the late third
century. Within thatassemblage of 55 imported Amphorae, 20% are of Central Mediterranean
provenance (T.5.2.3.1s most prominent), while 15% come from the Circuit of the Straitsand 16%
from Ebusus (fig. 2.28). Carthaginian type mortars and other cookery now appeartoo. It is
notable too that these new links with Carthage outlived the Barcid empire, with wares of North
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African provenance persisting through the first half of the second century. ™~ While Carthaginian

warestravelled farto outnumberimports from Gadirand Ebusus, those regional imports had

460

increasedtoo relative to theirpresence in prior periodstoo.™" As at Carthago Nova, the

commercial circuits of Carthage, Ebusus, and Gadir united and intensified at Baria.

58 Val Max 3.7.1; Plut. Apoph. 196 B 8-12; Gel. 6.1.8-11; Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012, 33-38.
%57 Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012, 45-52, 125-6.

5% | 6pez Castroet al.2011,123-8; Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012, 134—6.

5% | 6pez Castroet al.2011,100,131, 160.

460 Lépez Castroet al.2011,160.
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Baria played animportantrole as a centerforredistributing these goods for

consumption by Carthaginians, especially soldiers, who prompted increased demands. ***

Along
with increasingcommerce, there are signs of intensified production during this period, probably
alsodriven by Carthaginian demands. While Bariawas an important receptor for Carthaginian
goods, itsinhabitants may have enjoyed economicbenefits as well. Baria’s relations with

Carthage will become clearerafter| considerthe history of social interaction between Carthage

and Baria inthe following chapter.

Gadir

Gadir's alliance with Carthage was of great economicsignificance for both parties.
Throughit, Gadir’s citizens exploited a new niche for theircommunity’s salt-fish industry. Fewer
goods arrived to the region from Carthage compared with finds in southeastern Iberia perhaps
because Gadir was compensated by resources exploited from Carthage’s Iberian territories. *°*
There are ample signs of increased economicactivity at Gadir at this time: the expansion of
existing kiln complexes, the creation of new production sites, the adoption of technical
innovationsin productive practices, expanded circulation of these products, and the genesis of
Gadir’'s silver coinage. Though Carthaginianinfluence is evident, these developments appearto

have beeninternally driven, to the benefit of local inhabitants.

Excavationinthe Bay of Cadiz overthe past thirty years, particularly of amphorae
workshops, has sharplyincreased ourunderstanding of local ceramicproduction and
distribution. A complex model of organization was established for the extraction, processing,

and redistribution of resources, maritime as well as agricultural, that appears to have been

a6l Lopez Castro, Martinez Hahnmiiller, and Pardo Barrionuevo 2010, 124.
62 Niveau de Villeda ry2001a,271;Ferrer Albelda, Fernandez, and Carrasco 2010, 85.
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mediated at least partly through civicand religious institutions. *** A comprehensive account of
the more than dozen amphorae workshops excavated since the 80s exceeds my purposes

464

here.”" Instead, | offeran overview of the industrial system of kilns and fisheries in the Bay of

Cadiz and brief narrative of Gadir’s salted fish industry up to the time of the Barcid conquest.

Productive spacesinthe Bay of Cadiz were specialized for different elements of the salt-
fishindustry (fig. 2.29). Throughout the Punic period the main centerfor Gadir’s ceramic
production was on the island of Antipolis (San Fernando)and many of the workshops have been
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d.

well-excavate The workshop at Torre Altais the best understood for this period, having seen

¢ This complex reached the height of its production

repeated excavations since the 1980s.
duringour period during which innovations also began. Both ichthyofaunaand amphorae
stamps depicting fish make it clearthat the workshop produced containers forthe products of

%7 Most of the fisheries were located on the mainland coast of the modern Puerto

the fisheries.
de Santa Maria. While more than one dozen otherstructures are also identified as fisheries, only
have a few have been excavated, with the factory at Las Redes being paradigmatic. The factories

contain pools forsalting fish as well as the remains of fish and tools, including fish hooks.**® The

overall system was established in the sixth century.

With the collapse of the colonial silver trade toward the end of the sixth century,
inhabitants of Gadirturned to their maritime resources.**° Salted fish were exported throughout

the Circuit of the Straits but also as far as Carthage and Greek cities of the Eastern

*%3 S4ez Romero 2010, 894.

%% Summaries of recent research with bibliographies: Niveau de Villedary 2008; Sdez Romero 2008a;Sdez
Romero 2010.

*%% S4ez Romero 2010, 888-93; Sdez Romero 2008b.

466 Synthesis of excavations: Sdez Romero 2008b,47-148. Sdez Romero 2008b,338-9.

*¢7 Mufioz Vicente 2012, 36, firstconfirmed at the Torre Alta site.

*%% Mufioz Vicente 2012, 43-58.

* Neville 2007; Mufioz Vicente 2012, 39.
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Mediterranean. Avid consumption in Greece merited jokes by Atticcomedians and
archaeological remains are reflected by the so-called “Punicamphora building” in Corinth.*”°
Duringthe fourth century there was a recession, perhaps even acrisis, seenin the absence of
these productsinthe eastern Mediterranean and the scarcity of remainsinthe fourth-century

sequences of Gadir’s factories.”’* A gradual recovery began to take place at the start of the third

century but itis during the Barcid period that Gadir’s maritime industrie s flourished anew.*”?

Old structures were reinvigorated and expanded and new ones constructed. New Salted
fishfactoriesinthe Plazade Asdribal and at the Avienda de Andaluia can be dated to the last

.*2 Anew installationat

third of third century, with some Carthaginian amphorae presentaswel
Muis Milenaalso arose on Antipolisin the laterthird century, where an abundance of murex

shells signify purple dye production. Despite the Phoenician fame for purple dyes, itis only now

that a factory is the first attested at Gadir.*”*

Amongthe pottery kilns examples of new installations appear at C/Real islefiaon the
island of Erytheia (fig. 2.30).*”> A new production complex was also established on Antipolis at
Cerrode laBateria. Moreover, there is evidence for expansion and revitalization at preexisting
centerson Antipolis. Ceramics finds indicate significant revitalization of the kilns at Centro
Atlantidainthe second half of the third century. Inthe same period a new kiln was established

at the amphorafactories at both La Milagrosaand Perry Junquera. The most notable expansions

470 summa ry of literary sources: Vargas and Albelda 2012, 88; excavationin Corinth: Munn 2003; Docter
and Bechtold 2013,103-6. Mainamphora type: T.11.2.1.3.

*"! For overviews of the “fourth-century crisis” see Mufioz Vincente in Bernal Casasola2009,127 and Sdez
Romero 2008a, 143—4. Bechtold and Docter propose the lull ininternationaltradeis connected to the rise
of saltingfactories in Punic Sicily, Docter and Bechtold 2013, 107.

72 s4ez Romero 2008b,701; Saez Romero 2011, 61. This recovery coincides with a wider export of olive
oil from the startof the fourth century Carretero Poblete 2007, 92.

*73 s4ez Romero 2008b, 690; Mufioz Vicente 2012, 49; Lowe 2009, 53.

7% Bernal Casasola and Sdez Romero 2011.

7> sdez Romero 2010, 902, 920; Sdez Romero 2008b, 435-47; Sdez Romero 2008b, 423-35; Sdez Romero
2008b,381-5, 366—71; Sdez Romero 2008b, 709;Saez Romero 2008b, 201-5.
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are known from Torre Alta, were several newkilns appear during the last third of the third
century along with technical innovations probably inspired by Carthaginian influence.

At Torre Alta a new type of furnace isemployed, previously attested at both Kerkouane
and Carthage itself. These furnaces were constructed with a perfectly circular pillarin the center
and featured grillsformed by bars. Kilns 1, 2, and 3 can all be datedto the Barcid eraand utilized
thisdesign, as did subsequentkilns duringthe Roman period. No furtherinnovations are known
until the late second century. A similar development of North African precedentis the
appearance of furnaces with double combustion chambers, found at Torre Altaand
Milagrosa.*’®

A new amphoratype also appears at Torre Alta, the T.9.1.1.1.*”” They were used forfish
products, judging from finds in salt-fish factories and stamps featuring fish iconography.*’® This
type circulated in Carthago Nova and Baria. Smallerthan traditional types and featuring aflat
base, it may have for overland transport, which its subsequent presence among Roman camps
at Numantia corroborates. Before Gadir exploited Roman demands, the original models served
Carthaginiansoldiers.

Iconographicstamps on amphorae may also have begun at this time. Amphorae bearing
stamps with the sign of Tanitare datable to the second half of the third century (fig. 2.31).*"°
Some have interpreted these stamps toindicate a Carthaginian takeover of Gadir’s salt-fish
industries, since Carthage had employed such stamps since the fifth century, butthat notionis

not persuasive.**° The appearance of this institution at Gadir s a significant sign of interaction

yetit need notsignify aBarcid takeover no more than Gadir’s imitation of a Carthaginian

*7® S4ez Romero 2008b,204.

*’7 S4ez Romero 2008b, 557-565.

*’% That sta mped amphora in particularmay date to the latethird or early second century.

7% Einds from possiblethird century contexts: Sdez Romero 2008b, 580-2; stronger indications for third
second half of third century based off unpublished material SdezRomero 2010, 916.

8% Mufioz Vicente and de Frutos Reyes 2009, 128-31.
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amphoraform in the following century.*®! Tanit stamps are better attested for the second
century though the significance of their continued presence is not wellunderstood.
Contemporary coinage from these factories suggests these industries remained underinternal
control.

The only coins that appearin the amphorae factories are Gadir’s bronze issues, of both
pre-Barcid and Barcid dates. Theirappearance inthese factories and theirfishiconography
suggestthatthe coinage had some internal significanceforthe fisheryindustries fromits
inception. External coinage is significantly absent from these factories, despite the appearance
of coins from Carthage, Massalia, and Ebususin Castillo de Dofia Blanca, Las Cumbres, and the

sanctuary of Algaida.*®

Carthaginianintrusion aside, these technical innovations reflect more
intense interaction between Gadirand Carthage at thistime. Due to the Carthaginian presence,
Gadir’'s products circulated more widely within the Lower Guadalquivir Valley, the Atlantic
coasts and eastern Iberia.

Gadir’s products and goods from the central Mediterranean penetrated more deeply
into the Lower Guadalquivirvalley thaninthe past. In the third-century communities of llipa
(Alcala de Rio), Spal (Sevilla), and Caura (Coria del Ri¢), wares produced in the Bay of Cadizreach

an all-time high.*®

Atboth llipaand Caurawares from Gadir become the majority imports
duringthe third century, with forms at Caura indicative of the laterthird century. Also present at
Caura are three examples of Carthaginian T.5.2.3.1s. The challenge is distinguishing activity

relatedtothe Barcid times from the general rise of Gadir’s third-century economy. More

precisionis possible at Spal.

8! Types T.7.4.3.2/3s inspired by Carthaginian T.7.4.2.1/7.4.3.1s, Sdez Romero 2008b, 566-72.
82 Arévalo Gonzalez 2004;the amphorae factories are Torre Alta and Perry Junquera.
83 Eerrer Al belda, Fernandez, and Carrasco 2010.
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Spal was an importantlocal emporium and point of fluvialaccess to the interior of the

484

GuadalquivirValley.”" Exchange with Gadirincreased significantly during our period and Punic

wares from the Central Mediterranean also appear. Garciaand Ferrerattribute this transition to

the Barcid presence.*®

The amphorae from Gadirform the majority of the imported amphorae
at 43% of the total for this period, with types indicative of the late third century in Torre Alta. **°
Carthaginian containers were presenttoo, both T.5.2.3.1and a T.7.2.1.1.**’ Spal should not be

read as an isolated phenomenon.**® Because Spal played animportantrole as a regional

emporium, developments at Spal can be indicative of wider changesin regional circulation.

Wares acquired at Spal appear to have travelled up toanother 50 kilometersinto the
Guadalquivirsystem, with T.8.2.1.1s travelling asfaras Carmo, which s traditionally viewed as a

489
d.

Barcid stronghol But goods from Gadir and Carthage found their way even deeperinto the

riversystem. At the site of Montemolin, about 25 kilometers down the Corbones Riverfrom

%% Montemolin has been

Carmo, appear a possible T.8.2.1.1as well as a Carthaginian 7.2.1.1.
suspected asthe location of a Carthaginian camp due to the presence of ahoard with
“thousands” of Hispano-Carthaginian coins.**" Similar wares are attested in the settlement of

Vicoon a neighboring hilltop, with signs of late third-century destruction related to the Second

Punic War.*?* Chaves-Tristan proposes locations for Carthaginian camps throughout the

8% Strabo. 3.2.3 marks Spal as the furthest point to which the larger merchant contemporary vessels could
sail.The preponderance of amphorae atthis cite align with Strabo’s remarks and contribute to its label as
anemporium.

8% Garcia Ferndndez 2011, 364; Ferrer Albelda, Fernandez, and Carrasco 2010,72.

88 Garcia Fernandez 2011, 362-5; transitionalforms of 8.2.1.1 and T.9.1.1.1s

87 Garcia Fernandez 2011, 364; Ferrer Albelda, Fernandez, and Carrasco2010,72-5.

88 Eorrer Al belda, Fernandez, and Carrasco 2010, 84-5.

89 Earrer Al belda, Fernandez, and Carrasco 2010, 82.

9% Garcia Vargas, Mora de los Reyes, and Ferrer Albelda 1989, 236-7.

91 Alfaro Asins 1997,71; Chaves Tristan 1990, 620; Garcia-Bellido 2010, 209. Itappears even expert
numismatists of Spain havetrouble accessingthis poorly published hoard.

92 Bandera Romero and Ferrer Albelda 2002, 140.
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Guadalquivir Valley based on numismaticfinds (fig. 2.32).**

Literary sources note fortifications
built by Hannibal, though archaeological identification rests mainly on towers from the Roman

period (fig. 2.33).***

New goods may have circulated among communities in the mining regions of Rio Tinto.
At Nieblawaresfrom Gadirappearinlevelsassociated with the site’s destruction at the end of
the third century; signs of interaction with Gadir date from earlier periods too. These amphorae
may have helped feed Carthaginian miners.*”> Even further afield in the Atlantic, Mufioz Vicente

demonstratesintensified circulation of Gadir’s products in the Canary Islands. **°

Gadir'swares expandedinto eastern Iberia, revitalizing the former circuits of exchange
that had diminished duringthe fourth century. During the acme of Gadir’sinternational
exportinginthe fifth century, the T.11.2.1.2, so well attested in Corinth, also left significant
quantitiesin Ibizaand on the eastern coasts of Iberia.*?’ A significant amount of products from
the Circuit of the Straits found their way to Baria, Carthago Nova, and El Tossal de Manises.*®
Furthernorth at Arse/Saguntum containers from the Circuit of the Straits outnumber

499

Carthaginian ones and continue to be presentinthe second century.”” Gadir may have been

leveragingitsties to Carthage to make a commercial comeback.

Gadir’s coinage shows significant developments too. Gadir’s first series was an

anepigraphicbronze issuedated to between 300 and 237, with metrology based on Punic-

9% Chaves Tristan 1990.
9% plin. Nat. 2.181, Liv. 22.19,29.23.1; Corzo Sanchez 1975,214-16.
493 Toscano, Pérez, and Campos 2000, 106; for fourth-century wares see: Mufioz Vicente 2003,51.
496 o §
Muhnoz Vicente 2003.
97 Ramén Torres 1995, 651.
9% Mufioz Vicente 2003, 49.
99 pierre Guérin et al.2004.
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> During the Barcid era Gadir

Sicilian coinage, perhaps geared toward exchange with Carthage.
minted several new issues with legends in Phoenician script, includingits firstand only issue of
silver coinage, which also employed a new weight standard.*®* The two legends employed on
silverissuesare (MHLM/‘GDR) “minting of Gadir” and (MP’L/‘GDR) “work of Gadir.”*°*> These

clearly advertise the political autonomy of the community. The silver was of exceptional purity.

Duringthe Roman era, Gadir never mintsinsilveragain.

In terms of its economicsignificance, the coinage is puzzling. Villaronga’s suggestion
that the coinage was minted to contribute to Carthaginian military costs was once widely
accepted.’® Yet this explanation is unacceptable. Villaronga himself has recently steered away
from his olderviewpoint. He suggests that the Phoenician legends indicate the origin of the
coinage: “Silver coinage of Gadir shows a Phoenicianinscription in order to make clearthat

”3%% Simple logic also speaks against the coinage being

these piecesare civil, not military.
essentially tribute. If Carthage wanted military coinage from Gadir, then why not simply have

Gadir mint more Hispano-Carthaginian coins? Gadir could have also supplied rare metals and

foodstuffs for Carthage directly if this was what was required.

Exchange provides more plausible explanations. The multipledivisions reflectarising
level of monetization and the smallest units, at.34 gramsand .21 grams, would have been
bettersuited for exchange than military expenditure.>® The Incipient monetization spurred by

Carthage is an obviousinfluence butthe weight standard was not geared primarily toward

20 Eor chronologies Alfaro Asins” study remains standard: Alfaro Asins 1988,125-8; Alfaro Asins 1993a,
28.
>01 Datingfor silverissues primarily from Montemolin hoard: Alfaro Asins 1988, 126.

*9 Eor translations and other possibilities see: Alfaro Asins 1988,49-58.

°% villaronga 1986; Alfaro Asins 1988, 126; Lépez Castro 1995, 90—1.

204 Villaronga and Benages 2011, 103.

305 Compare the smallestsilver units employed by Carthage, the quarter shekels, with series averaging

1.72 and 1.66 grams, Villaronga and Herrero 1994, 65-67.
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Carthaginianstypes. Gadir used the weights standards of Emporion’s drachmas, also adopted by
Ebusus. The coins may still have been compatible with Carthaginian coinage because the largest

denomination was equal to 2/3 of a Hispano-Carthaginian Shekel.**®

The weight standard indicates the facilitation of exchange with Ebusus and perhaps
Emporion. Theirlimited circulation is admittedly problematic, with all of the finds beinglocal
except forone coin, which in fact appears at Emporion.®’ One of Ebusus’ contemporary silver

*%8 It is dangerous to push such scarce finds too far but the circulation of

issues appears at Gadir.
amphorae suggests more. Gadir’'s products were once again on the rise in eastern lberiain
confluence with those of Ebusus. In the fifth century Gadir’s products had dominated the shores
of northeastern Iberia, and theirabundance as farnorth as Arse/Saungtum during our period

may indicate acomeback.’® The coinage could reflect an ambition for facilitating further

exchange inthose markets.

With mininginthe regions of Rio Tinto in Carthaginian hands, Gadir could have obtained
silverthrough exchange with Carthage. The products arriving at Rio Tinto from Gadir supplied
Carthaginian needs and exchange fortheminsilveris notimplausible. The items exchanged
would not have had to travel far. Such a potentially profitable exchange for Gadir would help
explainits capability to make new investmentsinits fish-saltingindustries and booming

prosperity, proudly signaled by its silver tunas.

There are signs of the increased consumption of Carthaginian goods during this time as

well as generally increased visibility of consumptive practices. Carthaginian amphorae(T.5.2.3.1)

3% Alexa ndropoulos 1987.

%7 Alfaro Asins 1988,112.
>% Campo 1976, 64.
399 Asensioi Vilaré 2001;Pierre Guérin et al.2004.
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appearin some funerary practices and funerary banquets are more visible during this period.>*°

Votives are likewise more visible in the amphorae factories.”*

This activity may reflect the
desire to display wealth during this time of increased profits or perhaps some discomfort with
the Carthaginian presence, i.e., anidentity crisis of sorts, or perhaps both. The region of the

Lower GuadalquivirValley as awhole more widely consumed Mediterranean goods, with Gadir

and Spal acting as intermediaries.

Gadir was a principal economic entity before the Carthaginians arrived and its third-
century inhabitants exploited that position to fuel the economicrecovery and growth of their
community. Construction at Castillo de Dofiaand at Gadir's amphorae factories borrowed
technical innovations from the Carthaginian world, facilitated by intensified interaction with
Carthaginians. Gadirsignaled its new prosperity with its silver coinage, advertising its communal
autonomy in plainscript and distinguishingitself from the economicand political might of its

Carthaginian associates.

Summing up, Gadirserves as the clearest example of an allied community whose
members developed productive and commercial strategies for exploiting Carthaginian needs.
Evidence at Baria and communitiesin the interior of Contestania may have had similar
experiences. Local communitiesin Iberia had traded with Carthaginians for generations and
those links provided important means for establishing and maintaining empire. While direct
exploitation of local territory and resources was essentialand marks a novelty of the Barcid
empire comparedtoformerinterestsinlberiaandelsewhere, subjectandrulerisonly one
configurationinawiderdynamic. The evidence suggests that previous strategies of facilitating

trade remained priorities. To have subjugated every single allied community to heavy tribute

> Niveau de Villedary 2001b, 190-2; Niveau de Villedary 2014.
>!1 546z Romero 2008a, 143.
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and internal meddling would have exceeded the capacities and interests of the Carthaginians.
Negotiation and mutual interest mattered. The evidenceis more ambiguous about the extentto
which Carthaginians exercised dominance and enjoyed the upperhandin dealings with various
alliesand there islittle reasonto doubt that Carthaginians sought and enjoyed such advantages.
One wonders how much was demanded forimports from Southern Italy to which Carthaginians
may have exercised coveted access. Amid the entanglement of domineering and cooperative

negotiations, locals likely experienced arange of satisfying and disappointing dealings.
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CONCLUSIONS

The creation and maintenance of the Barcid empire spurred significant economic
activity, from which Carthaginians, Iberians, and Punicinhabitants of Iberia profited. Intensified
activities of construction, exchange, and consumption depended on the subjugation and
exploitation of local people through conquest, tribute, colonization, mining, and slavery, which
spurredsignificant economicactivity overall. These economics of empire mattered a great deal
to many of those involved, both those jockeying to profit from the empire and those chaffing

undertheir exploitation by it.

Exchange and consumption were experienced through social processes and embedded
withinthem. Forsome, the Carthaginians were hardly strangers and direct ties with
Carthaginians had been forged and maintained for some time and others indirectly through
cultural interaction with the Punic World. Those interactions existed within acommon cultural
milieuin which Carthage’s imperial and economicactivities were rooted and without which,
economicand imperial activity could not have been so successful orvibrant. Yet, what were the
limits of that common cultural ground? To what extent did cultural affinity forthe Punicand
Carthaginian Worlds matter when Carthaginians began submitting communities to their will? |
examine and assessthe role cultural affinity played in the Barcid empire in the following

chapter.
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CHAPTER 3: EMPIRE AS CULTURAL INTERACTION: IMPERIAL DISCOURSES

Common cultural ground facilitated imperial interactions and in this chapter| show how
Carthaginian coinage attempted to identify, foster, and manipulate such common ground.
Communities of Phoenician colonial origin had been interacting with indigenous communities of
Iberiaforoverfive hundredyears before the coming of Carthage (figs. 3.1). Those Phoenician
coloniesshared acommon diasporicorigin with Carthage and came to adopt cultural elements
from the Carthaginian world from the sixth century onward. Elements of the Punicworld
provided common ground to facilitate alliances between Carthage and local communities, both
those of Phoenician colonial origin and indigenous communities that had interacted with the
Punicworld forcenturies. In other colonial contexts, Greek, Roman, and Akkadian, common
cultural ground facilitated cooperation between local and imperial agents, makingiteasierfor

locals to work with, or at least tolerate, imperial presences (seeintroduction).’*?

But local Puniccommunities were not mirrorimages of one another or much less of
Carthage. Carthage was but one important source of cultural influence. Interactions with
indigenous communities, environment and economicstrategies are just some of the factors
which ensured the distinctiveness of “being Punic” in Iberia. Carthaginian strategies reflect
sensitivity to thisfact, just as they did in their attempts to influence Puniccommunitiesin
SardiniaandSicily. In orderto facilitate and maintain alliances with local Punicpeople,
Carthaginians, including Hannibal, recognized the need not only to hearken to a shared sense of
Puniccommunity butalsoto recognize local institutions. With regard toindigenous
communities | will show that certain strategies were expected to appeal tothemtoo, based on

the willingness of locals to consume elements of Punicand Mediterranean culture. Local elites

>12 Gosden 2004, 41-113; Malkin 2011.
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had indeed selectively consumed Punicthings fortheirown ends for centuries. Indigenous
interactions with Carthaginians and local Puniccommunities eased interactions with

Carthaginians long before the coming of the Barcid generals.>"?

In these ways cultural affinity facilitated imperial discourses which reflect the social
interactions and networks that sustained the Barcid empire.’** This idea assumes that culture
mattered a great deal for empire. Whileithas been commonin previous generations to focus on
the cultural impact that imperial powers had onlocal communities, most notoriously the
Romanization paradigm, the following two chapters turn this approach onits head. It was in fact
the otherway around. The way cultural elements enabled the rise of the Barcid empire can be
understoodintwo different ways: as active and unconscious processes. In this chapter, | show
how Carthaginian officials and locals actively and consciously engaged inimperial and cultural
discourse through cult activity and numismatic production, specifically through the deity
Melqart-Herakles. In the following chapter, | consider the more indirect and subtle effects that
local dispositions (sensuBourdieu’s habitus) had on the implementation of Carthaginian imperial

power.

In this chapter| begin with an overview of previous treatments of the cultural
dimensions of the Barcid empire and the broader question of Punicand indigenousidentitiesin
Iberia. Nextis an overview of Carthage’s previous numismatic strategiesin Sicily and the role of
Melqart-Heraklesin Tyre, Carthage, and Iberia before analyzing contemporary coinage.
Carthaginian coinage represented Punic Melgart and a syncretistic form of Melqart-Herakles to

propagate varied messagestosubject and allied communities. The deity’ prior popularityin

13 White 2011; briefdiscussion below, discussed and utilized in more detail in following chapter.

>4 Bendala Galan has al ready suggested that cultural affinities facilitated conquestand without previous
cultural ties between localsandthe Carthaginian world, conquestcould not have occurred sorapidly
Bendala Galan 1994, 65.
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southern Iberia offered an obvious point of departure for numismaticiconographies. Carthage’s
first (c. 235) issue of silver coins featured Melqart on the obverse and acombination of marine
icons on the reverse that evoked numismaticimagery from Phoenician citiesin the Levant such
as Tyre. Aimed primarily at communities of Phoenician origin, this imagery emphasized their
common ethnic origin with Carthage and reassured them that their civicautonomy would be
respected. Carthage’s second series of coins syncretized Melgart with Herakles by including a
club on the obverse. Thisimagery emphasized the warlike qualities of the popular Greek hero
and histravelsinlberiain orderappeal tothe martial prowess of Barcid soldiers recruited from
local communities and to manipulate legends about the hero’s adventuresin Iberiato legitimize
conquest. Above all these coins demonstratea desire to interact with the network of local cults
devotedtoforms of the god, as demonstrated by Hannibal’s visited the temple of Melqgart-
Herakles at Gadir on the eve of his campaign against Rome in 218. Local cult was an obvious and

crucial point of contact in orderto interact with local communities and influence them.

Andit was startingto elicitresponses. During the Barcid eralocal communitiesissued
coinage of theirown, borrowing and adapting Carthaginian motifs. Punic Gadir, the only
southern community that minted before Carthage’s arrival, resisted Carthage’s new images,
preservingits own traditionaliconography of Melqart-Herakles wearing alion skin, butadded a
club, a subtle association with Barcid motifs and power. Elsewhere PunicSeks adopted
iconographies from both Gadirand Carthage, identifyingitselfwith the prestige of both. While
some communities utilized the cult connection to gain prestige by associating with Carthage,
others may have resented Carthage’s identifications with their communal deities. Iberian
Arse/Saguntum imitation of Carthage’s Melqgart-Herakles coins may demonstrate afacade of
submissionin the face of Carthaginian occupation, butitis more likely that the mimetic

appropriation should be read primarily as an act of resistance. Forthe many other communities
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that recognized the deity but which did not mint coinage during this time, theirreactions belong
somewhere along this spectrum, from active and beneficial engagement to ambivalent
resistance. More important than the overall effectiveness of thisideological strategyis the
expectationthatitwould be positively received and taken seriously at all. Examining these
attempts to manipulate affinities for Melqgart-Herakles offers a better understanding of how
Carthaginianleadership intended the image of its presence to be disseminated and perceived,

providing aview of how thisempire functioned on a social and cultural level.

PART 1. EMPIRE AND IDENTITIES

The cultural dimensions of Barcid imperialism have received little scholarly treatment.
Thisis mainly because its brief present is believed to have had little lastingimpact.>**> What has
beenarguedisthat the Barcids set out to actively Hellenize local populations as Carthage itself
had become increasingly Hellenized. This “Hellenizing” mission behind the Barcid conquest is
misleadingand has largely relied upon reading the Barcid coinage as reflective of an essentially

1% Thisview has

Hellenisticmode of imperialism inspired by Alexander and the Diadochi.
recently come under criticism and rightly so.>*” Any discussion of the cultural impact of
Carthaginianimperialism should be seenin Punictermsfirst, butagain, thereislittlereasonto

argue that the Carthaginians attempted to “Punicize” local populations either. There is no

evidence forthis. The idearesembles the Romanization paradigm, which scholars have forsome

> Llobregat’s work is indicativeinits minimization of Carthage’s cultural impact, Sala Sellés 2004, 85. This

is reflective of the larger indigenous turn, that emphasized autochthonous inspiration for cultural
development againstprevious generations of scholarship that celebrated Carthagini aninfluence on native
cultures, Ferrer Albelda 1996.

>16 Blazquez Martinez 1976;Bendala Galan 1994;Garcia-Bellido 2013b.

> Ferrer Albelda 2011b, who argues that Carthaginian action and the coinage specifically, fit well within
the traditional patterns of Punic religion and | shall further elaborateon how it resembled previous
numismatic strategies; for problems with Hellenization of Carthage in general see: Fumadd Ortega 2013;
Gonzalez Wagner 1986.
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time come to reject as an active Roman agenda, as Ronald Syme and others have indicated.**®
Ratherthan a policy to impose cultural dispositions, Carthaginian actions reflect appeals to
elementstowhich they expected locals toalready be receptive. Local communities themselves
have only recently begunto be taken seriously intheirown right. Andrew Wallace-Hadrill poses
an essential followup to this matter: “Did they feel themselves bound by deep historical and

?/1519

cultural ties, andif so, what difference did that make | argue thatin approachinglocal Punic

communities, Carthaginians fashioned and appealed to animagined “Phoenicity,” while trying to

respect and negotiate local “Punicities.”>*°

This part of my study fits well within this larger dialogue aboutidentityin the Punic
world, where Carthaginians clash with ways of being Punicin Iberia. In my next chapter | will
further complicate the notion of staticethnicidentities by focusing oninteractions and
intermingling between local Punicand indigenous communities, beginning with the earliest
phases of Phoenician colonization. Yet here | am not concerned with identity perse. The
evidence is ofteninsufficient to determineindividual or communal self-adscription to specific
categories of identity. Instead, | focus on identifications, for which the numismatic material is

better suited (see introduction).>**

Through coinage local communities crafted distinctive civic
identities by signaling local traditions and values; Carthaginian coinage appealed to those values,

particularly to traditions related to Melqgart-Herakles, whilein more particularinstances also

tryingto situate the deity within the widerimagined community of Phoenician migrants.

Forms of Melqart, Herakles, or both, became importantin some local indigenous

communities too. Indigenous communities wereinteracting with the material culture of the

> Syme 1983; Wallace-Hadrill 2008, 17-28; D. J. Mattingly 2011,22-26, 38—41.
> Quinn and Vella 2014, 302.

> | draw some inspiration fromAnderson 1991.

521 Quinn 2013, 28.
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PunicWorld and along with those objects, Punic customs and ideas. The deity was one among
many points of contact for engaging with the Punicworld. Still, itis not my intention toimply
homogeneity, for processes of consumption were diverse in form, intensity, and motive. | now
turn to the development of cult to Melgart-Herakles in Iberiato contextualize the discourse that

arose duringthe Barcid period.

PART 2. MELQART-HERAKLES AND CULTIC NETWORKING

A shared cultural milieu between Carthaginians and locals in Iberiafacilitated the
conquestand consolidation of the Barcid empire, paving the way to forge political relationships.
This process is visibleon an active and intentional level through the coinage that Carthage
minted and local responsestoit. Configurations of Melgart-Herakles were a central pointinthat
dialogue. Anoverview of the deity’s significance to Carthage and communitiesin Iberiais
requiredto appreciate these dynamics. Melgart was the principal and founding deity of Tyre,
servingasa key institution forthe temple, monarchy, and Mediterranean colonization.>** The
god was linked with the founding myths of Carthage and Gadir as well as other Phoenician
communities, providing an institutional link between new colonies and the Tyrian monarchy and
temple, leadingto Melgart’sintroductionto Iberia, where syncretism with Greek Herakles

eventually followed.*** This made the deity an obvious point of contact for engaging with locals.

The god played a key role in Carthage’s founding and remained important into Barcid

times. In Carthage’s founding myth, Elissa’s husband, Zakarbaal, was the high priest of Melqart,

524

and Elissabrought Melqart’s relics with herto North Africa.””” Melgart remained animportant

deity throughout Carthaginian history, with epigraphicattestation of atemple tothe god; his

>22 Bonnet 1988, 112-3; Aubet Semmler 2009, 267-75; Hdt. 2.44, Nonnus Dion. 40.422.
23 Aubet Semmler 2009, 282; for Carteia’s founding myth see Strabo 3.1.7.
2% Justin 18.4, Virg. Aen 1.343, 348; cf. Cic. De Natura Deorum 3.42.
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name also has about 1500 attestationsasanelementinpersonal names.”” Through Melgart,

Carthaginians maintained theirancestral connection to Tyre, sendingan annual offering to

526

Melqartat Tyre up to Polybius’ own day.””> Melqgart was one of the Punicdeities whom Hannibal

527

invoked forhis oath to Philipthe V.”*" Three funerary razors from third-century Carthage reveal
evolvingvisual conceptions of the deity, with one depicting Melgartin more traditionalfashion
with beard, headdress, and axe whilethe othertwo favored Hellenized imagery featuringlion
skinand club, as did his representation on coins.>*® Melgart remained an important deity within

the Carthaginian pantheon and served as a link to the city’s colonial pastand mothercity, a link

that the Carthaginians carefully preserved into the Barcid era.>*

In Iberia, Melgart was recognized in anumber of communities, but was exceptionally
significantinthe religious, economic, and political life of Gadir, from the colony’s foundation
intothe Roman imperial era. Melgart’s sanctuary was coterminous with the colony’'s founding
(c. eighth century).>*° The temple was erected on the southern island of the archipelago where
statues depicting “smiting gods” have been recovered fromthe sea, possible votives con nected

531

to thetemple.””” Gadir’s temple had two altars of bronze, which Posidonius identifies as the

famous Pillars of Hercules; these may mirrorthe two pillars at Melgart’s temple at Tyre, of gold

°2° Bonnet 1988, 167-72; CIS 264.

328 biod. 20.14.2, Arrian 2.24.5;Pol. 31.12. Diodorus’ testimony is explicitaboutthe colonial element:
“Since they came as colonists fromthat city, they had become accustomedinthe earlier periodto send to
the god a tenth of everything coming into public revenue” (d&motkioBévteg yap £k taltng elwbeloav &v
101G EumpooBev xpovoLg SekATNV AMOOTEAELY TQ) Be® MAvVTWY TV £ig Mpdoodov muntdvtwy). Epigraphic
evidence likewiseattests to individualsin each city referencing ties to the other city, Bonnet 2014, 293.
>’ pol.7.9; Bickerman 1952b.

>%8 Bonnet 1988, 220-22; the reverse of a Hellenizingbladealso may depictLibyan Typhon, Nitschke 2013,
269.

*>° Quinn 2011, 388.

>3 strabo 3.5.5; Diod. 5.20.1-2. For review of literary sources: Bonnet 1988,203-25; general overview of
temple: Garciay Bellido 1963.

>3 strabo 3.5.5; Antonine Itinerary 408.3-4;Blanco Freijeiro 1985; de Frutos Reyes and Muioz Vicente
2008,244-51.
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and emerald.>** The templelegitimated the colonial enterprise whilealso servingas a political

and commercial link to the metropolis of Tyre.>**

On alocal scale the temple would have received taxes and offerings, served as a bank,
and acted as a sacred guarantor fortransactions, functioningas an institution forlocal and
regional exchange.>** The temple was probably involved with the issuing of Gadir’s first coinage,
which presentsimages of Melqart-Herakles and may have beenrelated to Gadir’s salt-fish
industry.>*® Herodotus associates the story of Herakles and Geryon explicitlywith Gadir, noting

536

that Geryon lived on Gadir’sisland of Erytheia.”” The temple caught the attention of Roman

authors from the first century BCE through the fifth century CE, attracting high profile visitors
such as Julius Caesar; the Spanish emperor Hadrian evenissued an aureus featuringits

Romanized deity, Hercules Gaditanus (fig. 3.2).>*’

The temple wasthe westernmost pointina
pan-Mediterranean network of Melgart shrines which Phoenician seafarers frequented on
westward routes, with counterpartsin Cyprus, Malta, and Nora.>*® Avienus records the visits of

>¥ Within Iberiaitself, Gadir’'s temple was

Phoenician sailors to thank Melqgart for protection.
merely the mostrenowned site devoted to the deity within a growing culticnetworkin southem

Iberia.

32 Mierse 2004,267-9, Posideonius =Strabo 3.5.5, Philostr. VA 5.5; for Tyre’s altars:Hdt. 2.44, Theophr.
De Lapidibus 25, Pliny NH 37.19; Tyre’s temple not yet excavated, for Levantine models: Mierse 2004.
>33 Bunnens 119-125in Bonnet, Lipinski,and Marchetti 1986, Bonnet 1988,219; Gadir may also have
reinforced connections with Tyre through giftsending, similarto the Carthaginian practice (Diod.20.14.2).
>34 Aubet Semmler 2009, 279-84; roleas a treasury (Livy 28.36.2);

>33 5362 Romero 2009.

>3 Hdt. 4.8.2; later Greeks thought Geryon’s tomb was at Gadir too: Philostr. VA5.4.

>3 suet. lul. 7.1, Caesar’s ownaccountof a later encounter with the temple duringthe civil war Caes.B.
Civ. 2.21.4; for Hannibal see below. Diodorus (Diod. 5.20.3) emphasizes the temple’s “extraordinary
renown” (tLpudoBat mepilttotepov) fromits founding into contemporary times as well as its attraction of
distinguished visitors. Also known to Arrian and mentioned in context of Alexander’s siege of Tyre, Arr.
Anab. 2.16.4. Aureus: Mattingly 1923,3:273 nos. 274-276, British Museum 1864,1128.269.

>38 Aubet Semmler 2009, 283; 129-160; eventually Lixus was added even further west (Pliny NH 19.22).
339 Avienus, Ora Maritima 358.
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The deity’s popularity in southern Iberiais beyond question.>*® It becomes most visible
when communitiesin the region began minting during the Barcid era, with Melqgart and
syncreticconfigurations with Herakles appearing on the coinage of Seks, Arse/Saguntum,

Saetabi, and perhaps at Castulo and Baria as well. Yet Melqart-Herakles’ popularity becomes

most apparent when local minting explodes during the following two centuries ( fig. 3.3).>*

Deities appearing with lion skins®>** and sometimes also clubs are represented on the coinage of
the coastal Puniccommunities of Bailo>** (Balonia, Cadiz) and Carteia (San Roque, Cadiz) as well

as among inland communities at Asido (Medina Sidonia, Cadiz), Callet (El Coronil, Sevilla), Carisa

544
(

(Espera, Cadiz), Carmo’" (Carmona, Seville), Iptuci (Cabezo de Hortales, Cadiz), Lascuta (Alcala

545

de los Gazules, Cadiz), Salacia®® (Alcacer do Sal, Portugal), Searo (Torre del Aguila, Sevilla), and

Sisipo-Detumo (figs. 3.4 & 3.5).>*® Gadir’s regional importance may have influenced some of

547

these communities’ iconographicchoices.”™ Whileitis difficult to further assess the significance

that particularcommunities attached to these images, Olmos argues that some of these images

>*8 Strabo provides corroboration forthe case of Carteia,

shouldreflect foundation myths.
reportinga tradition that Carteia had been founded by Herakles.”*® Arse/Saguntum’s coinage

likewise correlates with a Herakles foundation associated with the community.>*>° The god’s

>0 “There is no doubt about Melgart’s popularityin southern Iberia” (No hay ninguna duda sobre la
importancia del culto de Melkart en Iberia): (Garcia-Bellido 1991, 49).

** Garcia-Bellido 1991,51-5.

42 only includecommunities that use the lion skin, the leastambiguous icon for the deity. In some cases
afigure with a club was probablyintended as Melqgart-Herakles, but | have onlyincluded those
communities if they alsoissued figures with lion skins. This listcould be expanded if communities only
usingclubs were included, but their significanceas a depiction of Melqart-Herakles would be less certain.
So | have omitted the coins of Punic Abdera, despite their common acceptanceas depictions of Melgart.
>** Garcia-Bellido 1991, 52.

>** Chaves Tristan 2001.

*** Garcia-Bellido 1991, 52.

>** Moreno Pulido 2009.

>*7 Alicia Jiménez 2014, 229-33.

>*® Olmos Romera 1998, 152—4.

>* Strabo 3.1.7.

>0 sil. Ital. Pun. 1.1271-295,369; Ripollés Alegreand Llorens 2002, 29.
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regional importance can be expanded even furtherif numismaticdepictions amongsites along

coastal Algeriaare included.”!

The extent to which these representations reveal the ideological influence of Greek
myths, that is, how far these reveal Greek contentand notjustartisticforms, is difficult to
assess.>>>Syncretismisacomplex process. Syncretism between Phoenician Melgart and Greek
Herakles had been well under way for centuries before the Barcid period.>>® Herodotus writes
that Greek Herakles was inspired by the Phoenician Melgart established at Thasos (Thasian

>**Yet after Herakles developed a Greek identity, Hellenicvisual features influence the

Herakles).
depiction of Melgartin Phoenician Kition in the fifth century.”> The process was clearly a
product of colonial interaction between Greeks and Phoenicians.**® This is why Herodotus refers
to Melgartsometimesas Tyrian Herakles and othertimes simply as Herakles, thus recognizing

557

Melgartand Herakles as compatible.”’ Herodotus explains his views on such compatibility, with

gods’ names and the idiosyncrasies of cult being particularto cultural groups.>>®

By Roman Imperial times Gadir’'s templefeatured the twelve labors of Herakles oniits
doors, thoughit is not clear exactly when these Greek elements were adopted.>® Yet even as

Greek aspects was gaining acceptance, Phoenician customs of the cult also persisted into the

*>! Arévalo Gonzélez and Moreno Pulido 2011, 358.

>>2 Fear with a more optimistic view toward syncretism: “Given the Punic element inthe populationalong
Baetica’s southern coastlineand the great prestige of the temple at Gades, dedications to Heracles in the
provinces areas likely to be to Melqgartin his syncretized form, as to the classical Heracles,” Fear 1996,
237.

>3 Bonnet 1988, 399-415.

>** Hdt. 2.44.

555(Demetriou 2001, 138-41; sculptures of the deity bearinga cluband wearinga lionskin, similarly
represented in contemporary and subsequent coinage; Kition housed a temple to Melqart-Herakles too,
with sculptureof the deity with cluband lion skin; extent of adoption of Greek traditions aboutdeity
unclear:Nitschke 2013,267 n. 49.

>°% Nitschke 2013, 258; Malkin 2011, 119-142.

>’ Hdt. 2.44.

>>% On Zeus and Ammon see Hdt. 2.50, 52; Malkin 2005, 246-7.

>>912 labors: Philastr.5.5. Some claimit may have occurred even before our period, in the fifth century
when Gadir’s pan-Mediterranean trade picked up, but this is merely speculative, Oria Segura 2002,227.
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d.

Roman perio Aslocal communities werebecomingincreasingly integrated into the cultural

koine of the Mediterranean world of the third and second centuries, they likely adopted,
rejected, reinterpreted and intermingled exogenous elements in their reception of the deity. >**
At Bailo, images of Melgart-Herakles suggest that the deity acquired stronger maritime
elements, whereas ears of grainin place of clubsin Salacia’s coinage suggest strongeragrarian

dimensions.”® Even for Gadir, for which information is plentiful, the process by which Punic

Melgart shifts towards Herakles and Hercules is murky.

A second-century bilingualinscription from Punic Malta providesaview into Melqart-

Herakles syncretism, where a person whose firstlanguage appears to be Punichonors Melgart

563
k.

in Punicand Heraklesin Gree The speakeralsotranslates hisown name, calling himself

Abdosirin Punicand Dionysius in Greek. It seems Abdosir/Dionysius wanted to evoke two

>**Inthe Greek, the inscription refers

aspects of his identity to make the benefaction complete.
to Melgartas “Herakles Archegetes” (HpakAsl Apxnyetel) and labels the speaker as “Tyrian,”
whileinthe Punicthe godissimply referred to as “Melqart, Baal of Tyre” and the speaker’s

ethnicity is not made explicit. The Greek Apxny£tet (founder) explains the god’s foundational

>3 With regards to which god a viewer might have seen, Mariah Liv Yarrow

connectionto Tyre.
has argued that it could be both at once. >®® Similarly Yarrow observes that the artistic

production of Siculo-Puniccoins of Melqart-Herakles tetradrachms “[were] minted by and for

>%® piod. 5.20.s, Silius Pun. 3.23-4.

>! Keay 2013, 305, 317; Stewart and Shaw 1994, 16-23.

>%2 Garcia-Bellido 1991,52-3.

53 |G XIV 600 = CIS1.122 and 122bis. For texts and translations see, Bonnet 1988, 245.
%% Yarrow 2013, 358; Bonnet 1988, 244—7; Malkin 2011,128.

> Bonnet 1988, 246.

>® yarrow 2013,357-8.
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menwholivedina world governed by particularly diverse cultural influences. lemploy the

name Melqart-Herakles with the understanding that a viewer might see one or both.>*®

Melqgart-Herakles’ local popularity provided the Carthaginians with animportant point
of cultural contact. Hispano-Carthaginian coinage has typically been read interms of its possible
messagestoitssoldiersandits anti-Roman propaganda, and these are indeed valid readings.
With soldiers tradingin local communities, these local cities became starting points forthe
dissemination of these images, and some of the coins were minted at Gadiritself and perhaps

>*9 But, the ideological impact of coins can be multivalentand the local significance of the

Carmo.
deity hasreceivedtoolittle emphasis comparedto otherideological elements. Foraviewersuch

as Abdosir/Dionysius, the imagery could similarly evoke Tyrian heritage and the cult networksin

which the practices of men like Abdosir/Dionysius were embedded.

Melqgart-Herakles’s popularityamong local communities offered the Carthaginians a
religious network with which to identify and interact. Cult provided concrete spacesin which
links between past and present could be reiterated and showcased.”’® Yarrow has shown how
Carthaginians utilized coinage to engage with worshipers of Melqart-Heraklesin Sicily where
myths operated as both products and catalysts of social interaction.®”* From the perspective of
network theory, Irad Malkin has emphasized how Carthaginians and Greeks in Sicily identified

themselves with networks devoted to the cult of Melqart-Herakles to align themselves with the

*®7 Yarrow 2013, 356; cf. Strabo 3.2.13 and Garcia-Bellido 1991, 50.

%% 1o clarify my use of terms for coinage, where Melqartis represented by cities of Phoenicianorigin
without any of the syncreticicons associated with Herakles, namely clubs and or lion skins, | refer to the
deity simply as Melqart, justas | refer to the deity as Herakles in more clearly Greek contexts. When
coinagein Punic contexts does make use of Hellenicicons | willusethe name Melgart-Herakles.

*®% Garcia-Bellido 2010,213.

*7% Bonnet 2014, 290.

>’ Yarrow 2013, 350.
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patrons of those cults.”’“ The Carthaginians utilized the popularity of Melgartin Sardiniaina

similar fashion to consolidate economicties on the island.”?

The Carthaginians were not the only onesto utilize Herakles to emphasize shared
heritage with those whom they soughttoinfluence. Macedonian leaders played asimilar game
intheircultural appeals to Greek communities. Alexander |l alleged descent from Heraklesin

574

orderto gain admittance into the Olympics.””" Philip Il of Macedon utilized numismaticimagery,

"> 1n each of these

including Herakles iconography, to promote himself as a philhellene.
instances the outsiderappeals toreligious beliefs shared within anetwork of insiders to gain

acceptance and legitimacy. The use of Melqgart-Herakles via Hispano-Carthaginian coinage

conformsto previous, longerterm patternsin Carthaginian coinage.

PART 3. APPROACHING CARTHAGINIAN COINAGE

I now offeran overview of Carthaginian coinage. Carthage’s first coins were mintedin
the late fifth century to fund military campaignsin Sicily.>’® From the start Carthaginians
appropriated established coin typesin Sicily. The prancing horse was originally afeature of
Syracusan coinage which the Carthaginians quickly appropriated.®’” This adoption locates Punic
culture within the Greek milieu of disseminating images. Susan Frey-Kuper has shown how the

Carthaginians made “deliberate use of alimited range of generictypes across awide area of

°’% Malkin 2011, 139.

>3 Miles 2011a,104-5;Lipinski 1989,67-70.This is demonstrated by a third-century dedicatory
inscription for a temple to Melqart at Tharros which explicitly names shophets from Carthage.

>’ Malkin 2004, 354.

>7> Isoc. Philippus. Isocrates seems to have been convinced; he evokes Philip’s descentfrom Herakles in
the letter.

*7® Visona 1998, 4.

>77 Frey-Kupper 2014, 85.
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578 . . . . . .
[.”>"* lconographic choices were conservative, with images of Tanit

Carthaginian contro
dominating obverseimagery and horses and palms on the reverse, evoking Carthage itself and
broader notions of Punicidentity. The palmtree ($oivi) serves as afertility symbolbutalsoa

possible pun on “Phoenician.”®”’

Overtime, the persistent dissemination of these symbols
permitted theirsemanticfield to shiftand broaden, so that Tanit, horses, and palms could all be
recognized as signifiers of the Carthaginian state while also cueing the broader embrace of Punic

communities in the Central Mediterranean.*®® Tanit’s image was especially potent because of its

appeal totophetusers.

In PunicSicily and Sardinia Carthaginians coinage regularly employed images of Taniton
the obverse with combinations of horsesand or palms on the reverse, ap pealing to the
popularity of the goddess within the regions.>®" Tanit’s popularity is likewise reflected within
tophet-using communitiesin Sicily and Sardinia (fig. 3.6). Quinn has suggested that tophet-using
communities functioned as anetwork, with “criss-crossing identifications” being made between

582

them.”™” Carthage became an especially prominent member of this network as tophet-using

communities began to articulate features resembling the visual culture of Carthage’s tophetin

*# When Carthage began to produce supra-regional coinagein the late fifth

the sixth century.
century, the reiteration of images of Tanit was another way of signaling identifications within
this shared cultural milieu. Among communities in Iberia, where no tophet culture is evident,

Melgart provided amore logical of contact. Yet there was some previous experimentation with

Melqartin Siculo-Puniccoinage priorto the Barcid era.

378 Frey-Kupper 2014,77.

379 Frey-Kupper 2014, 85.

*%9 Yarrow 2013, 348; Bhabha 1994.
>81 Frey-Kupper 2014.

*#2 Quinn 2013, 36.

583 Quinn 2013, 34.
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Melqgart-Herakles coinage in Sicily demonstrates Carthaginian use of the deity and the
development of the imagery. The earliest depiction of Melqart-Herakles occurin the early
fourth-century coinage of PunicSolus, which featurean image of Melgart wearingalion skin,
with a seahorse on the reverse. Solus minted continued to mint coinage featuringthe deityinto
the following century (figs. 3.7.1-3). *** Hekataios records that Herakles founded the
community.*®> Given the possibly mixed population of the city, the use of Greek visual language
forits coinage is not surprising. The community alsoissued coins depicting a bearded male with

an earring, which resembles the firstissues of Carthaginian depictions of Melqgart (fig. 3.7.4).

In the last quarter of the fourth century a rare issue of coins featured abearded male
wearinga wreath and earing, bearing the legend RSMLQRT. Far more widespread were coins
with the same legend depicting female heads surrounded by dolphins on the obverse. The

location of the mintis unknown. Suggestions include a Carthaginian colony at Selinunte, to

586

whichinscriptions at Carthage and Tharros with the term RSMLQRT may refer.”” The legend

17587

couldalsoreflecta military unit, “Head of Melgart.””"" The inscription has led scholars to

identify the male as Melqart. Its resemblanceto the bearded male with an earring at Solus

*¥ This bearded version may be an alternative representation to

corroborates this suggestion.
the more Hellenized Melqart with lion scalp. The Barcids would later use abearded male

wearing a wreath to depict Melgart-Herakles.

Nearthe start of the third century Carthage released anissue of Melqart-Herakles

tetradrachms that circulated widely throughout the island (fig. 3.7.6). The obverse imagery

>3 Thuc. 6.2.6 hints atits Phoenician foundingin possibly the eighth or seventh centuries.

> Malkin 2011, 136; Heakatoios FGrHist 1 F 71-72.
*88 Eor colonysee Tusa via Pilkington 2013,280-2.
>87 Mildenberg 1993, Yarrow 2013,358-9; the legend is sometimes read as “Cape of Melqart,”
presumably an unidentified toponym. For a good summary of views see: Manfredi 1995,115-18.
588 .

Jenkins 1997, 55.
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demonstrates precise and deliberate imitation of Alexanderthe Great’s tetradrachms.>* Based
on hoards theirminting has been dated to the reign of Agathocles from 305 to 295. The design
marks a dramaticbreakin traditional minting of female images; for overa century Carthaginian
minters had consistently reiterated images of Tanit/Demeterand had recently introduced atype

with Arethusa.>®®

IntheirSiculo-Punic context, the imagery of the coinage evoked visual
language that would promote images of military and economicstrength for men withina
particularly diverse cultural milieu. The appropriation of this easterniconography distinguishes
from Syracusan models while providing avisual message that would be broadly comprehensible,
recognizable as Melgart toits Carthaginian audience and as Herakles to Greek rivals. ! Yarrow
also arguesthat this coinage reveals the process by which Herakles imagery becomes
naturalized not only with Melqart but with notions of Carthaginian power, a process that had
been unfoldingin Sicily for centuries.>®> At about the same time Gadir began to emitits first

coinage and experiment with Melqart-Herakles imagery too. Methods forinterpreting the social

significance of these objects and images have been addressed in the introduction to this work.

One remarkable feature of Carthaginian coinage thatrequires comment here isits
determined lack legends. The earliest coinage copied contemporary Greek models by employing
the civiclegend KARTHADAST, but the tacticwas quickly dropped for subsequent coinage.””?
Unlike Rome and many Greek cities, when Carthage finally began emitting coinage, it controlled

territory farbeyond the terrestrial boundaries of the city. The omission of any explicitlink to

> Jenkins 1978; the inscriptions on the two series, which Jenkins argues were minted
contemporaneously, read “people of the camp” (MMHNT or MHMHNT) and “of the financial officials”
(MHSBM).

>% Jenkins 1977.

>91 Nitschke 2013,266; Yarrow 2013, 256-9; while Jenkins has argued that association with Alexander
sought to represent Carthage as a great power of the west, widespread recognition of Alexander’s
coinageat this time has been called into question.

*2 Yarrow 2013, 359; Malkin 2011, 13441,

393 Frey-Kupper 2014,80-81.
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Carthage destabilizes the merely civicconnotations of the coinage to enable abroaderappeal of
its supra-regional iconography. This intentional ambiguity made it possible for the coinage to
evoke arange of possible identifications, enabling local Puniccommunities to identify imagery
at once with Carthage while also enabling local interpretations. The rather straightforward
imagery also encouraged local imaginings, whereas more complexarrays of symbolsand
constantly changing motifs with narrower messages, such as those that Roman coinage exhibits
duringthe Late Republicand Empire, appearintentionally avoided.>** While the semantic
specificity of the complex and fluid iconography of late Roman coinage risked bafflingits users,

the flexible ambiguity of Carthage’s issues invited broaderidentifications.

Hispano-Carthaginian coinage utilized the same ideological flexibility that Carthaginian
iconographies always had. The final series of Hispano-Carthaginian coinage entirely omitted
iconographicsymbols onthe obverses, reflecting the intention of maximizingits appeal toless

>% Yetthe firsttwo issues of Hispano-

familiar Iberian communities amid the war with Rome.
Carthaginian coinage employ Melqgart and Melqart-Herakles imagery, with a clearintention of

influencinglocal Punicallies and utilizing Herakles’ mythos, particularly his adventuresin Iberia.

>% Such Roman strategies have led scholarssuch as Crawford to question whether the message of such
coins could ever have been understood by the majority of Roman coin users.
395 Villaronga Series XI, more comments below.
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PART 4. BARCID ERA COINAGE

Under Barcid leadership various issues of silver coinage were struck, with Melgart-
Heraklesimagery being the most widely attested of the silverissues priorto the Second Punic

596
War.

Hispano-Carthaginian Coinage: Warship Series
The firstseriesthat Hamilcarissued feature adiademed male facingleft on the obverse,

which iscommonly accepted to depict Melgart; the reverse features the prow of awarship with
an aquaticcreature in the field that varies with the denominations, featuring a dolphin on the

single and triple shekels and aseahorse on the double shekels (figs. 3.8.1-2).>*’

Its minting can
be linked to nearthe time of Hamilcar’s landing at Gadir on grounds of its circulation and style.
Finds have been restricted to southwestern Iberia (fig. 3.9). Stylistically it has clear parallels with

Sicilian models, which may indicatethatits artists, who accompanied Hamilcar from Sicily, were

at first still relying on Sicilian coinage forinspiration.>*®

Some have identified this obverseimage to be a personal portrait of Hasdrubal the son-
in-law of Hamilcar, inthe fashion of a Hellenisticking; this and other such identifications of

obverses with Barcid generals remain purely speculative.*” The majority of experts have

>\ Ilaronga’s Series VIl and VIII, featuring Persephone/Tanit and Tanitrespectively, were also copious
but minted later, once conquest inthe south had stabilized. Their employment should be viewed as
commercial innature, especiallyasseries Vlll alsointroduced bronzeissues. The iconography of these
issues and the use of bronze may indicatethe desireto facilitate commerce, for whichimages traditionally
associated with the Carthaginianstate (Tanit, horses, and palmtrees) held fiduciary value. Villargona’s
series IV-Vl are sosmall (12 examples total between all three series areconsideredin Villaronga’s corpus)
that they may be omitted from this discussion.

> Thisis Villaronga’sclass Il, unless otherwise noted | follow the chronology of Villaronga’s corpus on the
Barcid Coins:Villaronga 1973.

>% (Martinez Chico 2014, 36; Villaronga 1973, 49.

>% See note 49. Firstdeveloped by Beltrdn Martinez 1949 and proliferated by Robinsonin Carsonand
Sutherland 1956, elaborated via artistic comparisonsto the Volubulis bustby Picard 1961; more recently:
Blazquez Martinez 1976 and Garcia-Bellido in Remedios, Prados,and Bermejo 2012. The inconsistencies
of this interpretation have been attacked variously by: Villaronga 1973,47-56; Acquaro 1983; Hoyos
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rejected this argument. The lack of eponymousinscriptionsis an obvious conflict with Hellenistic
royal coinage. Another problemis Polybius’ explicit rejection of a pro-Roman tradition about the
Barcids operatingas independent kings.®® The strongest fact against a personalized portraitis

that the obverses closely imitate the diademed males on Hiero the Il’s coinage.***

Perhaps
Hannibal and others may have welcomed euhemeristiccomparison between themselvesand
deities, butthese conjectures remain untestable. Yet the numismaticevidence is sufficient to

show precedentsfortheirrepresentations of Melqart and Herakles and how they inspire

minting from local communities.

The image resembles other diademed males configured as Melqart, Herakles, or
perhapstheir combinationinthe western Mediterranean. Tyre itself commonly mints afigure of

%92 A Roman didrachm

Melgart with a laurel wreathinits second-century coinage (fig. 3.8.3).
dated between 269 and 266 utilized adiademed male torepresent Hercules, identifiable by the
cluband lion skin onthe shoulders; its reverse features Romulus and Remus as well as the
legend ROMANO (fig. 3.8.4).°% Hamilcar had firsthand experience with diademed males on coins

% The rebels overstruck Carthaginian coins

beingused against Carthage by the Libyan rebels.
and employed two versions of Melqart-Herakles, one with adiademed maleon obverse with

what appearsto be a clubon hisshoulderand certainly aclub on the reverse, the otherwitha

male wearingalion skin obverse; both coinages featured a prowlinglion on the reverse with “of

1994; Lopez Castro 1995, 81—4; Blazquez Martinez, Alvar Ezquerra, and Gonzdlez Wagner 1999,284-6;
Ferrer Albelda 2011b, 311-3; most recent summary of views and deconstruction of the “Barcid Portrait”
school:Martinez Chico 2014, 36-8.

600 Polyb. 3.8-9; for a thorough treatment about the politics of Barcid appointments in Iberia, see Hoyos
1994.

601 A pointoriginally madeby Villarongaand discussed more recently by Martinez Chico2014,34-8.

%92 SNG Vol : 1113230.

%93 RRC 20/1.

®%* Yarrow 2013,359-64.
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the Libyans” (AIBYQN) in the legend (figs. 3.8.5-6).°” The rebels chose Heraklesin orderto
appropriate emblems of political power and conquestto legitimatetheirarmed rejection of
Carthaginian authority.®°® Returning to the Hispano-Carthaginian series, since the iconography
does notutilize any of Greek Herakles’ icons, the obverseimage is often read simply as

607

Melgart.

The basic significance of Melgart’s local popularity has not been lost on scholars.®*®
While I fully agree, more can be said about how weight standard and reverse imagery reinforces
the deity’s Levantineand colonial associations. The coins employ the old Phoenician weight
standard of the shekel, instead of the drachma system employedin Sicily. The reverseimagery
combinesimages from coinage of the Phoenician Levant, so thatas a whole the coins presenta
totalizingimage of Phoenician ethnicorigins. The reverseimagery has received almost no

comment from scholars.®®

The reverse of this series features a warship with an aquaticcreature beneath. A
warshipisan unusual choice. Despite Carthage’s naval supremacy up to the First Punic War,
Carthage had neveremployed warships onits coinage. Fernando Lépez Sdnchez hasread the

ship as an appropriation of Romanimagery tojustify conquest against Rome, but this puts the

610

cart beforethe horse.”™ The problems with the Barcid revenge tradition have been addressed

611

already (chaptertwo).””” While the warship may reflect the loss of Carthaginian confidence inits

®% Crawford 1985, 135-8; Manfredi 1995, 155-7, 260-3; Yarrow 2013, 360.

°% yarrow 2013, 3614.

607 Villaronga 1973,48-9; Alfaro Asins 1993a, 34; Martinez Chico 2014, 37; one might read itas a
syncretism of Melqart-Herakles due to the use of the Hellenic imagery of Sicily, Miles 2011a,220-1, but
its Greek valence doesn’t affect my argument.

%% Villaronga 1973, 48-9; Acquaro 1983, 86; Ldpez Castro 1995,81-84; Alfaro Asins 1993a,31; Miles
2011a,220-21.

% villaronga 1973, 61.

®10 | 6pez Sénchez 2002, 21.

M Eor comprehensive and convincing deconstruction of this tradition, see: Hoyos 1998.
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naval prowess, the imagery identifies with the naval imagery of coinage from Phoenician

Levantine communities.

Four Phoenician communitiesinthe Levant minted coinage during the fifth century up
to the conquest of Alexander: Tyre, Byblos, Arwad, and Sidon. The warship featured on the
coinage of all of these cities exceptfor Tyre, though its coinage featured Melgart and the same
aquaticcreatures. Identification with these other cities likewise offered prestige to Carthage;
Strabo recountsa rivalry that had developed between Tyre and Sidon for recognition as
metropolis of the Phoenicians.®** Sidon utilized the warship on almost all of its coinage from its
inceptioninthe midfifth century tothe coming of Alexander (fig. 3.10.3). Arward’s coinage
features awreathed male deity, perhaps Melgart, with warships appearing on all of its coinage
throughoutthe Persian period (figs. 3.10.4 & 3.10.6). For Byblos, fromthe late fifth century
ships were included on virtually every coin it minted (fig. 3.10.5).°"* The cities had reiterated
these imagesforcenturies, rendering prestige to its redeployment by Carthage. By evokinga
range of cities beyond simply Tyre, the imagery draws associations with the wider Levantine

. . . . . . 614
communityinvolved in Mediterranean trade and colonization.

The marine creaturesinthe field beneath warships are adolphin onthe triple and single
shekelsand aseahorse onthe double shekels (figs. 3.10.1-2). The Levantine associations of
these maritime creatures have been almost entirely overlooked by scholars.®** Tyre featured
dolphinsonthe obverse of its earliest coinage at the end of the fifth century (fig. 3.10.7).

Throughoutthe fourth century a dolphinis placedin the field beneath the deity, generally

®12 Strabo 16.2.22. Sidon appears to have become the most prominent and wealthy of the Phoenician
cities duringthe Achaemenid period: Betlyon 1989, 3, Diod. Sic. 16.41.

*13 Elayi 2014, 31.

%14 Sidon and Arward’s involvement in Phoenician trade: Ezikiel 27.8, Aubet Semmler 2001, 120-6;
615 Villaronga noted the seahorseemployed beneath a prow inthe coinage of Byblos but otherwise
emphasizes how the aquaticiconography emphasizes the maritime attributes of Gadir’s Melqart,
Villaronga 1973, 48; cf. Avienus Ora Maritima 358-60.
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accepted as Melgart, riding a seahorse (fig. 3.10.8).” ° The connection between dolphins,

7 The use of

seahorses, and Melqartisalsoseenin the coinage of Solus (figs. 3.7.1 & 3.7.3).
both seahorses and dolphins on Hispano-Carthaginian coinage covers both these bases. The
overall image more closely resembles the obverse of Byblos’ shekels, which always featured
warships and most often placed a seahorse beneath them (fig. 3.10.5). The reverses of Arward’s
tetrobols also feature aseahorse beneath the warship (fig. 3.10.6). The artisticstyle of the
seahorseson Carthaginianissuesis more reflective of Siculo-Punic coinage, e.g. wingless
seahorsesinthe exergue of Panormus’ tetradrachms. Contemporary imagery of aseahorse ona
tabletat Kerkouane is also wingless.®*® The icons themselves ratherthan any particular style

were what mattered, aswell asits literal and semanticderacination from the Levant to Punic

inhabitantsin Iberia.®*’

Summingup, the first series of coinage elicits strong identifications with both the old
colonial deity Melgart as well as numismaticimagery employed by Phoenician cities. How
Melgartevokes local cult devoted to the deity will be explored below. Beyond reaching out to
contemporary beliefs and practices, this coinage pointed geographically eastward and
chronologically backward. Because the imagery was disseminated by all of the mints of
Phoenician cities, the evocation of shared Levantine origins of Carthage and local Punic
communities broadened those meanings to embrace an Iberiaintransition. Even the choice of

the Shekel standard, deviating from Carthage’s norm in Sicily, may reflect political significance,

®1% Eor most recent discussion a reserved endorsement of this reading, see Elayi and Elayi 2009,265-271.
617 Mora Serrano 2013,148-9.

®'% Jenkins 1971, 47 nos. 27-34; Elayi and Elayi 2009, 264; Mora Serrano 2013, 149; cf. the image on the
Melgart coin of Solus. The extent to which this reflects contemporary Carthaginian conceptions of how
seahorses should lookand merely the Sicilian influence of the artisansishardto know.

019 Imagery would be familiar to Carthaginiansvia tradewith Tyre: Livy 33.48.3,34.61.14, Huss 1985, 487.
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reinforcing the Phoenician resonance of the coinage.®*° Carthage carefully maintained ties with
itsown mothercity and it may have been expected that Puniccommunitiesin Iberiadid the
same, lendingideological potency to those diasporicties. Signaling those ties helped
Carthaginians allay the possible anxieties of local Punicallies, reassuringthem thatthe
burgeoning empirewould not compromise their civicautonomy. Theirclaim to legitimacyliesin
the attemptto situate Carthage and Melqart within the shared cultural milieu of animagined

“Phoenicity.”

Hispano-Carthaginian Coinage: Elephant Series
The secondissue utilizes more evident Hellenizingimagery and overallinvokes a more

martial tone. The obverse features Melqgart-Herakles wearing alaurel wreath and bearinga club
behind his shoulder; the figure has abeard on the double shekels butis beardless on the triple,
one-and-a-half, and quarter shekels. The reverseiconography displays an elephant which
includes arideronthe double shekel, butis withoutariderforthe otherdenominations,
correlating with the presence or absence of the beard (fig. 3.11.1-2). These coins circulated
more widely than the previousissue in southern |beriaand were probably mintedinthe
southeast, either late in Hamilcar’s generalship or at the beginning of Hasdrubal’s (fig. 3.12).°**
The bearded image resembles the RSMLQRT coin from Sicily, though the inclusion of the club
marks syncretism between Melgart and Herakles more clearly. The choice to employ two

differentversions of Melgartis not particularly unusual, as the coinage of the Libyanrebelsand

PunicSeks demonstrate.

620 Tyre reverted from tetradrachms to its older shekel standard when itresumed minting after freeing
itselffrom Seleucid rule through the murder of Demetrius I1in 126, Nitschke 2013,269-70.

621 Villaronga 1973, 121.Volk has argued for a later dating for these coins based on their ware, positing
that they were minted by Hannibal instead. While provocativeand not problematic for my argument
either way, Volk’s samplesizeis onlya few coins and because none of the coins appear to circulatein the
area of Saguntum or the Ebro, Villaronga’s earlier datingremains more persuasive.
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The Hellenicimagery is more than stylistic; it reflects a desire to capitalize on the
attributes of Melgart’s Greek counterpart and, just like the imitation of Alexander’s
tetradrachmsin Sicily, naturalize those attributes with Carthaginian power. Deployment with
the elephant evokes the martial qualities associated with Greek Herakles, the warriorand
conqueror. Hannibal’s use of Greek historians and tutors demonstrate his awareness of Greek
myths and his capacity to manipulate them forideological ends will be considered shortly. ®**
Southeastern Iberia may have receptive to Hellenicmyth too. Likely minted at Carthago Nova,
findsinclude much of southeastern Iberia, where Greco-Ibericscripts were used. A Pseudo
Aristotle also mentions aroad called the Heraklean Way, which led from Carthago Nova toward
Castulo and Turdetania.®* Literary sources suggest that the Barcid family cultivated Melqart-
Herakles as a multivalent emblem of power, functioning as a familial patron, asource of
inspiration forthe army, and a means of legitimating conquest, all of which encouragedtiesto

local worshippers.®**

Hannibal and the other Barcids recognized the deity as a patron and may have claimeda
special relationship with the god.®” Hannibal’s own favor by the deity seems to have been
publicized by the Greek historiansin hisretinue. Silenus disseminated a tradition about the deity
sanctioning Hannibal’s undertaking against Rome. Itis less certain that Hannibal went so faras
to explicitly claim rivalry with Herakles and his deeds, particularly crossing of the Alps.°*° The

passage of Livy that supports thisis highly polemical.®”’

622 Rawlings 2005, 160.

623 pseudo Aristotle de Mir. Ausc. 85; assumingits correlation with the later Via Heraklea.

524 Miles 2011a,222;Rawlings argues, “the concepts of Herakles as dynast, general, liberator and traveler
were availablefor manipulation by the Barcids ifthey so chose,” Rawlings 2005, 170.

®2° Bonnet 1988, 181; Rawlings 2005; Lépez Castro 1998; Chaves Tristan 2009, 324.

®2® Glory: Barcelo 2010, 100; rivalry: Lopez Castro 1998, 96; Miles 2011a, 248-9; Rawlings 2005, 156.

627 Livy 21.41.7. Livy’ Scipio claims thatHannibal claimsto be “a rival of the journeys of Hercules,”
(aemulus itinerum Herculis); Scipiois the first of Livy’s brash commanders so elements of his
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It iswell established that Hannibal used Herakles’ martial attributes to promote martial

values amongthe soldiers and inspire cohesion within the ranks. ®*®

The god functioned asa
symbol of victory and conquest, ideals to which the soldiers were presumably receptive.
Hellenisticrulers utilized Herakles on their own coinage for this end. The elephanticon
reinforces the military power of Carthage and likewise evokesiconographicparallelsin the
coinage of Hellenisticleaders. Hellenisticsoldiers developed a core spirit around the mystique of
leaders with divine favorso close associations that Barcid leaders drew with Melqart-Herakles

629

also helped unite theirsoldiers around them.”” In these ways the deity helped unify the

ethnically disparate ranks of the Carthaginian armies andinspire victory.

The fragmentary pro-Carthaginian literary sources suggest an active policy of promoting
association with Melqart-Herakles to legitimate campaignsin Iberia and Italy. Miles convincingly
argues that Silenus used divineinteractions such as dreams to present Hannibal as, “asavior of

the old West, withits long history of cultural interaction between its Greek Punicand

7630

indigenous populations.”””" A fragment of Silenus recounts Hannibal havingadreamabouta

631

council of the gods appointingadivine guidefor his march to Italy.””" By propagating such
stories, Hannibal’s literary entourage may wellhave posed areal ideological threat to Roman

territorial claims. Rawlings argues that the destructive serpentin Hannibal’s dream may be the

(unsuccessful) speech to inspire hissoldiers against Hannibal’s should not be taken at face value.Silius
Italicus’ offers a more extensive exploration of a rivalry between Hannibal and Hercules, though itis
difficultto know whether the scenes are based on earlier tradition or arethe poet’s own invention Silius
Pun. 2.233-63,475 f.

®2% Miles 2011b,261-7.

629 Miles 2011a, 251; Rawlings 2005, 172.

%30 Miles 2011a,246.F Gr Hist175, F 8 = Cic. Div. 1.49; Livy 21.22, Silius Pun.3.163-213,Di0 13.56.9.

®3! Once they began marchingHannibal, againstthe advice of this guide, looks back to see a monstrous
serpent destroyingtrees and buildings inits wake, which the deity claims symbolizes the destruction of
Italy. Despite Roman adaptation that places Hannibalin animpious light, the story originated from a more
positiveversionin Silenus, which served to offer divinesanction to Hannibal’s campaign. Thatthe Punic
version of the story once had a positiveslantis reflected by Valerius Maximus’ reception of itas anill
omen for Rome: Val Max 1.7, ext. 1; Rawlings 2005, 157-61. Cf. Polyb. 3.47-8 for his critique of traditions
about divineguides; for the divineguide’s identity as Herakles, see: Briquel 2004.
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hydra, representing Rome’s destruction of its allies’ territory.®** Pyrrhus’ adviser Cineas is
purportedto have likened Rome to a hydra after witnessing Rome’s capacity to recover from
defeatsin even greater numbers.®* Dionysius of Halicarnassus presents a soteriological tradition

34 Herakles’

of Herakles liberating cities from tyrants across the world, including Italian Cacus.
soteriological traditions could be readily used against Rome but so too could traditions

concerningthe hero’s adventuresin Iberia.

Herakles’ adventuresinlberiawere also recastin a soteriological vein. Herakles’ laborto
steal the cattle of Geryon was already known to Hesiod around the seventh century, but both
Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Diodorus Siculus preserve traditionsin which the myth had been
transformed into a more historical account of Herakles leading an international army.®*> While
traditional myths have Geryon as the three headed son of Chrysaor, in Diodorus’ version
Chrysaoris the king of Iberiaand father of three warlike sons. After Herakles defeats each prince
in battle, he claims the cattle but gives some of themto a native king for his piety and justice,
whoin turnsacrifices the fairest bull to Herakles, for which reason cattle remained sacred and
connected with Heraklesin Iberia. Upon departure, Herakles turns Iberia overto the noblest of
meninthe country. Diodorus’ etiology suggests Herakles enjoyed popularity amonglocal
Iberians, which explains the prominence on local coinage. Carthaginians were familiar with this

tale and expected local rulersto be receptive toitsimplications.

In the same passage Diodorus recounts how Herakles stopped in Libya on the way to

Iberiato foundcities and punish arrogantrulers. During thatjourney Herakles founds a city

®3% Miles 2011a, 254,

®3 put. Pyrrh. 8.2. Hannibal was familiar with Pyrrhus’ career: Livy 35.14, App. Syr. 10, Plut. Flam. 21.3.
634 Dion. Hal.Ant. Rom. 1.41-2; see alsoBickerman 1952a, 70; Rawlings 2005,169-70.

®3 Cattle of Geryon: Hes. Theog. 287-94,979-83, Hdt. 4.8, Plat. Gorg. 484b, Paus.3.18.13, 4.36.4;
historicizing the Geryon myth: Diod.Sic.4.17-18, Dion Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.41, Diod. Sic.4.17-19.1, Bickerman
1952a,70.
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called Hecatompylon,which the Carthaginians later captured thanks to “good generals”

636

(otpatnyoicayaboic).”” In another part of his work Diodorus provides a more detailed account

of Hecatompylon’s capture by Hanno, Hamilcar’s political rival; Polybius also preserves Hanno’s

success against Hecatompylon during the First Punic War.**’

Itis plausible that Carthaginians
may have been aware of Greek traditions about Herakles’ deeds in Iberiaand Libya, given their

interaction with Herakles in Sicily. Yetitis more than coincidence that the only traditions abo ut

thiscity are its link to Herakles and subsequent capture by Carthage.

Diodorus’ story about Herakles and Hecatompylon may stem from a Carthaginian
source. In the passage where Diodorus names Hanno as the general that captured the city, he
notes Hanno’sintentions are to secure supplies for his soldiers. Diodorus highlights Hanno’s
“humane treatment” (dvBpwnivwc) of the captured city and restraint from plunderingit, noting
Hanno's preference for “benefaction to punishment” (trv evepyeoiavtic Tipwpiac).* The
citizens are so pleased with Hanno that they freely supply his army. This version of Hanno’s
dealings with subject populations could not be more different from Polybius’ characterization of
Hanno.Immediately before Polybius mentions Hanno’s capture of Hecatompylon, he explains
how the severity of Carthaginian exactions from Libyan subjects directly caused the Libyan
Revolt. Polybius singles out Hanno as an example of such harsh generals, who did not treat the

®3% Diodorus’ information on

people “kindly and humanely” (o0 tougmpawg kai dpAavOpwrnwc).
Hecatompylon appearsto derive from pro-Carthaginian sources. Quinn persuasively arguesfora

Carthaginian origin to Sallust’s version of amyth about the Altars of Philaeni, in which the

®%° Diod. Sic.4.18.1.

37 polyb.1.73.1, Diod. Sic. 24.10.2

®%% Diod. Sic.24.10.2.

639 Polyb.1.72.3-4. Note too that Polybius saysthetaxation of 50% on crops was exacted without
exception.
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Carthaginian heroes are positively cast against deceitful Greeks.**° Diodorus’ work utilizes pro-

Carthaginian sources and at times betrays pro-Carthaginian sentiments.®*!

The Carthaginians might have evoked a Herakles charter myth tojustify the capture of
Hecatompylon. Malkin has utilized White’s middle ground to explore similarinstances of Greek
use of Herakles charter mythsinSicily to legitimate colonial endeavorsin the fifth century,
including at Eryx, which Herakles had won during his travel with Geryon’s cattle. White
understandsthe “middle ground” as both a specificplace in the Great Lakes region of North
America(1650-1815) and a process through which colonial and indigenous actors adjust their
own actionsin accordance to the perceived cultural premises of their partners, often resultingin

7642

“creative misunderstandings.””"* A Greek adventurer, Pentathlos, attempted to manipulate a

local foundation myth by claiming Herakles had left Eryx in native hands until one of Herakles’

ancestors claimed it.®*?

Melgart’s association with Carthage provided the Carthaginians with
grounds to make similarcharterclaimsin Libya. Such claims could counter criticism of
Carthage’s Libyan sovereignty by emphasizing traditions about Herakles’ original civilizing
adventuresin Libya. Perhaps Diodorus reflects an interpretatio graeca of what was originally a

Melgart charter myth. Libyan use of Herakles-Melqartfor coins corroborates the local

significance of the deity.

Traditions about Herakles’ role deposing tyrantsin Iberia would have likewise been
appealingto Hamilcar, who was himself conquering local communities and deposing theirrulers.

In this way, the Hispano-Carthaginian coinage may reflect the expectation that reference to

640 Quinn’s evidence and caseareadmittedly stronger, Quinn 2014.

41 sal. By 17.7, Diod.Sic.23.11, 24.11; for other instances of Pro-Carthaginian stances see:Sacks 1990,
128, n. 41. Diodorus’ fragmentary accountof the FirstPunic War twice references the pro-Carthaginian
historian Philinus of Agrigentum. Mineo has also noted Diodorus’ habitof diminishing Roman victories in
the FirstPunic War and exaggerating defeats Mineo 2011, 119.

®42 White 2011, vii; Malkin 2011, 45-48.

*** Malkin2011,120-3.
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these myths would strike achord with local communities. Herakles had been generous to local
rulers after unseatingthe bad ones and the Barcids found allies as well as subjects. In terms of
subjectkings, it wasimportant to maintain the good will of the strong men put in charge (see
chapterfour). Carthaginian familiarity with these mythsis probable but the extent of local
familiarity with these myths and the successful reception of this message is more difficult to
assess. Nevertheless, charter myths of this sort were expected to be taken seriously. *** Firm

evidence does exist for Barcid interactions with cult on the ground at Gadir.

In a scene directly before Hannibal’s divine dream, Livy records that Hannibal sacrifices
at the temple of Melqart at Gadir before setting out on his march to Italy. According to Livy:
“Hannibal fulfilled his vows to Hercules and binds himself to new vows, if his subsequent affairs
should prosper”.®*> The vows being repaid may relate to the attack on Saguntum, while the new
ones certainly pertain to the march to Italy. This story accords well with the tradition preserved
by Avienus about Phoenicians honoring Gadir’s Melgart after successful undertakings.®*® On one
level this should merely be read as a pious, publicact of a Carthaginian general. Butit meant
more than that. This tradition was also almost certainly presentin the works of Silenus, who is

known to have written about Gadir’s Heracleium. **’

The actfitsinto the larger context of
promoting Barcid connections with Melqart-Herakles. Miles suggests that the eventrepresents a

purposeful stepin acarefully choreographed journey.®*

Hannibal’s patronage honored the community of Gadiras well. The actrecognizesand

reinforces the prestige of its famous temple, a tactic that Roman statesmen and eventually

*** Malkin2011,123-4.

645 Livy 20.21.9, (Herculi vota exsoluit novisque se obligat votis, si cetera prospera evenissent); cf. Silius
Pun. 3.14-16.

%46 Avienus Ora Maritima 358.

%7 Strabo 3.5.7, Pliny NH 4.36; Miles 2011a, 252.

**% Miles 2011a, 252.
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emperors would likewise employ through benefactions to Hercules-Gaditanus as seen with

¥ The act also

Hadrian’s coin (fig. 3.2), to the mutual benefit of local and imperial actors.
reaffirms the alliance between Gadirand Carthage. Itis through Gadir’s institution that Hannibal
thanksthe god for servicesrendered and builds upon that solemn relationship with afurther
vow. Gadir'stemple becomes the channelthrough which the fate of the empire isdivinely

mediated. This serves to reiterate the mutual trust between Carthage and Gadir, while

amountingto significant prestige for Gadir.**°

The act alsoreiterates the links that Melqart-Herakles fostered between Carthage and
numerous actorsin Iberia beyond the community of Gadir, evoking Carthage’s bond to the
largerdiasporiccommunity of Phoenician origin as well as to the wider community devoted to
Melgart-Herakles in Iberia. Carthaginian officials may have frequently patronized local cults to
Melqart-Herakles orother comprehensible deities, such as Tanit, in dealings with local
communities.®*' Comparablesituations are better attested for Roman interaction with Greek
civiccults, such as Athenian Eleusis.®*” Carthaginian settlers would naturally have reinforced
such interactions in establishing cults to Punicdeitiesin new settlements, including a possible

sanctuary to Gadir’s Melqart at Carthago Nova.

An inscription from Carthago Nova hints at cult for Gadir's Melgart within a Carthaginian

foundation. The lostinscription was discovered within awall and copied in the late eighteenth-

653

century.”” The textreads:

649 Lopez Castro 1998.

630 Symbolically, Hannibal’s greatundertaking againstlitaly begins in the placewhere Hamilcar’s conquest
of Iberia began too.

1 Eor the strong likelihood of other Barcid generals atleastvisiting Gadir’s temple: Marin Ceballos and
Jiménez Flores 2004,231.

®*2 Clinton 1989.

3 i 3409, for publication history see: Abascal Palazénand Ramallo Asensio 1997, 160-1 no. 35.
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[H]ercule[i] To Hercules

Gadita[no] Gaditanus,

L(ucius) Avi(us) L(uci) Il(ibertus) Anti[pho] Lucius Avius Antipho, freedman of Lucius,
et A(ulus) Avi(us) Ecl[ectus] and Aulus Avius Eclectus

v(otum) s(olvit) I(ibentes) m(erito) gladly fulfilled avow deservedly

While the inscription may date to the first century BCE, it could reflect the survival of a previous
cult tothe deity that was established during the Barcid era.®** The persistence of Puniccultsinto

655

the city’s Roman period has been suggested for other cult spacesinthe city. > Strabo also

records that the island of Escombreras, nearthe mouth of modern Cartagena’s harbor, was

sacred to Herakles.®®

Given Hannibal’s interactions with the temple at Gadir, itis possible that
theinscriptionreflectsacultto the deity that was established in Barcid times, reinforcing ties
with Gadir. Such cult would bring prestige to the new colony by associatingitwith an ancient
colonial intuition. As a point of comparison, aninscription at Carthage honors the Astarte of

Eryx, correspondingto several inscriptions to “the Astarte of Eryx” at Eryx itself.®*’

Eryx provides
a good example of how the cult of an allied city, this case one of Elymaean origin but with strong

Punicinfluence, could connect Carthaginians to that city.

The two sets of coinage reflect amultivalentideological agenda. The iconography of
seriesllused Melgartand the imagery of Phoenician coinageto situate Carthage with respectto
the widerethnicorigins shared with Punicinhabitants of Iberia. The more Hellenic profile of
Melqart-Herakles signals the martial qualities of the Greek hero to configure the deity as patron
of the Barcid family and aninspiring symbol for Carthaginian soldiers. Myths about Herakles’

adventures unseatingtyrantsin Iberia could also be signaled as charter myths to legitimate

654 Noguera Celdran2013,154; Abascal Palazonand Ramallo Asensio 1997, 160; the editors’ dating seems
highly speculativethough the dateitselfis notvery significantfor the argument here.

655 Ramallo Asensioin Abad Casal,Keay,and Ramallo Asensio 2006,93—-4; Ramallo Asensio and Ruiz
Valderas 2009, 539.

®%% Strabo 3.4.6.

®7 pilkington 2013, 285-6; Thuc 6.2.3.
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Carthaginian conquests. Above all, these coins served to evoke local cult to Melgart-Herakles as
points of interaction between Carthaginians and locals, mirroring Hannibal’s ceremonious

actions on the eve of the Second Punic War.

PART 5. LOCAL REACTIONS
Gadir
With the coming of the Barcids, Gadir began to mint a small series of silver coinage as
well asintroduce civiclegends and subtle iconographic changes. Through these choices the
minting authorities primarily reemphasized the community’s political autonomy, prosperity, and
territorial integrity in the face of the Carthaginian presence, while also more subtly identifying

itself with the prestigeof itsimperialally.

Gadir's earliest coins are anepigraphicbronzesinthree denominations based on
contemporary Siculo-Punicweight standards of 8to 9 gram singles.®*® The largest denomination
featuresthe image of Melqart-Herakles wearing the lion skin on the obverse, perhapsinspired
by coinage of Alexanderthe Great through Sicilian intermediation, with tuna fish onthe reverse;

5% Smaller

a contemporary bronze of Solus’ offers aclose iconographicparallel (figs. 3.13.1-2).
denominations featureasolardeity on the obverse.®® Depictions of Melqart-Herakles with lion

skins remained Gadir’s primary image into the Augustan period. These coins circulated locally

and were probably minted for small scale transactions related to the salt-fish industry, perhaps

%8 Alfaro Asins 1988, 137-9; Alfaro Asins 1997,66—7. | follow Alfaro Asins corpus unless otherwise noted.
Inadditionto hoards, overstrikes of later series corroborates their datingas the firstseries Alfaro Asins
1988,634.

659 Chaves Tristdn 2009, 326; Mora Serrano 2003,413-4.

%50 The smaller denominations (A1.2 & 1.3) featured a solar deity on the obverse or dolphins, though all
three denominations always feature two tunas on the reverse.
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facilitated by the temple of Melgart.®®* The coins signal Gadir’s civicautonomy, a privilege it
continued to enjoy during the Barcid presence. These were the only coins producedin southern

Iberiabefore the arrival of the Barcids.

Duringthe Barcid era, Gadir minted new issues with Phoenician legends, including
several denominationsin silver.®® The silver coins appear in avariety of small denominations,
ranging from 4.63 grams to unitsas small as .2 grams, compatible to the drachmastandard
employed by Emporion and Ebusus. While not equivalent to the weight system of Hispano-
Carthaginian coins, the weights have been suggested to correlate to 2/3 of the Hispano-

Carthaginian shekels.®®

Until recently the accepted view has been that the coinage was minted
to assist Carthage with military expenses.®®* The argument against this view appearsin my
previous chapter, arguing instead that the divergence from Hispano-Carthaginian weight
standards and small units do not make sense for military expenditures, butinstead reflect the

665

desire tofacilitate exchange, possibly with Emporion and Ibiza (see chapter two).””” Finds still
clusterinthe immediate region of Gadir, though some finds also appearon Ibizaand near

- 666
Emporion.

%1 Alfaro Asins 1997,67; Sdez Romero 2009, 118-20; Arévalo Gonzéalez and Moreno Pulido2011,341;for
their use as votives infish factories see: Arévalo Gonzalez 2004.

%2 The silveris Alfaro Asins Series Il;the two series of bronzes issued during Barcid times areseries |1l and
IV.

3 n general see: Alfaro Asins 1988, 74-5; for compatibility with Hispano-Carthaginian shekels see:
Alexandropoulos 1987.The logic behind the weight standards is clearly complex;though its significance
remains uncertain, its distinction from Carthaginian weightstandards and impracticality for military
purposes is what matters here.

®5% Villaronga 1986; Alfaro Asins 1988, 126; Lépez Castro 1995,90-1.

665 Villaronga, theoriginal proponent of the miltiary coinageidea, has recently changed joined other
scholarsinfavor of exchange, Villaronga and Benages 2011, 103; Mora Serrano 2003, 416; Chaves Tristan
2009,330-1. Consider also how Emporion’s early coinage geared toward Carthaginian models in order to
facilitate exchange with Punic commercial partners, Mora Serrano 2003, 413.

66 Arévalo Gonzélez and Moreno Pulido 2011,345-7.
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The silverand bronze coins now introduce Phoenician legends, (MHLM/‘GDR) “minting
of Gadir” and (MP’L/‘GDR) “work of Gadir.”®®” The iconography also undergoes interesting
changes. All divisions of the silver coins feature the head of Melgart wearingalion skinand

¥ The club remains astandard

tunason the reverse, now with clubs onthe obverses of singles.
feature of Gadir’s coinage into the Roman period.®®® Another significanticonographic change

occurs inthe bronzes, which now feature Melqart facing the viewer onth e halves and quarters

(fig. 3.13.4).

The scripts, iconography, and even metrology all served to reiterate the community’s
self-image and interests as well as distinguish Gadir from the burgeoning presence of Carthage.
The introduction of the civicscriptis the most obvious element of this agenda. The legends now
emphasize the name of the community and its ability to issue coinage.®’° This reflects an anxiety
with regard to the community’s political autonomy and territorialintegrity. Ancient
communities associated the capacity to mint civic coinage with political autonomy.®’* Gadir’s
minting parallels the position of Phoenician citiesin Sicily such as Solus and Panormus, which
continued minting their own coinage after Carthage arrived on the island, in contrast to cities

672

undermore direct control in North Africa, such as Utica or Numidian cities.”’“ The coins can also

be viewed as part of an ethnicdialogue. Gadirwas nolongerthe only Puniccityinthe south to

be minting. Atthe risk of gettinglostin the “noise” of Carthaginian coinage, the Phoenician

7673

legend rearticulates Gadir’s civicidentity as a distinctive “Punicity.””"” The weight standard

®7 For translationsand other possibilities see Alfaro Asins 1988,49-55.

°°% A 11.AL & 11.B.1.

%59 Alfaro Asins’ Series V

®7% Chaves Tristan 2009, 335.

671 Howgego 1995, 39-43. Ebusus also emits silver coinage but does not employ civiclegends;this maybe
related to the relativelack of direct Carthaginian intrusion ontheisland.

%72 Mora Serrano 2003,413;itis only after the Second Punicthat Numidianroyal coinageappears.

%73 Sensu Bondi 2014. Compare Italian merchants being mistaken for Romans when abroadin Greece.
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furtherenhanced its distinctiveness. Overall the Carthaginian presence caused acrisis of sorts,

spurring Gadirto inventa more assertive civicidentity, which the iconography furtherenhances.

The reiteration of previousiconographicelements reveals a studied disregard of
Carthaginian types.®’* Melqart-Herakles with lion skin continues to be the most common
obverse image, andthe only one forsilvercoins. The solar deity remained on the bronze
quarters, maintaining Gadir’siconographicdistinctiveness.®”> Aninterestinginnovation is the
creation of forward facing Melgart onthe bronze halves. Whilethis also may have been meant
to set Gadir apart from Carthage, it could also reflect a reaction to the coinage of Seks, which
beganimitating Gadir's Melqgarts (below). The inclusion of aclub likely alludes to the Hispano-
Carthaginian series 11 (fig. 3.13.5), some of which were minted at Gadir for Carthage.®’® The club
has been read as a possible concession to Carthage, but this misses what Gadir had to gain by

*”’ The silvers were relatively

identifying with Carthaginian coinage, evenin this subdued way.
smallissues, totaling 114 examplesin Alfaro Asins’ corpus and 3.48% of the total studied. They
may have been more symbolicthan practical, intended to display Gadir's wealth. Anod to
Gadir’s political ties to Carthage associates Gadir with Carthage’s successful conquests,
reinforcing the prestige of the silvers and of Gadir itself. Though the otherwiseintentional

rejection of Barcid iconographies sets Gadirapart from a Carthaginian “other,” Carthage also

avoids using Gadir'simagery.

874 Chaves Tristan 2009, 327-8.

®”% Chaves Tristan 2009, 338.

%7 Sejas del Pifial 1993.

*”7 Mora Serrano 2003,417. Chaves Tristanis less convincingin her argument that the silver coinagewas
minted as anactof rebellionfrom Carthage due to its difficultiesin the FirstPunic War and Mercenary
War, Chaves Tristan 2009, 324 ff.; even ifthe author’s novel and earlier datingis accepted, the restricted
circulation of the Libyan Revolt coinage within Africa, Carradiceand La Niece 1988,41, makes it doubtful
that Gadir actively associated itself with those coins.
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Despite Carthaginian use of the lion skin model in early third-century Sicily, the image

®’% Given that Carthaginian coinage

may have beenintentionallyavoidedin Iberia(fig. 3.7.6).
used Melqgartto play on common ethnicorigins, this appears surprising. The lion skin was not
employed on coinage by any Phoenician cities anyway (though diademed males were), so it
would not have contributed to the ethnic message of the warship coinage inany case. Yet the
imagery should have been intentionallyavoided fortwo reasons, which are not mutually
exclusive. First, the lion skin type could draw problematicassociations with Alexander the Great.
Alexander’s reputation forruthlessness and conquest could have sentan ambivalent message to
local communities,dampening the chances for peaceful negotiations. Especially harmful could
be the memory of Alexander’s destruction of Tyre, not to mention Carthage’s failure to aid Tyre
fromthat assault.®”

The other reasonto eschew the lion skiniconography would be to avoid appropriating
Gadir’'siconography. Directimitation of Gadir'siconography could have beenseenasa
challenge; much as Carthage’s early imitation of Syracuse’s prancing horse type tetradrachms
has been viewed.®*° The difficult but essential question becomes: when does imitation amount
to flattery and when does it constitute athreat? Hannibal’s visit and vows to Herakles-Melgart
at Gadir speaks of sensitivity and respect toward Gadir’s cultinstitutions, which was part of the
intention.®®' Visona demonstrates a similar creativity and sensitivity to local valuesin the
Carthaginian coinage employed during the Second PunicWarin southern Italyin orderto appeal

682

to local audiences.”” With Gadiras the only community minting coinage in the south,

678 Images of Melqgart-Herakles inlion skinsalso appear onfuneraryrazors atcontemporary Carthage.

679 Accordingto Curtius Rufus (4.2.11) Carthage promised Tyre militaryaid, butitnever came.
680
Frey-Kupper 2014,97.
681 ca rthage had likewise demonstrated sensitivity and respectfor local elements of Punic communities in
Sicilyand SardiniaBondi 2014, 68.
%82 Viisona 2009.
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alternative iconographies avoided the ambiguous issue of appropriation while utilizing Melqart-
Heraklesin new ways. Inthis way, Hannibal’s patronage of the temple serves to honorits
sanctity and formalize recognition of the territorial claims embedded within Gadir’s cultic

infrastructure, which Gadir’s own coinage served to reiterate.

Seks
At thistime Seks (Almufiécar), an old Phoenician colony, began minting bronze coinage

which combines elements in the coins of both Carthage and Gadir. **

The community was
founded around the eighth century and was one of the Puniccommunities which Livy records
resisting the Romans in the wake of the Second Punic War.®** Materials from Seks suggest signs
of interaction with Carthage from an early period, with pained ostrich eggs appearinginits

necropolis from the early Punicperiod.®®

Seks mints bronze coins utilizing two distinct obverse iconographies but both carry the

name of the community in Phoenician script on the reverse (SKS).*

One typeappearsin
doublesand halves based onan 8/9 gram weight standard and features Melqgart-Herakles facing
to theright with a club overthe shoulder; the reverse features two fish with the civicinscription
betweenthem (fig. 3.13.6). The othertypeis a quarter with an obverse featuring Melqart

coveredinalionskinfacingrightanda reverse featuringaclub and the inscription (MP’L/SKS)

“work of Seks.” Inthe following century Seks commonly minted bronzes of Melgart with lion

®83 Overviews: Alfaro Asins 1997, 83-4, 97-9 and Pellicer Catalanin Bierling and Gitin 2002, 49-77.
% livy 33.21.

885 pellicer Catalanin Bierlingand Gitin 2002, 59.

686 Villaronga and Herrero 1994, 103-4.
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skinsand clubs with tunas onthe reverse, but the second-century coins are distinguished by the

use of Neo-Punicscript(fig. 3.13.9).

The coins with uncovered head and club on the obverse resemble the Hispano-
Carthaginian coins bearing beardless Melqart-Herakles with clubs, though the wreath of the
Carthaginianissuesis notably absentand the deity faces the opposite direction (figs. 3.13.5-6).
The reverse bears noresemblance to the Hispano-Carthaginianissues atall butinstead imitates
the double fishiconography of Gadir’s earliest series (fig. 3.13.1). During this time Gadiralso
began mintingasingle fish on most of its issues, though continuedissuing types with double
fishes(fig. 3.13.8). Seks use of the fishiconography clearly evokes its maritimeresources, for
which Strabo records it was famous.®®’ The coinage alsoincludes alegend with the name of the
community; the coins with deityin lion skins use the same formula as Gadir, (MPL’ SKS), “work

688

of Seks,” emphasizingthe community’s authority to mint.””” With the expulsion of Carthaginian

power afterthe Second Punic War, the deity usually appears with lion skins.

The two differenticonographies resemblethe coins of both Gadirand Carthage.®®
Geographically, Seks’ coastal location rested approximately halfway between Gadirand
Carthago Nova. Seks may have benefited economically from the Carthaginian presence in the
same way that Gadir did, sending salt-fish products toward redistribution systemsin place at

9% This double identification adduces the

Carthago Novaas well asinland toward Castulo.
ancient prestige of Gadirand its temple while also identifying with the Carthaginian empire,

grounded Seks somewhere between the old and the new, the local and colonial. The choice of

twoiconographiesfor Melqart-Herakles mirrors the coinage of Carthage as well as that of the

®%7 Strabo 3.4.2.3, named “the polis of the Exitani” (n t@v E§ttaviv moALg); named Seks (2€€) by Ptolemy
24.7.

®%8 Alfaro Asins 1997, 83—4.

689 Mora Serrano 1993,66-67, 72.

®% 1t Ant. 405.3.
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Libyanrebels. The use of Melgart-Herakles imagery strongly suggests local affinityforthe deity,
for which alocal cult would not be improbable. In this sense it marks the successful reception of
the Carthaginianinitiative. If such a cultexisted, it would have made agood point of contact for
visiting Carthaginian officials and soldiers. Imitation of Carthaginian imagery may have been
intended to confer prestige and powerinamore direct way than with Gadir’s use of the club.
These coins can also be considered as hybrid objects. They still have the tunaon the back but by
evokingthe Barcid imagery of Melqart-Herakles they reproduce a partial image of Carthage
accordingto local logic, perhaps reflecting some ambiguity toward the Carthaginian presence as

691
well.

The use of Gadir'simageryisintriguing forithints at the dialogue emergingaround the
figure of Melgart-Herakles. The adoption of Gadir’s doublefish iconography mightalso indicate

*92yetthe iconography may also have been

competition with Gadir as a maritime producer.
intended toreference Gadir’'s temple, with which the community of Seks and other Phoenicians
inthe Circle of the Straits would have been well familiar, facilitating trade within the area. Seks’
imitation of Gadir’s lion skinimagery may also have influenced Gadir’s decision to differentiate
and introduce the forward facing version of the deity. The extent to which Gadir may have been
influenced by Seks is admittedly speculative, butitis more probable that Seks chose to use its

attachmentto Melqgart-Herakles to identify itselfwith both Gadirand Carthage, and in doing so

the prestige and commercial opportunities attached to both.

%91 Alicia Jiménez 2011,118; Bhabha 1984.An odd coinalso deserves mention with respect to Carthage. It
is a bronze singlefrom the middle of the second century which features a bearded Melgart-Herakles
wearing a lion skin with club and a warship on the reverse. Melqart-Herakles with lion skin never appears
with a beard. This unique combination may have drawn inspiration fromthe Carthaginian Series |1l with
beards (figs.3.15.11-12) as well as the Carthaginianissues with warships. The only other community in
the south to ever use warships was nearby Carteia and Arse/Saguntum duringthe second century, both of
which had strongties to the Barcid empire (see chapter two). The blend of imagery is complex and
obscure, though it is tempting to wonder if continued association with Carthage, perhaps due to
contemporary trade, was at play.

692 Mora Serrano 2003,411.
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Castulo
Castulostands out as a significant Carthaginian ally because it was the home of

693 Castulo emits bronze coins in numerous divisions of doubles, halves,

Hannibal’s Iberian wife.
and quarters, all featuring diademed males onthe obverse; the reverses of the doubles feature
a sphinx while the smaller denominations depict bulls, all of which bearthe name of the

694

community (KASTILO) inthe legendin Iberian script (fig. 3.14.1).””" The diademed male could

695

very well have been inspired by Melgart on Carthaginian warship coins.””” Whether this reflects
genuine cult to Heraklesis doubtful though intentional association with the community’s
powerful Carthaginianallyislikely. That seemsto be the purpose behind another coin the city
emits around the same time, a bronze single, which features afemale head on the obverse with
spikes of grainin the hair, with strongresemblance to the images of Tanit on Hispano-
Carthaginian bronzes (figs. 3.14.2-3).°°° Castulo’s coinage reveals somewhat different strategies
for association with Carthaginian power.””’ The lack of any clear depictions of Herakles or Tanit
inthe subsequent coinage of Castulo also suggests that these coins mainly reflect p olitical
posturingratherthan connections throughlocal cult.

Arse/Saguntum
Arse/Saguntum®® was the first Iberian community to issue coinage before the Barcid

era, startingin the later fourth century and framingits coinage with Hellenistic designs.®*® Arse

appearsto have altereditsiconography uponits capture by Hannibal. The conflict between

93 Livy 24.41.7.

®%* Garcia-Bellido 1976; Garcia-Bellido etal. 2002, 226-33.

89> Garcia-Bellido has envisioned these as representations of a local leader. This may be soand does not
harm my argument here.

696 Villaronga Series VII, attributed to the time of Hannibal.

697 Compare alsothecases of Baria and Malaga, which also begin to mint coins atthis time but do not
appear to have made any reference to Carthaginian types inthe deployment of their own coins.

59 | will usethe term Arse, whichis the name by which the community refers to itself during the Barcid
era; the community eventually calls itself Saguntuminits coins with Latin scripttoward the end of the
second century.

699 Ripolles Alegre 2012, 3.
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Rome and Carthage that resulted in Hannibal’s assault upon the community requires no

" The critical details of the narrative with regard to the Second Punic War are

rehearsal here.
that the community was in stasis with regard to the Barcid empire and the pro-Roman party
requested Romaninvolvement. With the arrival of a Roman embassy, members of the pro-
Carthaginian side were murdered and aRoman embassy then approached Hannibal, shortly
after which Hannibal openly defied Roman dictates and launched his attack on Arse in the spring

of 219, withitfalling8 monthslater. Anumber of Arse’s coinsappearin hoards related to the

Second Punic War, some in apparent imitation of Hispano-Carthaginian coinage.”®

During or just afterthe Second Punic War Arse minted silver drachms (3.3 grams) with
obverse images of Herakles wearing alaurel wreath and holding a club behind the shoulder; the

702

reverses portray bullsand the legend ARSKITAR in Iberian script (figs. 3.14.4-5).”" The style of
the obverse imagery bears close resemblance to the elephant series of Hispano-Carthaginian
coins (fig.3.1). Local affinity for Herakles is reflected in the literary and material evidence. Silius
Italicus reports that Herakles was the founder of the community, which mayindicate a

foundation myth that had developed by the third century.’®® Avase in the form of a man

wearingan animal peltwas recovered fromthe site inthe 1930s; it has been dated to the third

7% Eor bibliography on the origins of the Second Punic War see Richin Cornell and Rankov 1996, 1 n. 1; for
Saguntum in particular: (Hoyos 1998,174-95). Literary sources: for Saguntum’s harassment of
Carthaginianallies: Polyb.3.28-30, Livy 21.6.1, Appian 10.36-8; Roman embassies to Hannibal concerning
Saguntum: Polyb 3.15, Cicero Phil 5.27, Livy 21.6.8, 9.3, Appian Iberi. 11,Zonaras 8.21.7-8; later Roman
sources imagining Saguntum protected by the Ebro River Treaty (againstPolybius)Livy21.2.7,18.19,
Appian lber. 7,11, Florus Epit. 1.22.4, Zonaras 8.21.4, Silius Italicus 1.294-5.

"1 | follow Ripollés Alegre and Llorens 2002, also followed in the recent monograph by Chaves Tristanand
Pliego Vazquez 2015; cf. Garcia-Bellido etal.2002,37-45.

702 Ripollés yLlorens 59-67.Imagery also often accompanied by various astrological and marinesymbols.
Duringthe second century the obverse model continued to be used alongwith male heads with laurels or
diadems but without clubs, which have been alsoidentified as Herakles too by many, Ripollés Alegre and
Llorens 2002, 92.

793 silius Pun. 1.273-5,368-70, Ripollés Alegreand Llorens 2002, 91-3; a foundation by colonists fromthe
Greek island of Zacynthos is better attested: Strabo 3.4.6, Dion. Hal.Ant. Rom. 1.50.2-3, Livy 21.7.2, Pliny
NH 16.216.
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7% Togetherthis reflects the local

century and identified as a depiction of Herakles (fig. 3.15).
popularity of the god to which the imagery of the Hispano-Carthaginian coinage appealed. Yet

Arse’sappropriation of thisimagery probably reflects resistance ratherthan congeniality.

The chronology of these coinsis crucial but difficult. Due to theiroccurrence in hoards
related tothe second Punic War, they may be placed at or after 212 when Rome freed
Saguntum, up to the consulship of Catoin 195. | accept Ripollés’ chronology, which dates the

795 A date of 212 or lateris attractive due to the coins’

coins broadly between 218and 195.
weight standard, which is heavierthan earlierissues due to influence from Roman coinage.’®
Dating afterits liberation from Carthage is also attractive because it seems unlikely that the
Carthaginians would have permitted Arse to mintits own coinage, given the dramaticand
violent circumstances under whichitwasincorporatedintothe empire. If Arse’s coins d o date to
the Carthaginian occupation, thenthey may reflect a concessive attitude and an attemptto

signal common ground with the Carthaginian occupiers, though hints of colonial ambivalence

couldalso be present. Yeta post-Carthaginian datingis more likely.

Under a post-liberation dating, the inhabitants of Arse appropriated the imagery of their
formermasters. The continued minting of the imagery into the second century suggests that
Herakles became animportant deity to the community and the tradition about hisfounding
myth may have been developed at this time as a response against Carthage. Appropriation of
the Carthaginianimagery reflects an interesting strategy of resistance, through which Arse

reclaimed the local deity from Carthage and in the process, reorients Herakles’ significance to

" Horn 2011, Vol 1 p. 319; Horn also notes that itis of Punic design.

7% Here | also follow Ripollés reading over that of Garcia-Bellido for the chronology of the previous series,
which feature helmeted figures; Garcia-Bellido dates theseto the time of the Barcid occupation, which
might explain their resemblance to Hispano-Carthaginian Series X. Ripollés’ strongest pointagainstthis
datingis theirrelativeabsence from hoards related to the Second Punic War Garcia-Bellido 1990, 68-74,
101-2; Ripollés Alegre and Llorens 2002, 277-9.

706 RipollésinRiberailacombaandRipollés Alegre2005,32.
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the community. A similar process may have been at workin the Iberian community of Saetabiin
Contestania, which minted silver coins with Herakles wearing the lion skin also probably after

beingfreed by Rome (fig. 3.14.6).”°” For communities that were (or became) strongly opposed to
the Carthaginian presence, itis possible that resentment was aroused by the Carthaginian use of

Herakles and throughits appropriation freedom could be celebrated.

At this pointitis worth acknowledging the strategiclimits of the Carthaginian use of
Melgart-Herakles. If communities like Arse resisted strongly and were overcome with violence,
it isdoubtful how farideological positioning toward local deities would matter, atleastinthe
short term. The most pervasive issue of Barcid coinage eschewed divine and mythiciconography
altogether. This coinage was originally deployed in the Ebro region and though thisis peripheral
to the imperial core inthe south that is the focus of this work, the intentions behind it are worth
considering. This final series of coins was minted throughout the course of the Second Punic
War inlberia;itfeatures amale head on the obverse completelydevoid of symbols, while the

reverse displays asimple horse and palm (fig. 3.14.7).”%®

The reverse imagery resembles
traditional reverse motifs of Carthaginian coinage and this probably reflects anintentional
emphasis onthe Carthaginian state due to the expected opposition with Rome. While the male

image has some resemblance to the beardless issues of Melgart-Herakles, | argue that the coins

were deployed with anintentional ambiguity foran unfamiliarand unpredictable audience.

Carthaginian coinage had often utilized ambiguous images, maximizing the potential for
local interpretations. At the start of the war with Rome battle was expected to take place inthe
Ebro region, a region hastily annexed into the empire and with no Punicallies. Herakles was not

a particularly populardeity in nearby Emporion. In thisregion amore ambiguous male image

7% CNH 314-15, Garcia-Bellido etal. 2002, vol. 2 330-1.
708 Again, attempts to identify the obverse images as portraits of Barcid generals arepurely speculative.
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could be perceived by local communities to portray a Barcid general. If any aspect of the Barcid
portraitsargumentis convincing, itis with regard to this series of coins. Still, |am not arguing
that these images were meant to portray specificBarcid generals. Instead, I’'m suggesting that
the final issues of Carthaginian coinage were intentionally ambiguous such thatif an Iberian
soldierasked if the image depicted a Barcid general, a Carthaginian mightanswer, “sure.” This
would have appealedtolocal patron-client patterns, which locals would have better understood
than signaling a specificdeity.”® This would indeed mark a novel departure from previous
numismaticstrategies but canstill be viewed fruitfully as a different attempt to appeal to local
modes of belief to mitigate the difficulty of trying to control avast but only partly pacified

territory.”*

Overall, local responses to Carthaginian coinage were varied. As communities began to
experiment with this new mode of self-representation, some took partinthe Carthaginian
dialogue by adopting Carthage’s models to varying extents and to various ends, reflectinga
range of responses, from self-serving endorsement to resistance, and in some instances perhaps

a little of both.

7% Roddaz 1998. Hasdrubal’s acceptanceofanacclamation by local troops may reflect a similarstrategy,
to be explored more in the following chapter.
7% Garcia-Bellido 2013b, 183.
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PART 6. CONCLUSIONS

| have examined how the Carthaginians utilized Melqgart-Herakles coinage in Iberiato
connect with local communitiesto whom some form of the deity was significant. Though the
iconography was novel compared to previous Carthaginian coinage, the overall strategy of

appealingtolocal and regional elements parallels the use of coinage in Sicily.

The two series of coins used the deity in different ways, effectively castingawide
ideological net. The first series was aimed primarily at communities which identified with
Melgartand Phoenician colonial origins. Despite commonalities in language, pantheon, and
material culture between Carthage and some local communities, including those that shared a
common metropolisin Tyre, this dialogue also can be seen to betray deeper discomfort over
points of difference. This is because Puniccommunities of Iberia had developed along theirown
distinct cultural trajectories since the colonial period. Carthaginian minters at first eschewed
Tanit, the main deity of the Carthaginian coinage, in favor of the relatively less visible Melqart,
because Melgart could be seen asa more effectivelinktothe colonial pastand was an
important facet of Puniccommunitiesin Iberia. By connecting with these local communities and
signalingancientand shared origins from the Levant, the coinage attempts to legitimate
Carthaginian leadership overanimagined community of Punicpeoplesinlberia, acommunity

which the coinage itself attempts to fashion.”*!

Carthaginian minting authorities also capitalized on the martial elements of Greek
Herakles. Carthaginian elites were certainly aware of Herakles myths, as demonstrated by the
career of Hannibal and especially his use of Greek historians to propagate stories about

Hannibal’s relationship with Melqart-Herakles. Carthaginian experience in Sicily suggest

"1 Anderson 1991; | draw inspiration hereespecially from Anderson’s concept of the religious community.
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familiarity with the use of Herakles’ charter myths and historiographical cluesin Diodorus’
account of Herakles adventuresin Iberiaalso hintthat Carthaginians were familiar with
traditions about Herakles’ soteriological dimensions. Less certainis the extentto which local
communities actually boughtinto the manipulation of these myths about unseating bad rulers
and rewardingjust ones. The manipulation of such myth does notappearto have convinced the
inhabitants of Arse/Saguntum. Yet, evenifitis not possible to assess the success of this policy,
the very attempt to manipulate mythstied tothe local landscapes that Carthage soughtto
dominate s crucial. Thisresembles the sort of Middle Ground experience of creative
misunderstanding at the hands of a colonial powerwith regard to local actors.”** With all of
these elements at play, Carthaginians werealso patronizing local cults, as they probably had

before the Barcid era too.

The local communities that were willingand able to respond to Carthaginian coinage
were hardly passive imitators. Each community appearsto have utilized its coinage to situate
itself with respect to Carthage and only some jockeyed for potential prestige through their
coins, while others like Malaga made no obvious reference to Carthage inits coinage at all.

These novel coinages also fashioned distinctimages of the community.

Though direct glimpsesinto this process are rare, later minting indicates that the deity
was significantin many communities and so offered important points of contact between local
and imperial actors. It should also be keptin mind that just because communities did not
fashion adeity ontheir coinage does notindicate the absence of local cult. While Gadir was

hyperfocused on Melqgart-Herakles, italso housed atemple to Astarte-Venus.

712 \Whilel do believe White’s process of creative misunderstandingis atwork here, the relations of power
are too unbalanced to make proper use of his theories in this situation.| will explorethe potential of the
Middle Ground more fullyinthe next chapter.
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| hope to have shown some dimensions of Carthaginian sensitivity toward local cults and
theirpotential for fruitfulinteraction with local peoples. Foran empire withoutinteractionsisn’t
really an empire atall. By consciously identifying with and connect tolocal peoples through
shared cultempire was facilitated and made possible. Melqart-Herakles provided an explicit
totemto inspire armies, legitimate conquest, and connect with the local agentsto ease the
extraction of resources and promote adegree of unity, while still recognizing and respecting

local idiosyncrasies.

In the final chapter| examine empireasinteraction onadeeperand less explicitlevel,
considering how local cultural dispositions enabled the interactions between Carthaginian

officialsandlocal elites which determined the efficacy and extent of imperial power.
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CHAPTER 4: COERCION AND LOCAL DISPOSITIONS

For an empire to be successful, its authorities must have the ability to compel subject
people torecognize imperialauthority and contribute desired commodities such as rare metals,
agricultural tribute, and manpower. While the economicimpact demonstrated in chaptertwo
would suggest that these imperialambitions werelargely successful, itis easy to overestimate
the power of empires. Given the limited coercive potential of pre-modern states, persuasion
and negotiation were essential. Unsurprisingly, Polybius tells us that Hamilcar, “made the

Iberians obedient to Carthage, many by force of arms, many by persuasion.””"

The strategies
wenthandin hand, with the tacit threat of negotiations giving way to violence | ooming over
mostinteractions. Yetrecourse toviolence was in the interest of neither party. Empires function
at theirbestwhenlocals are convinced to cooperate and investinimperial success.
Considering compulsion and persuasion astwo interrelated meansto the same end, in
this chapter| consider how local communities’ cultural interaction with the Punicworld
broadenedthe potentialfor negotiation between locals and Carthaginians in the colonial
situations engendered by the Barcid empire. The cultural milieu of the Carthaginians and the
communities they soughtto dominate in southern Iberiawere farless different fromeach other
than the essentialist ethniclabels used by Greco-Roman authors imply. Greco-Roman authors
obscure cultural complexities when they labelthe indigenous people on the SeguraRiver as
“Contestani,” asif these native “Iberians” knew nothing of the Punicworld. Material culture
reflects amurkierreality. The material world and practices of the peoplewho livedin that
regionreveals people consuming objects from the Punicworld, enclaves of people with Punic

cultural backgrounds, and even entire indigenous communities of possible Phoenician descentin

713 Polyb.2.1.7: (moA\oUg pév moAépw, oAAoU¢ 8¢ melBol mowoag 1BApwv Umnkdoug Kapxndovi).
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the case of El Oral (San Fulgencio, Alicante).”**

Carthaginian ways would have been quite familiar
to some within this heterogeneous cultural milieu. Put more simply, when Hamilcar attempted
to persuade locals, he had a lot more common ground to work with than the ethniccaricatures
inthe ancientsources would suggest. An anecdotalexample isinstructive.

Toward the end of the war afterScipio’s decisive victory at llipa (206), the community of
Astapais said to have fiercely resisted the Roman invasion of Baetica, launching raids on Roman
soldiers and local communities that had gone overto Rome. According to Livy, when the
Romans attacked, the community resisted to the end, finally destroying theirvaluables and
committing mass suicide.”* Livy also provides arare political detail: “Astapa had always stood

7716

by the Carthaginians.” ™ If Livy’s remark about Astapa’s loyalty can be taken toreflect
consistent cooperation with Barcid authorities, how did this relationship work? The material
remains of Roman Ostippo, which Schulten firstidentified as Astapa and modern Estepa, suggest
that part of the answer restsinthe community’s particular affinity for Punic beliefs and
institutions.”’

Punicinstitutions may have survived inimperial Ostippo.’*® Pérez calls attention to
Broughton’s identification of potential Punicpractices living oninthe town council of
decemvirs.”*® A statue of Hercules in the city may also indicate priorattachment to the deity,
perhapsfirstintroduced to the city inthe form of Punic Melkart. Pérez also observes aseries of

reliefslessthan half akilometerformthe settlement (in el Tajo Montero), one of which includes

a female figure standingin front of palms and surrounded by a supporting structure of columns

" Ara negui Gascoand Vives-FerrandizSanchez 2014, 248.

"1 The ritual self-destruction resembles the story of Saguntum’s final moments, though whatis of interest
here is why this community resisted so strongly: Livy 21.14.

716 Livy 28.22.1: (Astapa urbs erta Carthaginiensium semper partis); cf. App. Hisp. 33, “the city had always
remained steadily with the Carthaginians” (moAic Kapxndoviolg aiel Stapeivaca opalGg).

" Tovar 1974,126-7.

71® pérez 1981.

719 Broughton 1965, 130.

177



with doves as the acroterion. Pérez notes thatthe palms and doves are characteristics
commonly associated with Tanit, as have otherauthors.”*°

The archaeological and literary evidence clearly attest to the strong ties thatlocalsin
the GuadalquivirValley had tothe Punicworld. Inan oft-quoted passage about Turdetania,
Strabo highlights the high degree of interaction between people of Phoenician origin and
indigenous “Turdetani”: “Forthese people [Turdetani] became so exceedingly subject to the
Phoeniciansthatthe better number of the citiesin Turdetania and of the neighboring places are

7721 These remarks reflect the results of centuries of

inhabited by the Phoenicians at present.
close contact and interaction between these communities. Given Livy's explicitremark and
these hintsinthe material evidence, inhabitants of Astapa may have actively interacted with
Carthaginians and other Puniccommunities beforethem.

Yet such direct political information from the literary sources, even if accepted as
trustworthy, israre. In most cases, material remains are the only means for discerning cultural
interactions and possible political dispositions. Pérez’ treatment of that evidence is too
simplistic. The toponymical uncertainties aside, the poor publication of these finds and dearth of
supporting evidence leaves little room to assess the implications of Pérez’ observations. As it
stands, Pérez’ treatment comes close to reproducingolderand less theorized veins of
scholarship, which merely huntforsigns of things Punicto locate Carthaginians, reducinglocal
agentsto passive afterthoughts. Inthis chapter| considerbetter documented contextsin
greater detail with postcolonial theoretical tools concerned with consumption and power

dynamics. Drawing from postcolonialtheory, entanglement, and Bourdieu’s theories of practice,

| analyze how imperial structures interfaced with local practices and dispositions, providing a

’2% Garciay Bellido 1942a,295; Pérez 1981,97; Marin Ceballos 1987,53 n. 10.

721 i \ i o s i . i o \ ' ~ ~
Str. 3.2.13: outol yap @oivifv oUtwg €yévovto opodpa UMoxeiplol WOTE TAG TAELOUG TWV &V Tij

Toupdntavig moAewv Kal TV MAnotov tonwv UM’ ékelvwy viv oikelobal.
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betterideaof whatlocal people actually did and how they may have regarded Carthaginian
presences.

Why does the local matterat all? It matters because empires are not just made of
precious metalsandsoldiers, forts and cities. Empires are made of people. Local dispositions,
actions, and reactions shapedthe Barcid empire. The people whoinhabited Iberia, who resisted
Carthaginian armies orfoughtinthem, who paid tribute or negotiated exemption or supplied
Carthaginian armies ata premium, who bought slaves from Carthaginian campaigns orwere
enslaved toworkin Carthaginian mining centers, these people were the Barcid empire. In order
to answer how empire worked, a crucial component of that answer must account for how
processes of persuasion and negotiation functioned.

| begin with an exploration of Carthage’s prior dealingsin Iberiaand some scholarly
attempts to define “Punic” Iberia. Next| consider evidence of the coercive strategies employed
by Carthaginians and the limits of that kind of power. Then | turn to local contextsin the areas
correspondingtoancient Contestania, Bastetania, and Turdetania, to examine local interactions
with the Punicworld and Punicpracticesin order to offersome insightsinto the potential for
negotiation to bridge the gap. Contestaniareveals the mostevidence. Its coastis dotted with
communities well-immersed in a Punic cultural milieu with whom indigenous communities with
less signs of Punicaffinities interacted with as well. In Bastetania evidence suggests Bariawas a
key locus of interaction that connected Carthaginians to local communities, some of which had
borrowed aspects of Punic material culture and practices, while also affecting practices at Baria,
though many of the more interiorcommunities seem to have been more aloof from such
activity. Finally Turdetania, for which much anecdotal evidence suggests significantinteraction
with Punicways, offersthe least evidence, due toissues of excavation and archaeological

visibility. Studying these communities from the ground up reveals how artificial and misleading
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the ethnicdistinctions employed inthe literary sources are and how they obscure more complex
social realities of interaction, cohabitation and material entanglement, which enabled the
success of Barcid imperial aims as much as any armies or hostages. Fora review of the

theoretical concepts employed in this chapter, see the introduction.

PART 1: HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF INTERACTIONS

This section begins with an overview of Phoenician colonizationin Iberiaand
interactions between colonialand indigenous communities, following with a brief overview of
previous attempts to identify the extent of “Punic” Iberia. It was not so much the actions of
Carthaginians priorto the Barcid period butlocal Puniccommunities that set the social stage of
the Barcid empire, offeringindigenous individuals their primary points of contact with the Punic
world. I thenturn to Carthaginian presences and interests priorto the Barcid period, which was
primarily commercial in nature, with special interests in obtaining metals as well as recruiting

mercenaries.

What did the Punicworld of Iberialook like? A minimal definition would entailthe
settlements of Phoenician colonial origin that remained inhabited into our period, but cultural
interaction with indigenous communities complicates the picture.’®* From the eighth century,
Phoenicians founded settlements along the southern coasts, stretching from Huelvain the west

(and even further north along the Atlanticcoast) to La Fonteta on the estuary of the Segura

722 R . .. .
For entanglement, see discussioninintroduction.

180



723

River.””” Evidence amongthese sitesincreasingly suggests indigenous cohabitation in Phoenician

coloniesfromanearly time.”**

Indigenous communities throughout the Guadalquivirand Segura Basins interacted with
objectsand people of Phoenician origin. In the GuadalquivirValley interaction is understood to
have contributed to significant social and political change among indigenous communities, for
whichit has been called the “Orientalizing” period. Local elites consumed objects obtained from
Phoenicianstoreinforce their prestige and perhaps their connections within the colonial
network in which they were complicit.”*> Structures appearin local communities that resemble
templesand sanctuaries of the eastern Mediterranean, in places such as Carmbolo, Mesa de
Setafilla, Caura, Carmo, Monte Molin, and Castulo, and there are also signs of Phoenician
enclaves within communities and perhaps intermarriage.’*® In eastern Iberia interactions
between indigenous communities and the Phoenician colony of La Fonteta have also been
observed, where Phoenicians and indigenous may have lived side by side.”*” With the sixth
century crisis, many of these sanctuaries were abandoned or destroyed, along with many
settlements, and the deposition of foreign goods sharply decreased for centuries,renderingit

difficult to assess the extent to which ideas and interaction persisted into the Punicperiod.”*®

Turningto the Punic period of the fifth through third centuries, Ferrer Albelda offers an
overview that emphasizesindicia of Punicethnicidentity while avoiding the trap of tryingto
identifying Punicethnicidentities perse. He understands ethnicity as a self-conscious

identification of agroup basedina specificplace ororigin; people use cultural elementsto self-

723 Colonies reached even further north into modern Portugal, notably Santa Olaia.

724 \iives-Ferrandiz Sdnchez 2014,305.

725 Gonzalez Wagner 2013, 339.

726 Gonzalez Wagner 2011, 121-3; Gonzalez Wagner 2005, 159-60; Torres Ortiz2014,271.

7?7 Viives-Ferrandiz Sdnchez 2014, 306-7.

7?8 terrer Albelda 2007, 202-7; changes to funerary practices may reflect sumptuary restrictions, Torres
Ortiz2014, 278.
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identify and indications of those identities include toponyms and onomastics of Phoenician
originand Punicas well as Neo-Punicscript, cults for divinities, funerary traditions, and political
organizations, which Ferrer draws from archaeological, linguistic, and literary evidence.”* The
resulting map reveals theseindicia mostly along the southern coasts of Iberia (fig. 4.5).”*° Overall
the map providesauseful impression of Punicpresences and places where peopleinteracted

with things Punic.

In southeastern Iberia elements characteristicof funerary consumptionin PunicBaria
have beentakenasindices of interaction with communitiesinthe interior. These indexical
featuresinclude indigenous use chambertombs, chicken eggs, and seated goddess statues, with
the intensity of their consumption decreasing further inland (fig. 4.6).”*' The settlements of Basti
and especially Tutugi seemto have engaged most strongly with Baria, though there appearsto
be less penetrationin Bastetania, thanin Turdeteniatothe west or Contestaniatothe north

732
east.

In the region of the Segura River Phoenician settlementisless presentand persistence
intothe Punicperiodisless clear, asthe absence of Punic toponyms and epigraphy suggests. Yet
in other ways some of the strongest signs of interaction appearin the coastal communities of
thisarea, forexample, through the consumption of incense burnersin the shape of female
headsin coastal sanctuaries. Hundreds of these objects were consumed in funerary contextsin
Carthage and appearalmoststrictly in Puniccommunities of the Western Mediterranean,

733

perhaps having originated in PunicSicily (figs. 4.7 & 4.8).”” They have often beenidentified as

72 Eerrer Albelda 1998.

730 Significance of the so-called Libyphoenician mints is problematic: Alicia Jiménez2014; Chaves Tristan
1998,149-55.

731 Lopez Castroand Adroher Auroux 2008, 154; Ferrer Albelda and Prados Pérez 2002.

732 Basti: Adroher Auroux 2008,217; Adroher Auroux and Caballero Cobos 2008, 226.

733 Marin Ceballos and Horn 2007; Marin Ceballos and Jiménez Flores 2014 .
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representations of Tanit, primarilydue to an inscription with the goddess’ name appearingon
one of these incense burnersfoundinthe cave shrine in Es Culleramin Ibiza; recently another
one bearinga neo-Punicinscriptionidentifyingit with Tanit has been found in the region of
Gadir. Yetthisdoes not indicate thatevery userin Es Culleram would have understood the same
identification in their votives and it remains difficult to assessif indigenous usersin | beriaever
would have seen the objects as Tanit or some local syncretism.’** Ibiza seems to have played an

importantrole in supplying Iberians with these objects and others.”*

Broad strokes can only be so revealing and do not capture the significant variation in the
intensities of interaction. How objects were actually used must be determined to provide
meaningful answers about local agendas, interactions with the Punicworld, and possible
dispositions toward Carthage. Having broadly addressed “Punic” Iberia before the Barcids, itis

time to consider Carthaginian presences priorto our period.

Carthage’s presence in Iberia prior to the Barcids has already been addressed.”*® The
consensusview is that Carthage did not have any direct territorial control in Iberiabutrathera
looser commercial hegemony exercised over trade partners though a system of treaties and
agreements. Carthage had influence but little means for direct extraction of resources, which
had to be obtained through trade. Still, Carthaginian traders worked through commercial
networksinIberia, which attimes would have involved merchants and perhaps Carthaginian
state agents directly dealing with individualsin Iberia. The Carthaginian fleet may also have
patrolled the watersto keep allied settlements and trade routes free of pirates. While there are

a few remarksinthe literary sources about Carthage sending out “Libyphoenician” colonists,

734 Marin Ceballos 1987;for Es Culleramsee: van Dommelen and Lopez-Bertran 2013; region of Gadir,
Lopez Rosendo and Niveau de Villedary 2014.

35 Ara negui Gasco and Vives-FerrdndizSanchez2014, 246; Vives-Ferrandiz Sanchez 2009.

738 See introduction: Whittaker 1978; Lopez Castro1991; Gonzdlez Wagner 1994.
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such colonists are difficult to detect archaeologically. Agents sent to recruit mercenaries would
also have been an important point of contact, relying on links of patronage and friendship with

locals to gathersoldiers.

Literary sources attest to Carthaginian trade in Iberiaand some material evidence
corroborates this. Polybius’ account of the second treaty between Rome and Carthage is the
mostimportant literary evidence for Carthage’s commercial hegemony overthe region.”*’ The
Carthaginian state funded explorations beyond the Straits along the African coast and Atlantic
coast of Europe inthe sixth or fifth centuries, during which Hanno supposedly founded colonies

738
d.

alongthe African coast, though none have beenfoun Animportant point of departure for

these voyages would have been Gadir, with which trade is also mentioned by a Pseudo

Aristotle.”’

Straboalso notes that Carthaginians sunk ships that attempted to sail in the Straits,
which might simply reflect Greco-Roman invective or the eradication of piracy fortrade

740
partners.

Material evidence for trade with Bariaand Gadir is attested, with some Carthaginian
amphorae and a more significantamount of Atticwares appearing at Baria, likely redistributed
through Carthage.”** Pilkington argues forcefullyfor Carthage’s growing trade relations with

Athens fromthe sixth century, through which Carthage exploited its geographic position as

37 polyb.3.24.

38 The periploi of Hanno and Himilco;the account of the former, apparently based on the original
Carthaginian public document, has survived as a ninth century Greek manuscript: Oikonomidés et al.
1977.

739 pseud. Aristo. De Mirabilibus Auscultationibus 136.

7% Strabo 17.1.19; simpleinvective: Whittaker 1978, 61); eradicating pirates: (Ferrer Albelda and Pliego
Vazquez 2013, 115-16.

74t Lépez Castroet al.2011,64-68.
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gateway to the Western Mediterranean.”** Carthage would have likewise played an important
part inthe flow of Atticwares to Gadir and of Gadir’s fish productsinto the eastern
Mediterranean. These activities could only be sustained through collaboration of friends and
partnersinthese communities, linked by ties of friendship and patronage, and the larger
network of commercial and political relations that the Carthaginian state soughtto protectand

control.

It is often assumed that the Carthaginians sought rare metals from Spain but
corroborating evidence is scarce.’* A wreck off the coast of Cartagena, dated to the fifth or
fourth century, included both tin ingots and elephant tusks with Punic writingon them.”**
Manfredi has also noted some isotopicanalyses of Carthaginian coinage that points to Spanish
mines, but the study is of limited scope. "** Carthaginian trade for rare metals remains a

plausible hypothesis but remains to be thoroughly demonstrated.

Plentiful literary references note Carthage’s use of Iberian mercenaries for warsinSicily,
which a growing body of numismaticevidence seems to corroborate.’*® Several large finds of
bronze coins are beginningto supportthe ideathatthe Carthaginians maintained some p hysical
presence forrecruiting mercenaries in Turdetania (figs. 4.9-11). Pliegoand Ferrerargue that El

Gandul may have beensuch a site, observing that over 85% of the 251 coins foundin the vicinity

742 Pilkington 2013,189-97; Docter 2010, 33; Pilkington argues thatCarthage largely exported grain to
Athens, coinciding with Carthage’s growing colonization of its African hinterland. Epigraphic evidencealso
attests Athenian gratitude to Carthage for aid when inSicily, Pilkington 2013, 74.

’* Giardino 1992.

74 Garcia 1985, this still doesn’t prove Carthaginian provenance; cf. the fourth-century wreck of El Sec off
Majorca,is usually understood as a Punic vessel, though not necessarily a Carthaginian one, Arribas Palau
1987.

74> Garcia-Bellidoand Callegarin 2000, 16.

Blazquez Martinez and Garcia-Gelabert Pérez 1987; Quesada Sanz2009; Fabregat 2014; Literary
sources for Iberian mercenaries in Sicily: Battle of Himera in 480: Hdt. 7.165; Battle of Selinunte in 409:
Diod. 13.54.1-2,44.5; Agrigentum in 406:Diod. 13.80.2; destruction of Gela and Camarina in405:Diod.
13.110.5-6; war against Dionysiusin 397-5:Diod. 14.54.5-6; battle of Krimisosin341:Diod.16.73.3;First
Punic War:Polyb. 1.17.4, 67-7,Diod. 25.9.1.
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date to the fourth century, while sporadicfinds of Hispano-Carthaginian coins (five total) more

747

likely reflectthe Barcid (re)occupation of the site. ™" Two more large finds at nearby Cerro de

San Pedroand Arenal Il have both yielded nearly 1,000 bronze coins each datable to the fourth
and early third centuries, to which several sporadicfinds throughout Andalusia may be added. "*®
Itisfairly unlikely thatall of these coins consist of residual finds. El Gandul rests about 25 km. to
the south of the key Iberian settlement of Carmo, while Cerro de San Pedroand Arenal Il are
aboutthe same distance to the west, which have led the authors to suggest thatthese coins
might even reflectactual garrisonsintended to checkindigenous Carmo and protect Punicallies

such as Gadir. This remains an interesting hypothesis but theirarguments for mercenary

recruitmentare at least convincing.

Mercenary recruitment reflects some social significance. Matthew Trundle stresses “the
traditional connections of patronage and friendships that underpinned mercenary

7% Drawing mostly on Classical Greek examples for mercenary recruitment,

relationships.
Trundle emphasizes how long established links such as aristocraticalliances and diplomatic
relations such as guest-friendship and proxenia were used to access the social networksin

70 Quesada Sanz argues likewise for Carthaginian

communities thatrounded up recruits.
recruitment of Iberians.”>* Mercenaries sometimes formed deep bonds with theiremployers.
Trundle also emphasizes the importance of portcities as rallying points and places for hiring,

function Punicportcities offered to Carthaginian recruiters.”*” In terms of Carthaginian agents

involved, Diodorus notes Carthage sent councilmembersandin anotherinstance esteemed

47 Pliego Vazquez 2003b; Pliego Vazquez 2003a;Pliego Vazquez and Ferrer Albelda 2011.
7*8 Fernandez Caro 1992, 78; Ferrer Albelda 2007, 109-11; Pliego Vazquez and Ferrer Albelda 2011, 34.
749
Trundle 2013, 6.
%% Trundle 2004, 105.
7! Eor Iberians soldiers understood as xenoiin Sicily,seeQuesada Sanz2011, 207.
2 Trundle 2004,111.
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il . . . 753 . . . . .
citizensto recruit mercenariesfrom lberia.””” Epigraphicevidence from Volubilis and Cirtaname

officers charged with recruitment as shathor or mishthar.”*

Whetherthe apparently ad hoc
appointees mentioned by Diodorus or more formally appointed officials, personal ties to friends

and clientsin Punicand Iberian communities would have been important for sustained and

reliable recruitment.

Overall, the evidence suggests that many indigenous communitiesin Iberia had
significantinteraction with people, things, and ideas from the Punicworld. Attimes there may
have been directinteractions with Carthaginian traders and agents sent to obtain mercenaries,
but interactions were mediated through more complex and intermingled social networks. As
Barcid generals began to subdue communities and negotiate alliances, those preexisting
connections would have been the most obvious channels through which negotiations could take

place, conditioning the “feel” each side would have had forthe expectations of the other.

PART 2: COERCIVE CAPABILITES

In thissection | assess the coercive capabilities of the Barcid empire by the time
Hannibal crossed the Ebro and the limits of that power. Coercion can be understood as visible
actions, or threat of actions, that will cause loss or damage to individuals or communities as well
as their possessions.”** Coercion must be perceivablein orderto be effective. The principle

coercive means by which Carthage asserted and maintained imperial authority were soldiers

73 Diod. 13.80,14.47.
% Fantar 1993, 2:82.
55 modify Tilly’s definition of the term: Tilly 1990, 19.
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> The term

and administrative officials, including military officers, accountants and scribes.
imperial agent describes thesesorts of people. Soldiers relied on physical structures to control
territory, including temporary camps and watch towers but also military settlements that were
more regularly inhabited, which could be called colonies, as well as garrisons in existing
communities. Carthaginians established new settlements and appropriated existing ones.
Fortifications of some local settlements also expanded at this time, thoughitis often difficult to
assess (see chaptertwo) whetherthis indicates Carthaginian occupation orlocal initiative.
Hostage taking was important too, with damage to the hostage beingan understood threat.

Non-coercive strategies were also employed to forge legitimacy amonglocals, taking the form of

patronage and personal ties between generals and local elites, including marriage alliances.

The composition of the Barcid army, its growth overtime, and difficulties of the sources
have been addressedin chaptertwo. Dexter Hoyos’ estimate that Hamilcarlanded with aforce
of about 20,000 menis reasonable and Hannibal’sinscriptionin southern Italy, according to
Polybius, attests to his departure from Iberia with 90,000 infantry, leaving behind a standing

" The Carthaginians appear to have become

force in the range of 25,000 men to defend Iberia.
increasingly capable of sustaining large standing armies for campaigns, supported by tribute and
mining revenues. Quesada Sanz argues thatin terms of tactics and arms, the Carthaginians held

a distinctadvantage overindigenous forces, noting how the Carthaginian ability and will to wage

total war differed significantly from traditional indigenous warfare, characterized by seasonal

’*® There is no positive evidence about officials in Iberia beyond military commanders attested in literary

sources, though traditionalimperial agents attested epigraphically such as accountants (i.e., financial
officers/quaestores) and various sorts of scribes were likely employed: Lancel 1995, 120.

”*7 Hoyos 2003, 56. Hannibal’s inscription atthe Lacinian Cape, Pol.3.33.5-18, 28.46.15-16, Jaeger 2006;
troops for Hanno, Pol. 3.35.5, Livy 21.23.1-3; summary of sources for Hannibal’s forces: Quesada Sanz
2005,137-8. In his work on Carthage’s metallurgicalindustries Kaufman has argued thatthe state’s high
qualityiron provided a “competitive advantage regardingferrous technological approaches to warfare,”
Kaufman 2014, 38.
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raidingand limited aims, with the capture of fortified settlements being rare.”® Indigenous
resistance attimesrelied onad hoc and unstable coalitions. The second coalition that Diodorus
reports, underthe leadership of Indortes, fell apart before battle began. Indortes was
abandoned by most of hisforces and captured by Hamilcar, who had him blinded, mutilated,

**This blend of violence and

and crucified, though the thousands of prisoners were setfree.
clemency was anintelligent, coercive policy, which minimized wasting the lives of men that

Hamilcarand his successors were trying to control.

| have already explained the economicand strategicsignificance of Carthago Novaand
El Tossal de Manises. Foundations such as these were of prime strategicvalue, particularly
Carthago Nova, which served as animpenetrable stronghold in the southeast, whilealso
controlling neighboring mines. El Tossal de Manises tothe north could have servedas a new
node alongthe maritime network of southeastern Iberia, forming atriangle between Ibizaand
Carthago Nova. Interrestrial terms, El Tossal was placed between the two mostimportant
oppidaintheregion, Iliciand La Serreta, placing a check upon both. While Carthago Nova (c. 40
ha.) served a variety of economicfunctions, the far smaller settlement at El Tossal de Manises
(c. 2.5 ha.) may have been strictly military in nature, perhaps mostlyinhabited by soldiers.

Gadir and Carteia
The expansion of walls at Gadirand Carteia has already been addressed in chapter two.

Numismaticfinds as well as ceramics and destruction levels strongly indicate a Barcid dating for
the expansions at Gadir’s terrestrial settle ment of Castillo de Dofia Blanca; the excavators of

Carteia’s walls have likewise argued fora Barcid dating from associated finds. Architecturally the

758 Quesada Sanz2003, 108-14; for latestdiscussion of the debate about the presence or absence of siege
tactics and technology among Iberians prior to the Roman period see: Quesada Sanz 2015,nn. 54 & 97,
though such practices, if employed at all, do not appear to have been widespread.

739 Diod. 25.10.1-2; Hamilcar likewise enrolled defeated locals into hisranks after his firstvictory against
the coalition led by Istolatius; Hoyos 2003, 56-9.
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walls correlate with the seaming and beveling of the ashlars employed at Carthago Nova.’*°
These portcities were critical for logistical control in the region, with Gadir’s proximity to the

Guadalquivirestuary offering accessinto the interior.

These shared features and chronological correlations imply Carthaginian intervention
but do not reveal the political significance of this building activity. Itis unlikely thatthe
Carthaginians seized these settlements from their Punicallies and rebuilt them as fortresses.
The find of a single Hispano-Carthaginian coinin Carteia presents a stark contrast with the
dozens of bronzesrecovered from Carthago Nova. The inhabitants of Gadirand Carteia were
capable of funding such expansions, to which previous renovations at Gadirin the fifth century
and Carteia’s second foundation in the fourth century attest. Gadir’s continued minting of
coinage, now explicitly naming the city’s minting capacity in its legends, advertises its political
autonomy. There is precedent forthe expansion of fortifications among autonomous, allied
communitiesin PunicSicily. As Carthage began to wage warin late fifth-century Sicily, Punic
Panormos, commonly understood as politically independent from Carthage, was outfitted with

761

new fortifications.””~ With the Carthaginians stirring up conflict with local communitiesin the

vicinity, such measures are not surprising.

Livy records that a Carthaginian garrison was stationed in Gadirinthe year 206,
followingthe disastrous defeat at llipa. Ldpez Castro takes this toindicate that Hannibal
garrisoned Punicallied communities at the start of the Second Punic War to secure their fidelity

762

and contributionto the war.””* Thismay be so but it also possible that these measures were

taken duringlaterstagesinthe war. By 206 Rome had already taken Carteia and most of

70 Bendala Galanand Blanquez Pérez 2003; Montanero Vico 2008;Bendala Galdan 2010; Marin Martinez
2012; Blanquez Pérez 2013. | have omitted comment on the casemates, which areanother pointof
similarity, but do not qualify as a precedent for this period.

71 Miles 2011a,121.

762 Lépez Castro1995,84-7.
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Carthage’s otherlocal allies were lost; by then the citizens of Gadir saw the war was lost and

763

were understandably contemplating defection. " Lépez Castrois correct that the long war with

Rome strained political relations and Livy reflects Carthaginian alliances at their nadir. Yeteven

7¢% Alliance with

if garrisons had been stationed earlier, they need not have been unwelcome.
Carthage made Puniccommunitiestargets forlocal retribution and Livy’s account of Hannibal’s
operationsin Italy attests to Italian communities requesting protection.”®> In 215 Locri
submitted to Hannibal underthe explicitagreement thatit would retain its autonomy while
allowing Hannibal access to the city, which wasindeed protected by a Carthaginian garrison
whenitrequested additional aid from Hannibal in 208.7°® Carmo appears to have been
refortified at this time too and may indeed reveal amore coercive scenario.
Carmo

Other communities had less favorable relations with Carthage and Carmo may have
been one of them. Building onJimenez’ study of the gate of Carmona, Bendala Galan argues
that Carmo was taken overand rebuilt by the Barcids.”®” The gate shows the same beveling
patternin contemporary Punicconstructions. Though thisinterpretationis not supported by
stratigraphicevidence, the strategicimportance of the settlement suggestsit would have been
of greatinterestto Carthage and too valuable totrust inlocal hands. The large settlement had
an urban areaof over40 hectaresand Julius Caesar called it the most powerful cityin the

768

province.””" Keay etal. show that its location atop the northern Alcores ridge commanded visual

793 Livy 28.30.

7% Eor the obligation of Hellenistic kings to provide protection and consenting attitudes of cities toward
garrisons see:Strootman 2011, 146n. 17.

765 E.g., Petlia’s request for protection from Rome (Livy 23.20); Cumae’s request resulted the sent troops
successfully repelling Hannibal’s siege (Livy 23.35.10-37).

7% livy 24.1.13 & 27.28.14.

77 Bendala Galan 2001.

7%% Caes. B Civ. 2.19.4; sizeof urbanarea: Keay, Wheatley, and Poppy 2001, 404.
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dominance over most of the Lower Guadalquivir Valley; this visibility was complemented by El

Gandul, about 25 km. south on the same ridge, also believed to be aBarcid camp (fig. 4.12).”*°

Garcia-Bellido offers furtherarguments for the strategicimportance of Carmo and its
Barcid connection.”’® Garcia-Bellido argues for an ingenious etymology for Carmo, which would
have its name stem from a Carthaginian place name, QRTMHNT, “city of the army,” paralleling
legends on Carthage’s earliest military coinage in Sicily.””* She also highlights similarities
between the imagery of Carmo’s subsequent coinage and Hispano-Carthaginian coinage. Lastly,
she emphasizesisotopicevidence thatties the lead in some Hispano-Carthaginian bronzes to
the Rio Tinto, arguing thatthe mintforthese coins was located at Carmo. Togetherapersuasive
case can be made for Carthaginianinvestmentin Carmo as a central node inthe system of
territorial control in the Lower Guadalquivir. Yetitis difficult to assess what thiswould have
meant for itslocal inhabitants. Whilethe settlement could have remainedin the hands of a
trusted local leader, the fortifications and Carmo’s importance suggest Barcid encroachment

and at least the installation of agarrison.

Garcia-Bellido also argues that coinage from the Republican period with an aberrant
form of Neo-Punicwriting reflect military colonies putin strategic places by the Barcids ( fig.
4.13).”7% Afterthe war was over, these “Barcid cleruchs” used a form of Punicas the lingua
franca amongtheir ethnically mixed community. Garcia-Bellido brings new blood to an old
argumentthat saw these as Libyphoenician mints due tothe deviant neo-Punicscript and some

phoneticirregularities along with remarks from literary sources about Carthage’s use of

769 Keay, Wheatley, and Poppy 2001, 405-6; for Carmo’s geo-strategic significancesee also: Bendala Galdn
2010,450.

77 Garcia-Bellido 2010, 208;the same author also argues that Carmo was actually the Akra Leuke founded
by Hamilcar, as noted by Diodorus (25.10). This interesting hypothesis is difficult to affirmor refute.

77 Garcia-Bellido 2011: QRTMHNT > QRMHN > C/KARMO.

772 Garcia-Bellido 2013a;cf. Carretero Poblete 2007,157-201. Garcia-Bellido identifies theapparent
outliers of Turirecina and Arsa inthe north as intended to protect mininginterests inthat region.
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Libyphoenician colonists.””® Jiménez rightly critiques the underlying assumption that these

774

legendsreflectadistinctethnicgroup.””” While itis difficult to assess why these communities

chose to mintwith these scripts, itis possible that some could have been military colonies.

The community of Lascuta may have begun as a Barcid military colony.””® Lascuta’s first
coins have the name Gisco on them, a common Carthaginian name and theiriconographyis
uniqueinits use of elephants on reverses, with images of Melgart-Herakles on the obverse, a
likely allusion to Hispano-Carthaginian coinage.”’® If this is correct, then these veterans’ memory
of theirservice inthe Carthaginian army remained animportant means of defining their
community, though the use of Gadir’siconography for Melgart-Herakles could reflectanew
patron. Excavation of such sitesisrequired, and in the case of Bailo helps support Garcia-
Bellido’sarguments. Butin most cases, the legends are the only evidence available and alone

are insufficientto establish a secure connection to Barcid colonization.

ChavesTristan also uses coinage to locate Barcid soldiers, offeringa map with tentative
identifications of Carthaginian “camps” (fig. 4.14).””” Because these areas were not monetized,
she assumes that contemporary coinage was likely dropped or placed by soldiers.””® This
includesthe site of El Gandul, which Ferrerand Pliego identify as an old outpost for recruiting

mercenariesand asensible site to (re)occupy. While most sites are simply concentrations of

"3 For more in depth discussion of sources andissues see chapter two. One issuel drawattention to here
is Garcia-Bellido’s referenceto Livy 21.45, in which Hannibal promises land to soldiers. This has been
taken as evidence for Carthaginian colonization and appropriation of Iberian land. While this may be so,
no author has yet recognized the polemical contextof the speech in which this promiseis made, norits
absence from Polybius’ account.

7 Eor review of modern debate and evidence see: (AliciaJiménez2014).

’7® Garcia-Bellido 2013a,311-14.

776 Villaronga’sclass Ill, see chapter three.

77 Chaves Tristan 1990: the term “ca mps” seems to understand temporary fortifications of perishable
materials as well as morelasting settlements.

’7® Garcia-Bellido 2010, 206.
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coinsinstrategiclocations but without excavation, Montemolin and Puente Tablas merit closer

consideration.

Situated alongthe Corbones River southeast of Carmo, Montemolin (Marchena, Seville)
had beeninhabited since the bronze age, was abandoned in the fifth orfourth century, and was
reoccupiedinthe late third century by Carthaginian soldiers, evinced by the presence of
Carthaginian amphorae and Hispano-Carthaginian coinage.”’”® The nearby acropolis on Vico also
shows signs of reoccupation atthe end of the third century with a level of destruction probably

780

associated with the Second Punic War (fig. 4.15).”*" Ferrer Albeldaalso calls attentionto a

hypogeum tomb found in the vicinity with an associated funerary stele that feature horses and

781

palm trees, symbols characteristic of Carthaginian coinage (fig. 4.16). " The burial could be that

of a Carthaginian soldier or officer.

Notfar south of Castulo at the settlement of La Plaza de Armas de Puente Tablas
Carthaginians seemto have rebuiltan abandoned oppidum, last occupied in the late fourth
century (figs. 4.17 & 4.18). The superposition of the later wall overits eroded predecessoris
evidentand accordingto Molinos and Ruiz, the later wall comes “clearly from the Punic

7782

presenceinthe zone. Prados Martinez highlights the use of opus spicatum, not attestedin

indigenous architectural techniques but known in Carthaginian structures, including

Kerkouane.”®

The authoralsoidentifiesadomesticstructure with pre-Roman stratigraphy that
includes a peristyle, also unusual forthe region, which may have been the home of a

Carthaginian officer. Livy records that afteradefeatin 214 the Carthaginians withdrew tothe

7% Chaves Tristan 1990,618; Vargas et al.1993,32-34; Garcia Vargas, Mora de los Reyes, and Ferrer
Albelda 1989, 236.

7% Bandera Romero and Ferrer Albelda 2002, 140, 144.

781 Eerrer Albelda 1999; esp. the reverse of Villaronga’s type XI, the most widely produced type of Barcid
coinage.

782 Molinos and Ruiz2015,52.

78 prados Martinez 2007.
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nearby oppidum of Aurgi, over which this settlement may have beenintended to exercise
control.”** The Carthaginians likely reused and retooled other abandoned fortifications in a

similarmanner.”®

Exploration of apossible Roman camp at La Palmainthe coastal region north of the
Ebro Riverrevealsagood methodology fortaking Chaves’ model one step further beyond the
coins and topography.’®® La Palma has been identified as the possible Roman stronghold of Nova
Classis mentioned by Livy. Though no structures have been uncovered, concentrations of
amphorae as well as a few hundred Roman and Carthaginian coins on the hill top pointto the
presence of soldiers. This provides a better understanding of Rome’s initial foothold inthe area
and provides an example of how excavation, topography, and literary sources can be used

togethertolocate possible camps.

A final campto consideristhe Carthaginian camp excavated at Cerro de las Albahacas,
which has beenidentified with the battlefield of Baecula where Scipio Africanus defeated

Hannibal’s brother Hasdrubal in 208. The Carthaginian camp has been located toward the

787

summit of the hill, withthe Roman camp to its southeast.””” Fortreatment of the weapons

recovered, the assemblages are rather homogenous and difficult to attribute to specificsides or

788

ethnicgroups.”* Trial tenches have been dugin the Carthaginian camp, whichis estimated to

7 From the east side of the camp excavators have found remains

have beenabout 55 hecatres.
of post holes probably related to the defenses of the camp. The lack of stratigraphicfinds sofar

suggests the camp was hastily created for the battle and then abandoned. As more of the area is

78 prados Martinez 2007, 97; Ruizand Molinos 2007, 131-56.

7% Moret 1990, 5-6.

786 Noguera Guillén 2012; Noguera Guillén, Ble Gimeno, and Valdés Matias 2015.
"87 Molinos Molinos etal.2015.

788 Quesada Sanzet al.2015,394.

789 Rueda Galan et al.2015,294-98.
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excavatedit can be hoped thatthe layout of the camp can be betterunderstood and perhaps

provide more diagnosticdataforidentifying Carthaginian camps elsewhere in Iberia.

In terms of smallerscale fortifications, Pliny mentions fortifications established by

790 These watch towers or small fortified settlements

Hannibal, the so-called “turres Hannibalis.
were still visiblein Pliny’s day and may have accompanied small rural settlements as well as
strategicfrontiers between larger ones.””! Some of these fortifications would have been already

92 prados

been established by locals and appropriated by Carthage and later by the Romans.
Martinez offers a territorial modelforthe locations of such towers and small fortsin the upper

Guadalquivirvalley (fig. 4.19). Next diplomatic means of coercion are considered.

Carthaginians and Romans took hostages to bind communitiesin Iberia to political
agreements. Because Carthaginians did not exchange hostages with locals, hostage taking
formalized unequal power dynamics. Both Livy and Polybius consider hostages to be a critical
factor in Carthage’s ability to control Iberians and the strategy was probably effective. Itis only
afterScipio Africanus’ capture of Carthago Nova and the release of hostages held there that
cleargains can be seenin Roman attempts to dislodge |ocal communities from Carthage. At that
point named individuals such as Andobales and Edeco are recorded to have approached Scipio
and offersupport against Carthage. In these scenes Iberian reluctance to break from Carthage is

explicitly linked to their families being in Carthaginian hands.

Yet | have also shown how these scenes were crafted to meetthe historiographical
agendas of Greco-Roman authors, particularly to vilify Carthaginian rule in the work of Polybius

and reify Roman magnanimityin Livy’s work (chapter one). There are also philological issuesin

799 plin. NH 2.181 & 25.169. Discussion: Moret 1990; Prados Martinez 2007, 86, 94.

1 Eor the use of turris to indicate small settlements see: Moret 1990, 24.
792 brados Martinez 2007, 86; Marin Martinez 2012, 59.
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terms of the incredible scene of hostages being freed from Saguntum, which some scholars

93| have demonstrated how

suspect to be a doublet of the hostage scene at Carthago Nova.
Polybius and Livy were willing to speculate about or outrightinvent details about barbarian
characters inorderto serve their historiographical aims. This tendency complicates the overall
significance of hostage takingand its pervasiveness as a Carthaginian diplomatictool. It should
alsobe remembered that even afterthe Carthaginians lost the hostages at Carthago Nova, they
proved capable of raising large forces from the areas still under their control in southern Iberia.

This attests to the remaining coercive potential posed by the factors already considered but also

to the efficacy of non-coercive strategies foralliance building.

It is easy to overestimate the coercive power of ancient empires.”®* Local subjects limit,
shape, and enable imperial power. Peter Bang and Christopher Bayly present this as a sort of
paradox of empire: “the problem...[is] reconciling the creation of strong state capacities with
the continuation of local and regional traditions and forms of autonomy, booth facilitating the

7795

mechanisms and limiting the reach of imperial rule.” "> The Barcid empire was no exception to

thisimperial paradox.

Besieging walled cities is costly in terms of time and resources. Hannibal’s siege of
Saguntum alone took eight months; the city’s defenses were formidable but by no means

exceptional.”*®

The destruction of citiesisalso a highly undesirableresult because such centers,
and theirlocal leadership, were ultimately indispensable for the extraction of tribute,

particularly manpower.”®’ Territories are far harderto control when they lack hierarchical

793 Beloch 1915; De Sanctis 1979, 244;considered by plausibleby Walbank1957,1.432;some reservations
voiced by Scullard 1930,47.

7%% Strootman 2011, 145.

7% Ba ng and Bayly 2011, 4; for importanceof indigenous intransigence, cf. Thomas 1991, 84.

7% Montanero Vico 2008, 94; Marin Martinez 2012, 50; Strootman 2013, 68; Quesa da Sanz 2007, 75-7.
"7 Tilly 1990, 58-9.
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institutions, including hierarchy physically embodied in organized settlements, and strong

"% The limited administrative capabilities of the Barcid state also demanded

internal leadership.
that local social networks stay intact. Carthaginian bureaucracy appearsto have been of limited
capacity, as in many pre-modern empires, and Barcid administration appears restricted mostly
to Barcid generals and officers.””® These simple constraints rendered local cooperation not only
desirable but necessary. The Barcid empire was successful precisely afterthe battles were won,
Carthaginian leaders wereable to cooperate with those entrenched in the social hierarchy of a

local communities. Thisis why Carthaginian generals made efforts to create ties with locals and

foster positive political relations.

The literary sources emphasize personal ties between generals and locals. Hasdrubal the
son-in-lawof Hamilcar was particularly well remembered for his diplomaticskill. Polybius
praised his wise and practical administration and Diodorus emphasizes his appreciation for fair
dealingand preferencefor peace overwar.**’ Livy records the same preference for diplomacy
overforce, nurturing hospitality and friendship amonglocal leaders, and his general talent for

801 .
Hasdrubal’s diplomacy successes

rousingthe Iberians and joiningthem under his authority.
were enabled by local community’s willingness and ability to deal with him. Hasdrubal focused

on consolidating southeastern Iberiain particular, where he founded Carthago Nova, and as |

show, thiswas a zone where affinities forthe Punicworld were strong.

798 Eighteenth-century French colonial officials faced precisely this dilemma inthe Great Lakes Region of
America, White 2011, 16-17, 38,56—7.

7 Limited bureaucracy,ifany: Ameling 2013,379-81. Gonzdlez Wagner has conjectured that the Barcids
utilized something similar to the “pagi” system employed in Africa, Lancel 1995, 259-62; Gonzdlez
Wagner 1999,287-88. That system appears to have utilized large estates worked by a combination of
sharecroppers, free laborers,and slaves, Lancel 1995,279; Ameling 2013, 369; cf. Polybius on Libyan
peasants, Polyb 1.72, Miles 2011a,204; Hoyos 2003, 27. Carthaginian landowners would have been
important for state extraction. How things operated within Iberiais largely unknown. Besides territory
directly controlled by Carthaginian colonies, local elites would have been importantfor the collection of
tribute from their territories.

890 polyb.2.13.1, Diod. 25.11.

81 livy 21.2.5-7.
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Acclamation by the soldiers was an important tactic. Diodorus claims that upon his
accession to command Hasdrubal was acclaimed as general by the army and the Carthaginian
people.?”? Hannibal’s succession was likewise approved by army and people.®** Diodorus
provides afurther detail about Hasdrubal’s command, recording that after successful
campaigningand marriage to a local elite, he was proclaimed “supreme commander by all the
Iberians”.®% This action, however staged, provided Hasdrubal’s Iberian troops with a voice and
letthemto approve hisleadership. Later attempts of Iberian leaders to name Scipio Africanus a
king may have beeninspired by Barcid precedents.®® Charismaticgeneralship and fostering

personal ties with soldiersisawell-known tacticof ancient generals, particularly of the

Hellenisticage.®*

Barcid generals also made use of marriage alliances, ties of patronage, and perhaps a
specificform of patronage recorded in Roman sources as devotio Iberica. The marriage alliances
that Hasdrubal and Hannibal formed are straightforward enough, resultingin direct and
personal links to local communities and theiraristocracies.**” Marriage was an ideal way to
secure a place at the head of local political structures.®* Personal ties of patronage were almost
certainly part of the reason for Hasdrubal’s popularity too though such practices are better
attested for Roman generals toward local leaders, such as grants of gifts to faithful allies. **°
Polybius doesrecordthat Andobales of the llergetes had his realm returned to him because of
his faithful service to Carthage (more below). Itis sometimes supposed that Hasdrubal may have

taken advantage of the particularinstitution of devotio Iberica. Appian and Plutarch record

%92 biod. 25.12.

893 polyb.3.13.3-4, Livy 21.3.1.

89 Diod. 25.12, (0o mavtwy TV IBRpwWV avnyopelbn otpatnyog aUToKpdtwp).

895 polyb. 10.40.2-5, Livy 27.19.4.

896 Miles 2011a, 225.

897 Diod. 25.11,Livy 24.41.7; Bendala Galan 2013, 69; Grau Mira 2004, 55; Gonzalez Wagner 1999, 281.
898 Gonzalez Wagner 1999.

%99 Roddaz 1998.
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Sertorius being honored by this specificlberian custom, in which warriors pledgeto fall with a

1% These strategies served Barcid leaders well and reflect Carthaginian attempts

leaderin battle.
to acknowledge and utilize local institutions to forge and legitimate political ties. Though the
remainder of this chapterfocuses on how able locals were to understanding Punic world views

and institutions, it should be keptin mind that these actions show the willingness of

Carthaginianleadersto meetlocals onlocal termsas well.

I now turn to a brief consideration of Carthaginian relations with Punicallies, which has
already received previous discussion; then | comment furtheron some literary evidence about
indigenous communities beforethe deeperinvestigation of indigenous material culture that

drivesthis chapter.

In terms of Carthage’s Punicallies, itis commonly assumed that they enjoyed
autonomy, as their striking of coinage suggests.®'" Itis possible that they may have been taxed

but in Sicily tribute is only attested for Greek cities.*"?

The evidence suggests thatitwas not
common policy to physically abuse or openly threaten allied Puniccommunities. The literary
sources say nothingatall about Punicattempts atrebellion or Carthaginian violence against
Puniccommunities, except during the final year of the war in Iberia. After Carthage’s defeat at
Ilipa Gadirclearly saw the war was overand desired peace with Rome. It was at this point that
the Barcid empire truly died, wheniits firstally had become its last. Deserters from Gadir
plannedto betray its Carthaginian garrison to Rome but Mago caught wind of the plotand

arrested the conspirators.®"> Mago was subsequently ordered to make for Italy to join Hannibal

and he supplemented his funds from Carthage by plundering Gadir's temples and extracting

810 App. B. C. 1.112, Plut. Sert. 14; Arciniega 1978;Bendala Galdn 2013,71; Gonzélez Wagner 1999, 281.
811 Lopez Castro 1995; Gonzdlez Wagner 1999, 286; Mora Serrano 2003; Ameling 2013, 372-3.

812 Diod. 13.59.3, 114.1,14.65.2.

83 |ivy 28.23.6 & 28.30.4;

200



silverand gold fromits people.?"* Forwhatitis worth, Livy presents this as Mago’s decision
(ipse), in contrast to the official orders and provisions from Carthage. Mago then launched a
desperate attack upon Carthago Nova but failed to replicate Scipio’s success. Returning to Gadir,
Mago found himself shut out, enticed the local magistrates to meet with him, and crucified

them. After Mago’s departure, Gadir surrendered to Rome.***

What this scene shows is the steady escalation of tensions and break down of relations,
driven by desperate circumstances. This instance of abuse appears exceptional. Given Polybius’
agenda of criticizinginstances of such harsh treatment, it would be surprisingif such behavior
would have gone unnoted haditbeenregular. It also appears to be the case that Gadir's own
magistrates whom Mago murdered were stillin charge of the city despite the garrison. Interms
of Carthage’s Punicallies, the communis opinio that theirinternal autonomy was respected is
well-founded. Under normal circumstances Carthaginian commanders would have been
reluctantand probably unwilling to abuse Punicallies in this way. Such coercive treatmentis
never mentioned in any contexts for Carthaginian treatment of Punicalliesin Sicily either.®*°
Baria’s fierce resistance against the Romans speaks against an abused and embittered ally.

Relations with non-Puniccommunities were likely more variable but no less significant.

Organizinglocal manpowerforthe army was a pillar of Barcid powerand key to
ensuring Carthage’slongterm security as a Mediterranean power. Utilizing Iberian manpower
resembles earlier strategies with subject populationsin North Africa. In Iberiaforces were

probably raised ina number of different ways, including as allied tribute through treaty

814 Livy 28.36.3.

815 vy 28.37.

816 1 Polybius’rendition of both the first(509) and second (348) treaties between Carthage and Rome,
Sicilyistreated differently from Sardiniaand Libya, granting Romans freer activity in Punic Sicily; Polyb.
3.22-24. ASyracusanin Diodorus’implies thatsubjectcities paid tribute but maintained their own laws,
Diod. 14.65.2.
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obligations.?"” Yetakey componentto accessing these potential soldiers, justasin previous eras
of recruiting mercenaries, was to acquire cooperation fromlocal elites who could marshal them.
Throughout the war with Rome Iberian elites appearto lead theirown contingents of soldiersin
battle. Bendala Galan describes Hasdrubal’s dealings with local leaders as, “an intelligent

program of integration among the elites of |ocal powers.”®'®

Ideally relations could be mutually
beneficial, creating opportunities forambitious leaders. The case of Andobales of the llergetes

demonstrates how this could work.

Systems of political and social hierarchy were already well developed in Iberia, most
obviousinthe rise of oppida butalso visible in the economicvariability in funerary

9 n some cases the need to mobilize tribute on behalfof Carthage may have

consumption.
disrupted local elites’ ability to exploit their dependents. But elites who brokered favorable
positions with Carthage, forexample by securing responsibility for mobilizing soldiers, could
turn the threat of coercion from Carthage to theirown advantage. This afforded opportunities

to bolstertheirlocal authority and even broadenit over rival communities, while also gaining

prestige through association with Carthage.®*°

Both Livy and Polybius note Andobales’ faithful service to the Carthaginians.®**
Andobales issaid to have mobilized 7,500 of the Suessetanito aid the Carthaginiansin

822

destroyingthe Scipio brothers in211.°° Polybius records thatas a reward for this service,
Andobales had his “realm” (&pxn) returned to him. Good service seemsto have resultedinan

appropriate political benefit, yetit seems Andobales had already gained some benefits for

817 Goldsworthy 2000, 33; Quesada Sanz 2005, 134-5.

#1% Bendala Galan 2013, 57.

#1% Ruiz and Molinos 1998, 194-234; Sanmarti Grego 2009.

829 Grau Mira 2004, 64-5.

821 Livy 27.17, Polyb.3.76.7; as seen in chapter one, Polybius more strongly emphasizes both Andobales’
fa;thfulness to Carthage and his abuses at Carthaginian hands, perhaps to the point of exaggeration.

822 |ivy 25.34.6.
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himselfin securing responsibility for levying the neighboring community of the Suessetani. J ust
five years later, with Carthaginian power broken, Andobales led a raid against the Suessetani,

823

who were then alliedto Rome.”*” This suggests that Andobales understood himself free to

84yetunder

returnto businessas usual inthe Hellenisticworld and raid the Suessetani.
Carthaginianrule, Andobales is credited forrallying that same ethnicgroup for the Carthaginian
war effort. Itis plausible that this reflects Andobales having become trusted enough to actas
the Carthaginian strong man within the Ebro region over neighboring communities, thus being
responsible formobilizing manpower not only fromthe llergetes but also neigh bors like the
Suessetani. Carthage relied on men like Andobales to harnesslocal manpower, while Andobales

at once gained favorfrom the imperial power whilealso bolstering his local reputation as a

ope 825
military leader.

Andobales demonstrates the importance of local elites for martialing resources as well
as the opportunities such locals could graspin doing so. Andobales seized opportunities as they
came, and he was an ally onthe periphery of the empire inazone with relatively little contact
with the Punicworld. The allegiance of local elites was no lessimportantinthe core zonesinthe
southto which | turn. The coercive capabilities of the Barcid empire, howeverformidable, were

not enough to force all of these communities to submit to Carthage and to stand against

823 |ivy 28.24.4.

824 Regularity of interstate warfarein Hellenistic world: Eckstein 2006; Fronda 2010; in the Iberian world:
Quesada Sanz2003, 130—40; Sanmarti has argued that Greco-Roman ethnic labels for groups north of the
Ebro do appear to correlatewith political and territorial realties, reflecting regional rivalries, atleastfor
the coastal groups of the Indiketes, Laeetani, and Cessetani, though dynamics inland between the
“llergetes” and “Suessetani” arenot so clear: Sanmarti Grego 2009, 26.

825 One might call attention to reports of Carthaginian abuseof Andobales. Details of this arenot present
inLivy’s complete narrativeand | have shown how Polybius’ more detailed account of Andobales’ abuse
by Hasdrubal Gisco serve Polybius’ larger historiographical agenda of critiquing Carthaginian imperialism
(chapter one). Here | offer some plausible contextualization. Polybius’ alleges the abuse initially arose
from Hasdrubal attempting to exact tribute: “he laid on [Andobales] a demand for a great number of
goods”(éneBdleto xpnuatwv AR Bo¢ aitelv). Withthe Roman armies in lberia finally defeated, the
Carthaginians needed tribute to supply Hasdrubal Barca to reinforce Hannibal in Italy. Yet Andobales
refused to paythis tribute, and from there the situation escalated.
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thirteenyears of Romaninvasion. | now turn to evidence forthe cultural affinities that
compensated forthe limits of coercive strategies and made the legitimation of Carthaginian
poweracceptable, comprehensible, and even seem sensible. | considersettlementsin

Contestania, Bastetania, and Turdetaniain turn.
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PART 3: LOCAL DISPOSITIONS

3.1 CONTESTANIA

The main settlementsinthe region of Contestania by the late third century were

826 These were the

Saetabi, La Serreta, and llici (modern name La Alcudiade Elche) (fig. 4.20).
mostimportant centers forthe Barcids to establish control over, which may be why El Tossal de
Manises was established. Little excavation has been carried out in Saetabi though LaSerretain
theinterioris better excavated. llici has also seen some excavation and so have several of the
settlements thatappearsubordinate toit, including La Escuera. In this section I begin with llici,
then coastal settlementsinthe region, and conclude with theirinteractions with La Serreta.
Coastal communities show significant entanglement with material fromthe Punicworld
reflecting engagement with Punic practices and people of Puniccultural backgrounds,
sometimes even cohabitation. Inthe case of La Serreta, which was more isolated, its elites
engaged in a strategy of selective consumption of objects of Punic provenance obtained from
coastal communitiesinorderto legitimatetheirties to Barcid leadership as well as bolster their
own prestige within theircommunity as well as La Serreta’s control over subordinates
communitiesinthe Alcoy Valley. What arisesis a coastal world with people well familiarized

with Puniccultural practices, which helped Hasdrubal earn his reputation as an effective and fair

diplomat.

Many settlementsin the areashow signs of destruction or sudden abandonment
datable tothe late third century and often taken as signs of the Second Punic War. Such

destructionincludethe possible Carthaginian colony of El Tossal de Manises but also local

828 |lici mentioned by Ptol. 2.6.61 and Plin. NH 3.19-20; see also Grau Mira 2004,58-62.
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centerssuch as La Serreta, llici, and La Escueraas well as El Amarejo and Castellar de Meca

87 All of these communities could be considered

(these lasttwo are not discussed further here).
Punicfriendly, some of which may have paid a heavy price for supporting the Carthaginians.**®
While in most cases it cannot be definitively proven which side adestroyed community

supported, insome cases the evidence best suggests sustained interaction with the

Carthaginians and beneficial arrangements, asin the case of La Serreta.

The first major point of contact for the region was the settlement of the Phoenician
colony of La Fontetain the Segura estuary fromthe eighth to sixth centuries.**’ Jaime Vives-
FerrandizSanchez explores entanglement and hybridity here to reveal Phoenicianand
indigenous Iberians living together while engagingin unequaltradingrelations and competition
between groups.®° Similarities in domesticarchitecture between la Fontetaand the nearby
“indigenous” foundation of el Oral at the end of the sixth century, suggest that el Oral was

#!nthe seventh century Ebusus was founded on Ibiza,

founded by the inhabitants of la Fonteta.
whichiswidely acknowledged to have been anincreasingly significant point of economicand

cultural contact forindigenous populations throughout the Punicperiod.®*

It is often assumed that Ibiza was the gateway through which “Tanit” incense burners

firstbecame available forcommunities in eastern Iberia (throughout the fourth and third

827 £ Tossal de Manises: Olcina Doménech, Mas, and Porras 2010,240-2; Olcina Doménech et al. 1998,

38-45; La Serreta: Olcina Doménech 2005, 165; llici: Grau Mira 2000a,43; La Escuera Abad Casal and Sala
Sellés Feliciana 2001, 63;El Amarejo Grau Mira 2000a, 43; Castellar de Meca: Grau Mira 2000, 43.

828 sala Sellés 2004, 86; Sala Sellés 1998, 48.

829 Rouillard etal.2007.

830 \jives-Ferrandiz Sdnchez 2014,305-7,310-11; Aranegui Gasco and Vives-FerrandizSanchez2014.

81 Ara negui Gasco and Vives-FerrandizSanchez2014, 248.

832 Llobregat Conesa 1974; Campo 2000, 90; Ramallo Asensio 2000, 203; Aranegui Gasc 2010; Verdu
Parra 2010,309;commerce with the Circleofthe Straits was alsosignificant: Sala Sellés 2004, 82—4; Abad
Casal etal.2003, 88-91.
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833

centuries), though local adaptations may have taken place quite rapidly.””” The ample

appearance of these objects could indicate awidespread affinity for Tanitamongindigenous

communities and some have even claimed theirappearance was adirect consequence of the

834

Barcid presence.””" Tempting though this may be, their chronological diffusionis fartoo broad

to attribute exclusively to the Barcid era; and the question of identifying local manifestation as

Tanitis almostimpossible to answer. More reasonable suggestions have these objects represent

835

local syncretism of Tanit with a chthonicfertility deity.”” These objects soon came to be locally

produced and theirlocal production has recently been corroborated by the find of amoldin the

coastal settlement of Tossal de les Basses (Albufereta, Alicante).®*®

Interms of usage, indigenous
communitiesrarely used themtoburnincense butinstead buried them as terracotta votives,
and some of the locally produced forms did not even include combustion chambers.®*’ This sort
of creative reinvention reflects both relationaland material entanglement, resultingfroma
significant degree of contact betweenlocals and their Punicneighbors and perhapsin some

cases cohabitants.®*®

llici/Alcudia
llici (Elche, Alicante) isthe main sightinthe region of the Segura River, with LaEscuera
(San Fulgenci) probably asits dependent; both show signs of affinity toward Punicculture and la

89 The implantation of el Tossal

Escuera seemsto have been destroyedinthe Second Punic War.
de Manises within theirimmediate vicinity may have been enough of a check on theirloyalty to

ensure compliance, though installation of garrisons cannot be ruled out, especially due to the

83 Marin Ceballos 1987; Moratalla Jdvega and Verdu Parra 2007,363-5.

84 | dentifications as Tanit: Poveda Navarro 1995; Sala Sellés 2004, 86.

#35 Marin Ceballos 1987, 73; Moneo 2003,431-35.

8¢ Local productionin general: Marin Ceballos 1987,44,51-2, 73; José Pena 2007, 21; Sala Sellés and
Verdu Parra 2014, 24;Tossal deles Basses: Rosser and Fuentes 2007, 98; Sala Sellés and Verdu Parra
2014, 30.

#37 José Pena 2007, 18; Sala Sellés and Verdu Parra 2014, 21.

88 Ara negui Gasco and Vives-FerrdandizSanchez2014.

839 There are possiblesignsofdestructionatllici too, but justlimited to its temple.
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find of hoard of coinsin laEscuera. The dispositions of these communities and the destructions
suggest thatthey may have resisted Roman advance inthe Second Punic War; the excavators of
la Escuera have suggested as much, tentatively datingits destruction to 209 with Scipio’s
takeoverof the area. Numismaticevidence suggests that llici’s Roman temple toJuno was once
a temple to Tanit, whichis supported by the find of an incense burnerinthe shape of a female

840
d.

hea Both of these communities may have managed to work out favorable if not tolerable

deals with Carthage, with laEscuera payinga heavy price forit.
La Escuera

In chaptertwo | discussed the commerce-driven settlement of la Escueraand possible
trade with Carthago Nova (see chapter two). The settlement was founded in the fifth century by
the inhabitants of the nearby settlement of El Oral, which itselfis believed to the successorto

Phoenician laFonteta.?*!

The Barcid presence atleast appears to have had no negative impact
on the overall stability of this settlement’s commerce and is likely the reason forits expanding
repertoire of goods by the end of the third century, reflectingintegration into Barcid systems of

842
exchange.

The settlement saw expansionin the third century which its excavators compare to
expansions atlaSerretaand construction at el Tossal de Manises. It also mirrors these
settlements with regard to signs of destruction and abandonment linkable to the Second Punic

War.*** A hoard of 52 or more Hispano-Carthaginian bronzes were recovered here fromacloth

bag, perhaps leftby a soldierin Carthaginian pay, though it could also be a savings hoard.*** The

840 | hcense burners at Ilici/Alcudia: Marin Ceballos 1987, 50; Moratalla Javega and Verdu Parra 2007, 344—
46; for coinseries with “lUNONI” on its architraveand commentary: Garcia-Bellido 1990, 64; Garcia-
Bellidoetal.2002,V. 2 180, n. 3.5; temple ingeneral: Blazquez Martinez 2000, 202, “El templo de llicies
un tipico templo fenicio.” Due to poor publication on the settlement of Ilici,| omitit form further
discussion.

81 Abad Casal etal.2003, 94.

#*2 Abad Casal etal.2003, 91, 94.

843 Abad Casal and Sala Sellés Feliciana 2001, 205,260-4.

sad Villaronga 1973, 83; Villaronga 1993, n. 185; Garcia-Bellido etal. 2002, V. 1 159; minting of bronze
coinagefrom the nearby Carthago Nova suggests quantities could havefound their way to this nearby
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settlement controlled the sanctuary at Castillo de Guardamar, known for its profusion of locally

produced terracottasin the shape of female heads;**’

this could be apossible channel through
which those consumed at La Serretawere obtained. Aritual space with eastern characteristics

has beenidentified within the community, reflecting the affinities that could have made allian ce

with Carthage workable, for which the community may have metits fate.

Nordstrom excavated the templeinthe 1960s and several of its chambers, noting

848 Findsincluded oenochoe

architectural parallels with Carthaginian structuresin North Africa.
and a variety of simple serving vessels. Abad Casal et al. have followed up Nordstrom'’s
excavationsinthe settlementand are performing ongoing examinations on the temple itself.
They propose that the temple was created in the third century along with contemporary civic
expansion, noting its “Semitic” characteristics.®*” Aranegui Gascé attributes the temple to
Carthaginian “influence” and Carthage’s commercial hegemony over the region since the fourth
century, which could be part of the answer. But Puniccultural traditions were rooted in
neighboring El Oral, a possible descendent of Phoenician laFonteta, ; Ibiza may have been the
mostimmediate point of contact within the region.®*® The site’s recent excavators come closer
to the mark, noting how its “Semitic” characteristics would have resonated well with Barcid

849 . .
The abundance of local wares associated with the structure, however,

activitiesinthe region.
remind us again that this community was also anchoredin an indigenous habitus, produced by

centuries of trade and mediation between peoples of the Mediterranean world and terrestrial

settlements. If the elites of la Escueraidentified with Carthaginian aspirations, they would have

coastal settlement or could have been put intolocal circulation by Barcid soldiers stationed here or at El
Tossal deManises.

#%° Abad Casal etal. 2003, 95.

84 Nordstrém 1967.

847 Abad Casal,Sala Sellés,and MoratallaJavega 2012, 230.

848 Amphorae from Ebusus generally outnumber Carthaginianwares intheregion at leastuntil the Barcid
era. Phoenicianimpactinthe region ingeneral: Abad Casal etal.2003,92.

8% Abad Casal,Sala Sellés,and Moratallalavega 2012,232.
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remained important agents for contact with otherindigenous communities less entangled in the
Punicworld, and who may have been accustomed to experiencing Mediterranean products

through merchantsfrom la Escuera’s.

Albufereta Necropolis & Tossal De Les Basses
The likely Carthaginian colony at el Tossal de Manises was discussed in chaptertwo. In

the vicinity there was a preexistingindigenous settlement at Tossal de les Basses (fig. 4.22) on
anotherhill slightly to the west with its own necropolis, though its inhabitants may also have
used the necropolis atthe foot of the hill on which el Tossal de Manises rested, known as the
necropolis of Albufereta. The relationship between these settlements and exactly who used
which necropoleis and when, is farfrom clear. Nevertheless, Rosser and Fuentes, e xcavators of
Tossal de les Basses, have suggested thatitsinhabitants used the necropolis of Albuferetaand
Verdu Parra, supports this hypothesis. Rosserand Fuentes also suggest that the population of
Tossal de les Basses was incorporated into the settlement of el Tossal de Manises, based onthe
apparentabandonment of the formerat about the time that el Tossal de Manises was
(re)founded. The reconstruction of relations | offer here willbe highly tentative but whatis
more certainis that when the Carthaginians (re)settled el Tossal de Manises, they settled among
people that had immersed themselves in practices and material culture with strong affinity to

the Punicworld.

Tossal de les Basses was a fortified settlement near the coast with walls dating to the
fifth century. Anindustrial area outside of its walls was devoted to metallurgical activity and
ceramic production.®*° Also recovered from the settlement were parts of two clay models of

Biremes, suggesting the significance of trade, in whichits productive activities werelikely

80 Ara negui Gascd and Vives-FerrdndizSdnchez 2014, 250-1.
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involved.®* Aninteresting burial at the sightis known as the “tomb of the warrior” which has
been dated tothe late third century, perhapsinvolvedinthe Second Punic War. The tomb
includes arms as well asa three terracotta votives in the form of feminine heads (fig. 4.24).%*
Alsocritical isthe recovery from this site of a mold forthe production of the votives, of the local

“Guardamar type.”®>

The necropolis of Albuferetaislocated on the easternside of the lagoon that sep arated
it from Tossal de les Basses, close to the foot of the hill upon which el Tossal de Manises rests.®*
The necropolis was excavated inthe 1930s by José Lafuente Vidal and shortly later by Francisco
Figueras Pacheco, uncovering large quantities of exoticobjects such as scarabs, amulets,
Ostridge eggs, coins, and incense burnersinthe shape of female heads, composingthe single
largest collection of the final item in the region. It was used throughout the fourth and third
centuries. The excavators saw these objects as evidence of Carthaginians and proof that that the
unexcavated site of el Tossal de Manises corresponded to Hamilcar Barca’s colony of Akra

855

Leuke.”> More recentinterpretations believe it was used by a mixed community orindigenous

community with strong Punicaffinities, due to the scarcity of elements typical of Iberian tombs

such as arms, as in la Serretain the interior.?*®

Verdu Parrasuggests that the necropolis was first
used by the indigenousinhabitants of Tossal de les Basses, the occu pation of which appearsto
end at about the time that Carthaginian construction takes place at el Tossal de Manises, which

may have absorbed inhabitants from Tossal de les Basses and producing a mixed community. **’

Many of the exogenous objects such as Atticwares have fourth-century contexts, showing that

#1 Rosser and Fuentes 2007, 59; Horn 2011, 649.

852 Rosser and Fuentes 2007,48; Sala Sellés and Verdu Parra 2014,28-9.

83 José Pena 2007, 21; Sala Sellés and Verdd Parra 2014, 30.

#% Olcina Doménech 2005, 158.

855 For discussion see chapter two; Verdu Parra has undertaken to reexamine the original publications
from the 1930s, offeringa more coherent treatment of the material: Verdu Parra 2005.

8% Verdd in Olcina Doménech 2009, 37; Verdd Parra 2005, 107-9.

857 Rosser and Fuentes 2007,62; Garcia Cardiel 2014a, 119.
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userswere already well attuned to the wider cultural koine of the Mediterranean before the

858

Barcid era.”* Yet the consumption of Punic coinage of the late third century, including Barcid

coinage, suggestsits continued use afterthe (re)founding of el Tossal de Manises, which may

859

have stimulated exchange inthe region.”” The problematic publication ultimatelyreinforces the

fuzzy picture of cultural interaction that these mixtures of objects reflect.

The Albufereta cemetery contains some 32 of the incense burners, one of the denser
findsin the region, with many traditionally dated to the fourth or third centuries. ** Together
the tombs reflect cosmopolitan tastes of users who selected objects of diverse provenance,

both local as well as Greek and Punic.®®*

Tomb L 127 includes several incense burners along with
ceramicsjars for perfume (fig. 4.24). Olmos Romera emphasizes the qualities of child nurturing
evoked by the incense burners and accompanying terracotta, w hich depictsawoman holdinga
child.?®* The assemblage also includes a ceramic representation of a cave sanctuary with
offerings (fig. 4.25). This brings to mind cave sanctuaries of Punic coastal sites, such as Es
Culleramon Ibiza; the inclusion of a polychrome bust with parallelsin Es Culleram as well as the

893 Consumption of these objects embodies

necropolis of Puig des Molinsis suggestive (fig. 4.26).
the cultural capital of the users, formalizingand reinforcing the users’ prestige within the

community. These cosmopolitan tastes demonstrate sustained contact and perhaps coexistence

with individuals of a Puniccultural background, particularly with Ibiza. ***

®°% Garcia Cardiel 2014a,121.

89 Verdd in Olcina Doménech 2009, 37.

80 Moratalla Javega and Verdu Parra 2007,342-3; Sala Sellés and Verdu Parra haverecently pushed for
datingthe height of consumption to the third century: Sala Sellés and Verdd Parra 2014, 31.

81 5lmos Romera 2007, 378.

852 0lmos Romera 2007, 373,377, 379; cf. woman holdingbird and child in tomb F100.

%3 Horn 2011, C352.

84 0Imos Romera 2007, 388; Aranegui Gasco and Vives-FerrdndizSanchez 2014, 254.

212



A wide variety of objects appearin otherburials, including coins from Ebusus, Carthage,
Baria, and Gadir. The coinsfrom Ebususinclude its earliestissues as well as coins related to the

8% The two Hispano-

Second PunicWar, including one attributed to the Barcid levels of Carteia.
Carthaginian coins correspond to bronze issues of Villaronga’s series VI|1I, attributed to
Hannibal’s governorship (fig. 4.27). Verdu Parra argues that the coins may have had apotropaic
usesor been meantforuseinthe nextlife. The authoralso seesthe coins as evidence of the
“influence” of Punicculture in these lands.*° Selection of oil bottles of Punicorigin, ostridge
eggs, and amulets of glass beads could corroborate this interpretation, but risks undermining
the selection of other exogenous items as well, such as Atticwares, as well as local ceramics.

Funerary consumption here certainly attests to the cosmopolitan tastes of the users and the

intensity of their engagement with Punic material culture.®®’

Aranegui Gascé and Vives-Ferrandiz utilize Bourdieu’s habitus to argue that the
particular mixture of items in these cemeteries should be viewed neither as Iberian noras Punic
but of coastal inhabitants of different cultural backgrounds coexistingand sharing funerary
spaces. Sustained commerce with sailors from Ibizawas an important part of this process. *** The
resultisa mix of people thatare sharingtheiractions and world views for extended periods of
time. When el Tossal de Manises finally came to be (re)founded for Carthaginian purposes,
integration with its Puniccommunitywould not have felt unthinkable or unnatural, and

relations could have resembled business as usual.

8% Ca mpo’s type Xll;Verdu Parra 2010,306-11.The publication of the coinage is very confused; over a
dozen other Hispano-Carthaginian coins fromthe Museo Arqueoldgico de Alicante may be associated with
the lot, though itnow is uncertain Verdu Parra 2010, 304;

%% Verdd Parra 2010, 326-7.

87 Garcia Cardiel 2014a,122;Aranegui Gascé and Vives-FerrandizSanchez 2014, 253.

868 Aranegui Gascéand Vives-FerrandizSdnchez 2014, 255-56; Garcia Cardiel 2014a,122.
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Whetherlocals would have appreciated Carthaginian encroachment on their traditional
spheres of economicinterestsisanother question. Given the poor state of publication onthe
actual settlement of Tossal de les Basses, interpretationis speculative. Itis possible thatlocals
used the Carthaginian presence to theiradvantage, asin the case of Gadir, with some perhaps
servinginthe Carthaginian garrisonin the settlement. Yet people may wellhave chaffed at
Carthaginianintrusion. In this case, familiarity with Punic cultural milieus would have just made

it easiertounderstand and put up withan unwanted encroachment onlocal territory.

llleta dels Banyets
Nine kilometers up the coastis Illetadels Banyets, awell-organized commercialand

productive settlement, thriving from the late fifth century up to the first half of the third
century.®® Though probably not contemporaneous with the Barcids, this settlement
demonstrates the blended cultural milieus and practices produced in coastal Contestania. ®”°
Productive and religious practices suggest stronginteraction with Punictraders from Ibiza and
perhaps cohabitation with people of a Puniccultural background.®’* Pottery kilns were located
around the site and wine presses have been found within, with technical features similarto
presses found in other Punicsites and distinct from presses atindigenous Edeta and Kelin. *’*
Finds of attic potteryinclude graffitosin both the Greco-Ibericscript and othersin Punic,

873

reinforcing the blended cultural milieu of the community.”* Evidence fromits sanctuaries

reinforces thisview.

The settlement had two temples, one of which (temple B) housed anincenseburnerin

the shape of a female head. Inside the temple Llobregat found an altar with burnson itsinside

%% 0lcina Doménech 2005, 1567.

#7% Aranegui Gasc6 2010, 694.

81 Ara negui Gasco and Vives-FerrdndizSanchez2014, 255-6.

872 0| cina Doménech 2005,154—6; Aranegui Gasco and Vives-FerrandizSanchez 2014, 253.
873 Aranegui Gasc62010,362.
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that he argued could have held the incense burnerfoundin the same temple (figs.4.28&
4.29).*’* Marin Ceballos observesthe resemblance in usage inatemple at Carthage in the
Salambé station, in which a Doric column was used to hold a pedestal fortwo similarincense

875

burners.””” Again, ratherthan tryingto identify the object as a representation of Tanit, though it

may have been seen this way, significance restsin the similarity in use of the objectina religious

876

space of exogenous tradition.””” The space would likely have been frequented by merchants

from Ibizaand perhaps Carthage too.?”’

Coastal Contestaniawas a place of strong interaction
betweenlocalsandthe Punicworld, a place where Carthaginian ways of doing things, from
honoring gods to producing wine, would be familiarand comprehensible. One more site
sanctuary further up the coast drives this pointhome.
La Villajoyosa

About 20 km. up the coast from llleta dels Banyets the sanctuary of Malladetarestsona
small hill overlooking the coast nearthe indigenous settlement of La Villajoiosa (Villajoyosa,
Alicante). Itwas used asan open air sanctuary from the early fourth century to the end of the

second century, to which the excavated structures date.®”®

Amongthe recovered amphorae
31.5% are of Punictypologies (of 418identified sherds), demonstrating significant trafficin

items from Puniccommunities of southern Iberia, Ibiza, and Carthage.879

The presence of 172 fragments of incense burners and quantities of ashin sectorfive
have led to its identification as an open air sanctuary.®*° Several examples of the Guardamar

type have beenidentified, which were the type almost exclusively visible in the interior capital

874 Quotation of Liobregat Conesa 1984 from Marin Ceballos 1987,57.

#75 Marin Ceballos 1987,57-8.

87 Olcina Doménech 2005, 152-3; Garcia Cardiel 2014b, 83.

877 The site does contain some amphorae(T.4.2.1.5) of Carthaginian origin, though these may have just
been redistributed though lbizan channels: Olcina Doménech 2005, 157.

¥7% Rouillard etal.2014.

#7% Rouillard etal. 2014, 115-16.

880 pouillardetal. 2014,156-63.
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of La Serreta. Contemporaneous with the Barcid presence, this sanctuary seemsto have been
frequented, before, during, and after our period. Its continued use during the Roman and Barcid
period could signal acommunity’s strategy of reiterating territorial claimsinthe face of imperial
presences.®®' The use of the highly localized Guardamartype, if coterminous with the Barcid
presence, andthisis purely speculative, could reflect some ambivalence to the Carthaginian
presence, consuming alocal hybrid to make sense of the new political reality in local terms.** It
ismore certain that all of these local communities were immersed enough in the Punicworld to
be able to deal with Carthaginians and make sense of encounters with them through mutually
recognizable, though not quite identical, patterns of consumption. This sort of environment
enablesthe practices characteristicof Gosden’s colonialism within a shared cultural milieu.

These communities and practices also provided avenues forindigenous communitiesin the

interiortorespondtoa changingworld, whichis evidentin consumptionin LaSerreta.

La Serreta
La Serreta’s third century expansion andrise as one of the principle settlements of

Contestania with enhancements to its defenses during the Barcid era have been discussed.***
During our period the community experienced increased commerce with coastal settlements,
tradingagricultural surpluses for Mediterranean goods through el Tossal de Manises, perhaps
also explaining the appearance of bronze Hispano-Carthaginian coinage in the community.®**
Lead sheetsin Greco-Ibericscript show that learned elites controlled commercial activity. **°
Control of trade and consumption of these goods created and reinforced patron-client

networks, channeling exchange to maintain social preeminence over subordinates within the

81 Garcia Cardiel 2015.

#82 \Jan Dommelen 2002, 141.

83 Olcina Doménech et al. 1998,37-41; the authors also emphasize how this monumental construction
reinforced aristocratic power within the community.

84 See cha pter two; GrauMira 2003,273-4; coinage: Mellado Rivera and Garrigds i Albert 2004,202-4.
885 Grau Mira 2003, 273.

216



8¢ Upon the summit of the oppidum’s hill

community as well as other subordinate communities.
was a sanctuary, which fostered contacts between subordinate communities and attracted
votives, gifts, and tribute payments, solidifying elite control overthe Alcoy Valley. The

community shows signs of destruction from the Second Punic War and was abandoned

thereafter, with its fortunes apparently falling with those of Carthage.®"’

For the Carthaginians, laSerreta was important for mobilizing agricultural tribute and
especially manpower within the region. The necropolis of La Serreta, used from the fourth
through mid-third century, reflects martial values of its users, with weapon deposits in many
tombs. Falcatas (a single edged, curved blade of Iberian design) were typical deposits, though
the quantity and quality of weaponry reflect social hierarchy, ranging from a single falcatato full
panoplies, equestrian gear, and weapons inlaid with silver.**® Consumption of weapons appears
more “typical” and “Iberian” in contrast to the burialsinthe coastal necropolis of Albufereta. In
the sanctuary, consumption of objects with Punicassociations suggests a careful strategy by
which elites of laSerretaintegrated their new ties to Carthage into existing strategy of local
domination, maybe in partto appease Carthaginian observers but more importantly to leverage
ties with Carthage against subordinate communities over which elites of laSerreta mediated
Barcid control to their own continued benefit. Carthage was integrated into an existing field of

reproducing distinction and elitedominance in fields of competition forlocal political power.

The sanctuary was first excavated in the 1920s and hundreds of votives were recovered.

The original publication is somewhat confused aboutits location, which is believed to be on the

889

summit of the hill, just outside the southern wall of the community (fig. 4.30).°°” The use of the

8% GrauMira 2014, 131-2.

87 Olcina Doménech 2005,171; Grau Mira and Garrigds i Albert 2007, 146-7.
888 Reig Segui 2000; F. Gdmez Bellard 2011;Olcina Doménech 1997.

889 Olcina Doménech et al.1998,39-41; Grau Mira 2000b, 196-8.
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sanctuary has been dated broadly to the third century, though itis plausible that many of these
objects were consumed during the Barcid era. ARoman coin dating to the time of the Second
Punicwar has beenrecovered from the sanctuary and several of the lamps, also popularin the

89 juani Molté has dated the

Punicworld, have horizonsinthe late third century and later.
votives broadly to the third century, though Garcia Cardiel has argued that many of the
terracottas were made hastily within ashort bound of time, which he argues coincided with the
Barcid presence.®** Itis plausible that increased consumption coincides with the general

instabilityinthe region, implicitin the Barcid presence but also evinced by the bolstering of the

settlement’s defensive structuresinthe late third century.

The votives are of a wide variety of forms and have evoked much discussion about the
extenttowhich they should be characterized as Punicorindigenous. While Juani Molté argues
that many of the types are typically local, the author observes that those of his type IXhave long
histories of production and use in Punicplaces, particularly in Sardiniaand Ibiza (fig. 4.31). He
arguesthat theirartisticcurrent surely proceeds from Ibiza, though they were made by hand,
accountingfortheirwide variety of archaizing features. They were also consumed regionally,
with parallelsin lberian contexts including Cabecico del Tesoro (Verdolay, Murcia) and llici. llici
likely received its versions through the intermediation of La Escuera. These objects entangled
usersinLa Serreta within the larger cosmopolitan milieu of coastal communities, upon whom
they depended to obtain the objects that helped formalizing and maintain control overtheir

892

local dependents.”* Anotherimportant class of objects are incense burnersin shapes of female

heads, which are predominantly of the “Guardamar” type, the local hybrid form, what

890 Coin RRC 69 3a, Mellado Rivera and Garrigés i Albert 2004, 202-204; lamps: Lara Vives 2005.
891 Juan i Molté 1987, 328-9; Garcia Cardiel 2014b, 85.
892 Hodder 2012,213-15.
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Stockhammerwould call material entanglement, that often lack combustion chambers,

reflectingits new local use purely as votives ratherthanincense burners (fig. 4.32).

Garcia Cardiel argues that the elites of LaSerretaemployed atypically Iberian strategy
inthe use of terracotta votivesin orderto legitimize political cooperation with Carthage while

83 1 fully agree with this

simultaneously reaffirming their supremacy overlocal dependents.
interpretation and thinkitrepresents elites’ strategy for making sense of the Carthaginian
presence and attendantinstability. As Dietler has shown, cross-cultural consumption can reflect
the production of new alliances and configurations of interest across cultural groups.®*
Individuals from subordinate communities would be following the lead of La Serreta’s elites
when making offerings at Serreta’s sanctuary. The possible presence of new Puniccolonists at El
Tossal de Manises would have made the “Punic” qualities of these objects more salient, as well
as the political powerand prestige of Carthage in general. Grau Mira argues that the adoption of
these objects by elitesin LaSerreta could reflect theiradoption of Carthaginian cultand ways.**
In this case | again tend to agree with Garcia Cardiel who suggests that these practices do not
count as hybrid, atleast not when compared to the communities on the coast, though contexts
at La Serretaare admittedly not good enough to know exactly how these objects were used. Yet
Garcia Cardiel’s interpretation falls short becauseit misses how the elites of LaSerretainteract
within the larger cultural milieu within the region. While elites at La Serreta were probably not
becoming Punic, they were becoming entangled in local networks of users of things Punicin

which Punicpractices existed and prestige partly depended onthese associations as much as

those with Carthage.

893 Garcia Cardiel 2014b, 87.
894 Dietler 2010, 66.
89> Grau Mira 2004, 63—4.
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The coastal communities encountered so farwere involved in the processes of exchange
by which these objects were obtained and local consumptionin coastal sanctuaries was the
mostimmediate context of consumption. The artisan that crafted them may even have come
from one of these coastal communities. Their consumption evokes the local contexts of coastal
communities, garnering prestige for LaSerretaand its sanctuary not only by association with
Carthage but through association with cosmopolitan tastes of the coast. Grau Mira argues that
the sanctuary was an important means forideologically formalizing La Serreta’s regional
dominance, andinterms of field theory, selective elite consumption of objects associated with
the coastal communities served to consolidate elite social and political dominance. The
association with coastal sanctuariesis part of what granted legitimacy to these objects and their
appropriationinLaSerreta, from where ceramics and other goods by which elites reinforced

theirdistinction had traditionally flowed.

Ultimately, evenif people from laSerreta used these objects to reinforce their positions
through association with Carthage and cosmopolitan consumers of the coasts, their distance
fromthese cultural groups andindigenous aspects of their practices would have made such
strategies only partly successful in the eyes of external observers. Those onthe coastwho were
more familiarized with the objects and controlled access tothem were in a better positionto
define the legitimate forms of consumption and cultural capital from doing so. According to
Bourdieu the habitus of the outsideralways risks betrayingitselfand will be less certaininits
execution. The same could apply to dealings with Carthaginians, who might potentially mock
indigenous uses of things Punicasillegitimate and who anyway held stronger positions within
fields of powerdue to the coercive potentialthat backed them and theirinteractions, tinting any
dealings with locals. So, if Hasdrubal actually had made an offering at the sanctuary, his habitus

as a powerful Carthaginian general would automatically qualify his use of things Punicas more
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legitimate, reinforcing his actual political dominancein local dealings. In this way, local
consumption notonly familiarized locals with Punicways but unintentionally served to

legitimate Carthaginian positions of dominance.

All the same this does not deny that such strategies worked to the advantage of elitesin
la Serreta, interms of reinforcing theirown local dominance, legitimating their political relations
with Carthage, and easinginteractions with actual Carthaginians. In this section | hope to have
shown that ample history of cultural interaction with the Punicworld meant that many players
would have had fairly good feels forthe game in terms of political interactions. Many coastal
inhabitants knew what to expect from Carthaginians already, because of their dealings with
others of Punicbackgrounds and theirownimmersion in such practices. Communities more
distant from the cultural milieu of these coastal communities stillinteracted with them and
could mold older strategies of consuming exogenous objects to meet new political realties with
the appearance of Carthaginians on the coast in el Tossal de Manises and Carthago Nova. For
making colonial relations work in Contestania, the Carthaginians had alot to work with. This

appearsto have been true in Bastetaniatoo but restricted to fewer communities.

3.2 BASTETANIA

Ancient Bastetaniaincluded awide territory embracing all of modern Granadaand

896

Almeriaaswell as parts of southern Jaén, Albacete, and eastern Murcia (fig. 4.33).”" Indigenous

settlementsinthe region had alonghistory of interaction with Phoenician communities along

897

the coast, the most important of which were Seks, Abdera, and Baria.” " Such interaction may be

896 Lopez Castroand Adroher Auroux 2008;for discussion of ancientsources, esp. Ptolemy’s geography,
see: Quesada Sanz 2008, 150-54; Salvador Oyonate 2011, 63-128.
897 | 6pez Castro 2008,203.
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reflected by Ptolemy’s mention of a mixed people called Bastulo-Punics in the coastal regions,
but itis doubtful that this was a genuine ethnicidentity with which individuals self-identified.®*®
Funerary material evidence fromthe Punicera suggests the extenttowhich indigenous
communities of the interiorinteracted with Puniccommunities. Using criteriasuch as
chambered tombs and the deposit of chicken eggs or goddess statues on thrones, the funerary
material culture of communities furtherinland appearsincreasingly unlike Baria, with Castulo
sharing nothingin common except forthe presence of painted amphorae and Greek ce ramics

(fig. 4.6).

As elsewhere, Carthaginian leaders established personalties tolocal elitesin orderto
extractresources and local elites could improvetheirown positionsin theircommunity by doing
50.2” PunicBaria and its possible colony of Tagilit allied themselves freely with Carthage. In the
case of Baria there was ample common cultural ground and centuries of interaction with
Carthage to facilitate this alliance. Because Bariainteracted strongly with some indigenous
communities, it probably served as Carthage’s best point of contact for reachingoutto
indigenous elites. The indigenous communities of the interior that show the strongest degrees

% Bariaplayed

of entanglementwith Punicmaterial culture is TUtugiand to alesser extent Basti.
an importantrole infostering entanglements in Tatugi and Basti and some of the people of
indigenous cultural backgrounds who lived in Baria may have been connected to Tutugi. Most
otherindigenous communities appear more aloof, offering less potential for the legitimation of

political relations on common cultural ground. | begin with a brief discussion of communities

possibly destroyed orabandoned due to the Second Punic War.

89 ptol. 2.4.6; Ferrer Albelda and Prados Pérez 2002.

899 salvador Oyonate2011, 679.

%% There are other promising candidates as well such as Cerro del Moro but lack of excavationimpedes
analysis.
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Cerrode los Allozos and Arkilakis appear to have been destroyed at this time, and this
may be the case as well for Cerro del Moro, Las Colonias, and Forruch t. The problemis that little
excavation has been carried out on these communities, so identification relies mostly on their
apparentabandonmentbased on survey data. Be that as it may, Adroher Auroux and others are
fairly confident that Cerro de los Allozos was destroyed during the Second Punic War, thoughiit

901
The same

isimpossible to know whether destruction was at Roman or Carthaginian hands.
can be said forthe settlementof Arkilakis (Pueblade Don Fabrique, Granada).’®* Unlike
destructionsin Contestania, the lack of excavation makes it even more difficult to establish
whetherthe apparently sudden disappearance of these communities was even caused by the
Second PunicWar and not Roman pacification in the following century, much less consider their
possible interactions with Carthage. Far betterinformation exists for Baria, where literary
evidence and material indicate destruction from the Second Punic War.*®*
Baria

We have already viewed Baria’s close ties to Carthage through trade, and observed how
Carthaginian goods became increasingly present during the Barcid period, while Baria likewise
intensified its productive activities (see chaptertwo). Consumption of goods of North African
provenance indicatesaclose relationship with Carthage fromitsfoundingin the sixth

century.’® Signs of destruction related to the Second Punic War have beenidentified in its

necropolisand around its walls. Literary sources attest to Baria’s resistance to Scipio Africanus

%91 Adroher Auroux 2008,222; Manuel Ramirez Ayas suggests it suffered for supporting Carthage but
provides no evidence, in Adroher Auroux and Asociacion de Estudios de Arqueologia Bastetana 2008,
147-8.

92 Adroher Auroux 2014,79; Lépez Castroand Adroher Auroux 2008, 154; Salvador Oyonate has argued
againstthe conventional wisdomand places its destruction atRoman hands laterin the second century,
but evidence for its continued occupation into this periodis thin Salvador Oyonate 2008.

%93 Material evidence includes:burn layers datableto the Second Punic War and bodies with cracked
skulls buried in the necropolis;for discussion see chapter two.

%% Aubet Semmler 1986a.
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for three days duringthe Second PunicWar.”™> Alfaro Asins hypothesized that this act of

resistance reflects Baria’sindependence as a city state during the Barcid era, though within

Carthage’s political and economicorbit.”*®

Victor Martinez Hahnmiiller’s study of Baria’s political
and economicrole during the Second Punic War has strengthened this hypothesis: Baria’s
citizens benefited economically from the empire and this helps explain theirfierce resistance
against Scipio.’®” Martinez Hahnmiiller also posits that Baria played animportant role in Barcid

administration of Bastetania, which is reasonable consideringits access toinland Bastetania

through the Almanzora Riveras well as previous ties with Carthage.”*®

Interaction with Carthage is visiblein Baria’s necropolis and inamphorae within the
settlement. Hundreds of Ostridge egg vases appearinits olderburials, certainly of North African
provenance and some of likely Carthaginian manufacture. Luis Siret and Astruc, the original
excavatorsof its necropolisinthe early 20" century, proposed that Baria’s sixth-century
foundation was at the hands of Carthaginians, though a Carthaginian foundationis nolonger

909

accepted by most experts.” Such findsinstead signal close commercial relations, through which

Baria may have helped Carthage satisfy its need for precious metalsinthe fourth and third

centuries.’™®

Justasfunerary evidence can be used to show some links between Carthage and
Baria, itcan also be used to show ties between Bariaand local communities. Burialsin Baria

used large subterranean graves with chambers carved in rock, some with long corridors and

203 pyt. Apophthegmata Romana, Scipio Maior 3, Aulus Gellius, 6.1.8-11,Val Max 3.7.1A; for commentary
see Martinez Hahnmiller 2012, 33-43.

%% Alfaro Asins 2003, 7-8.

%97 See cha pter two; Martinez Hahnmiller 2012,128—-36; Lopez Castro, Martinez Hahnmiiller,and Pardo
Barrionuevo 2010,124).

%% Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012,148.

%% On Luis Siret’s ea rly publications: Cano Garcia 2004, 11-21;Ldpez Castro2007,161-2; current views:
Lopez Castro, Martinez Hahnmiiller,and Pardo Barrionuevo 2010, 129; Lépez Castro 2007; necropolis: M.
J. Almagro Gorbea 1986; Aubet Semmler 1986a; on ostridge eggs in particular: San Nicolas Pedraz 1975.
1% Eor evidence of pre-Barcid tradebased on ceramics: Lopez Castroet al.2011,64-5; Lépez Castro,
Martinez Hahnmiiller, and Pardo Barrionuevo 2010, 124.
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ramps forentrances. This same type of construction became popularatindigenous Tutugiin the
fifth century and onwards. In addition to ostridge eggs, peoplein Baria began using chicken eggs
inthe fifth century, which also became popularat Tutugi and Basti. Chickens were not native to

Iberiaand seemto have beenintroduced by Phoenicians, so theiradoption in Tutugi may reflect

shared beliefs about the objects as symbols of life and fe rtility, as with ostridge eggs.’**

The principal deity of Bariawas Astarte, whoresided in atemple onthe acropolisand
served as a key institutional link between other Puniccommunities, including Carthage, as well
as indigenous communities. Lépez Castro assembles literary, epigraphic, archaeological, and
numismaticevidence to demonstrate the existence of Astarte’s cultin Baria. Plutarch explicitly
names the temple on Baria’s acropolis as dedicated to Aphrodite, the interpretatio graeca of

912

Phoenician Astarte.””” Epigraphicattestation can be found on an unpublished funerary stele

7913 Ey cavation

recovered by Luis Siret with a theophoricformula: GR’STRT, “follower of Astarte.
of the acropolis uncovered acistern and various servingvesselsincludingaladle, associated
with the temple rituals. In the same vein Lépez Castro argues that weapons recovered from the
acropolis nearthe cistern may be votives to the goddess from Carthaginian soldiers (fig. 4.34).°**
Finally, the authorargues thatthe imagery on Baria’s coinage represents Astarte. The

appearance of horns or perhaps Hathor’s headdress as well as the symbol of the crescent moon

on the back, which also resembles horns, are indeed compatible with Astarte (fig. 4.35).°"

Togetherthe evidence foracultto Astarte at Baria is convincing. This cult would have

served as an important point of contact between the inhabitants of the community and Barcid

o Lopez Castroand Adroher Auroux 2008,151; beliefs about ostridge eggs: Moscati 1988b,456.

212 pjut, Apophthegmata Romana, Scipio Maior, 3; commentary: Lépez Castro 2005,9. Best example of
syncretismis Astarte’s temple atEryx inSicily: Pol 2.7, Diod. 4.83, Strabo 6.2.6.

o3 Lépez Castro2005,19-20; for brief commentary see Bonnet 1996, 97-8; exact location of find
uncertain from available publications.

1 | 6pez Castro2005,11-18.

915 Lépez Castro2005,18-21; perhaps with attributes of Isis: Alfaro Asins 2003.
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officials, especially soldiers who may have made personal offerings at the temple. Accepting that
the coinage depicts Astarte, it would not be surprisingif Baria chose the principle deity of its
local pantheontorepresentits coinage during the Barcid period. That would signal its political
autonomy while possibly alluding to Carthaginian power with palmtreesonthe reverse.Sucha
strategy would be in line with the usage of Melqgart coinage by Seks and Gadir (chapterthree). In
the previous chapter | explored epigraphicevidence for Carthaginian patronage for Astarte of
Eryx inSicily and something similar could certainly have been at work here, similarto Hannibal’s
patronage of Melqgart at Gadir.

Baria’s Astarte cult may have been even more important for Carthaginian administration
because it not only provided a means of interacting with the community of Baria butalsowasa
point of contact for dealing with Baria’s own local allies. Asin other Phoenician cities, the
temple andits deity played animportant role in legitimating commercial transactions among
local people for centuries.”*® Some local form of Astarte’s cult may have been practiced at
Tatugi, reinforcing relations between Tutugi and Baria.””’ The possible presence of an
indigenous cult to Astarte at Ttugi has been based on the deposit of an alabaster statue of a
seated goddess of Phoenician design, the so-called “Lady of Galera,” recovered from the richest
tomb of the community (fig. 4.36). At this pointitis useful to discuss Tutugi and its funerary
evidence in greater detail.

Tutugi
The necropolis of Tutugi (Galera, Granada) has seen relatively extensive excavation since

the early twentieth century and recently anew series of excavations (fig. 4.37).>*® Similarities

with Baria in terms of objects consumed include: chicken eggs, painted amphorae and Attic

916 Lopez Castroand Adroher Auroux 2008,153; Maria Eugenia Aubet Semmler 2001, 277-8.
07 Lopez Castroand Adroher Auroux 2008,153.
918 Rodriguez-Ariza, Garcia de los Reyes, and Rodriguez-Ariza 2014.
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1® Another notable similarity is the use of chambertombs, with over 25 of them

pottery.
appearingat Tutugi of similar design of those at Baria, whichitselfincludes over50(figs. 4.38 &
4.39). Of course designs vary between tombs within both sites, and more modest burials existin

both necropoleis.”*’

The popularity of this type of tomb at Baria may reflectinfluencefrom
Carthage but could alsoinvolve Ibiza, where hypogeain Puig des Molins are prominently
attested.””' Compare the relative absence of these typesin the Punicnecropolis of Puente del
Noy in Seks (Almufiecar).”®” A distinctive act at Tdtugi is the regularinclusion of local ceramics

2 Anotherkey difference is the popularity of cremation, a

and weaponry, especially falcatas.
fundamental distinction in terms of practice. This reflects careful adoption of some exogenous

featuresand deliberate rejection of others in consonance with traditional practices.’**

The most elaborate burial istomb 20, in terms of the richness of goods deposited and
the hierarchyitreflectsinits central position over othertombs within the necropolis, leadingits
excavators to conclude it was related to an important lineage.’” First used in the fifth century,
the tomb is bestknown forthe deposit of the Lady of Galera. Almagro Gorbea dates the original
production of the figure to the seventh century Levant and identifies it as a representation of

926 Baria

Phoenician Astarte, probably selected forthe prestige value of its oriental resonance.
would be butone plausible avenue through which the object was obtained. Itis not certain

whetherlocal elites would have identified the goddess statue as Astarte, alocal syncretism, or

somethingelseentirely.

1% The use of stone funera ry boxes is another important similarity.

%20 chapa Brunet 1997, 145.

21 \ian Dommelen and Gémez Bellard 2008, 60.

922 Onlytwo examples attested: (Bierlingand Gitin 2002,59-64).

923 Chapa Brunet, Pereira Sieso, and Madrigal Belinch6n 1993,417.

924 Chapa Brunet, Pereira Sieso, and Madrigal Belinchon 1993, 419; Rodriguez-Ariza, Gémez Cabeza, and
Montes Moya 2008,179.

925 Rodriguez-Ariza, Garcia de los Reyes, and Rodriguez-Ariza 2014, 69-72.

26 M. Al magro Gorbea 2009.
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At some time thereafteran openairsanctuary was constructed directly above the tomb,

intentionally mirroring the subterranean space and its corridor.*’

The platform framingthe
shrine was painted white and shaped like a bull skin. This religious symbol was of eastern origins
(known as a Cypriote ingot) and was originally adopted by local communitiesin the Orientalizing

CI 928

perio The famous sanctuary at Carambolo (Seville) included golden objects of this shape as

well as a statue identified as Astarte, which has contributed to Carambolo’s identification as a

sanctuary to Astarte.’”

Whetheritheldthis significance in Tutugi itself is unclear. Whatis more
importantis that interaction with Baria was part of a larger process by which the original family
constructed funerary space, which was subsequently reinvented through localized symbols of
prestige to honoran ancestral lineage and perpetuate the family’s socialdominance. The acts
implicate communities of Phoenician origin within local strategies of formalizing aristocratic
power.”*° With the coming of the Barcids, elites at TGtugi could have exploited connections with
Baria to continue similar strategies of self-promotion. Practices evident at TUtugi suggest elites
here werein a better positiontodo so thanin mostregional communities, in which the intensity

of previous interaction and affinity for appropriating exogenous practices are less evident.>**

Funerary evidence at Bariaalso suggestsindigenous cohabitation. Nearthe necropolisis
another cemetery with cremation burials accompanied by weapons and indigenous pottery.”*’
Indigenous cohabitation reflects close relations between indigenous elites and those of Baria.”**

Indigenous amphorae at Bariaand the penetration of Baria’s types (T.1.2.1.3) into the interior

327 Rodriguez-Ariza, Gdmez Cabeza, and Montes Moya 2008.

%28 Marin Ceballos 2006.

*% Moneo 2003, 69-71.

% Hodder 2012,113-15.

31 Here | would note that Basti (Baza, Granada) does show some of the same features, though not as
strongly. Other important centers such as Acci areeven more distinctintheir material culture.

%32 Chapa Brunet 1997, 149; Alfaro Asins 1993c, 274; Aubet Semmler 1986b, 620.

933 Eerrer Albelda and Prados Pérez 2002,279-80.
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reflect the commercial activity that these relations fostered.”* The opposite case was true at
indigenous lliberri near modern Granada, where asection of wall of Punicdesign suggestsa
Punicenclave was established within thisindigenous community, perhaps to facilitate its links

with coastal settlements such as Seks (figs. 4.40 & 4.41).°*

In the case of Baria, an important
intermediary forits interactions with communities of the interior was its possible colony of
Tagilit.
Tagilit

Tagilitwas founded 60 kilometersinland along the AlmanzoraRiver, onthe Cerrola
Mueladel Ajoin modernTijola (Almeria). A combination of epigraphic, numismatic, and
archaeological evidence points toward this location. In 1976 a farmerdiscovered aninscription
inthe Armuiiade Almanzora, about 3 km. from Tijola. The honorary inscription names the Res
Publica Tagilitana, whichis believed to correspond to the modern place name of Tijola (fig.
4.42) >*° Tentatively dated to the late first or early second century CE based on letterforms, the

inscriptions commemorates Voconia Avita’s gift of baths to the Res Publica Tagilitana. The stone

reads:

Voconia Q(uinti) f(ilia) Avita

thermas rei publicae
suaeTagilitanaes(olo)s(uo)s(ua) (pecunia) f(ecit)
easdemq circensibus

editis et epulo dato dedicavit

a<d> quo<d> opus tuendum usumgq(ue)
perpetuum (t)hermarum praeben

dum r(ei) p(ublicae) Tagilitanae X1l D dedi(t)

Vocania Avita daughter of Quintus

234 Lépez Castro2007.

%35 pdroher Auroux 2014,78-79. The community’s own coinageand the appearanceof a hoard of
Hispano-Carthaginian silvers nearby aresuggestive, but the contexts are too unclear for anysharper
analysis, so further discussion of lliberri has been omitted.

936 Firstpublished by: Resina Sola and Pastor Mufioz 1977; | followthe original publishers’ transcription of
the text and identification between the toponyms, also followed by Alfaro Asins 1993b; Ferrer Albelda
2009; further epigraphic discussion aboutthe stone with regard to larger pattern of euergetism in Roman
Spain:Melchor Gil 1994.

229



made baths for her own Republic

of Tagilitoutof her own money alone

She dedicated the same baths

with circuses puton and a feastgiven.

For their perpetual conservation of this work and
the supplying of the baths

she gave 2,500 denarii to the Republic of Tagilit.

Numismaticevidence suggests thatthe Res Publica Tagilitana sprung froma Puniccommunity,

or one with strong Punicties.

Alfaro Asins subsequently identified this community with bronze coinsfoundinits
vicinity, dated to the late third century or early second. The earlier series employed the legend
MPL’ TGLT “work of Tagilit,” in neo-Punicletters, with the later series employing the legend
TGYLT.”® Alfaro Asins reasonablyidentified these coins as products of Vocania Avita’s
community, providinga glimpse into the Punicties of pre-Roman times. The coins share
iconographicfeatures with those of Baria, including palms, crescents, and female heads. The
iconographicresemblance and the fact that finds are primarily restricted to Tijolaand Baria led
Alfaro Asins to suggest that Tagilit could be a colony of Baria. Coins of Baria also appear
frequently within the zone of Tijola, affirming a connection.’*® If this is correct, Tagilit was well
placedto extract mineral resources fromthe region. NearTijola the Cerro de Muelade Ajo has
beenidentified as asignificantindustrial centerinvolved with copperand silver mining during
the fourth and third centuries, which the image of aningot on one of Tagilit’s bronze series

corroborates.”*’

Tagilit’'s mining operations and access to Castulo would have been of interest to the
Barcids. If Tagilit followed Baria’s lead inits support for the Carthaginians, this could explain the

similarity of its numismaticiconography with Hispano-Carthaginian coinage. The female deity on

937 Alfaro Asins 1993b.
%38 Alfaro Asins 2000c, 107-10.
939 Alfaro Asins 1993b,241-2; Alfaro Asins 2000c, 107; Ferrer Albelda 2009, 408.
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Tagilit’s earliest series has been tentatively identified as Tanit, and the use of palmsare a
common motif on Carthaginian bronzesthatcirculatedin Bariaat thistime, also evidentin
Baria’s own coinage. Alfaro Asins argued that Baria likely utilized Tagilit's proximity to the Sierra
Nevadato obtain metals; the trail of Attic wares leading from Bariathrough Tagilitand to

940

Castulo corroborates the commercial importance of this channel (fig. 4.6).”" The appearance of

Baria’s own amphorae at Tutugi furtherreinforces the link between the two.”*

Inthis way
Tagilitwould also have served as animportantintermediary forindigenous people seeking
Mediterranean products from Baria’s port. Overall Tagilitindicates a deeper penetration of a
Puniccommunity orone with a strong Puniccultural background into the interior, which would

facilitate interaction between indigenous inhabitants and Punicindividuals living on the coast.

The rural sanctuary at Baria served as anotherlocus of interaction.

Baria’s rural sanctuary was located on the bank of the Almanzora Riverabout half of a
kilometerfromthe settlement. Itincludes a favissa from which dozens of incenseburnersinthe
shape of female heads and several otherterracottas have been recovered. Though little of the
structure remains, it has been possible toidentify aroughly rectangular space with a paved floor

space and clay altar for offerings.’*

There are two orthree different generations of incense
burners present, some imported from Ibizaand some which were probably made locally. There
are alsoexamplesthat do not have combustion chambers and could only have served as
votives.”® This local practice suggests that either the sanctuary was used by indigenous visitors

or that users from Baria had adopted thisindigenous custom. One of those that Horn identifies

as a local production alsoincludes aninscription (unpublished) with a Libyan or Numidian name,

%40 Eerrer Albelda 2009, 408; Alfaro Asins 1993b, 241.
41 Lopez Castroand Adroher Auroux 2008, 153; Ferrer Albelda and Prados Pérez 2002,279.
942
Lépez Castro2001.
93 Horn 2007,261; M. J. Almagro Gorbea 1983, 295.
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%4 A few terracottas

perhapsindicating an artisan from North Africainvolved in production.
related to othergods appeartoo, notably a portion of one depicting Melgart-Herakles and two
votives depicting Bes. Thisindicates diverse patronage, perhaps sailors, asin other Punic coastal

sanctuaries.’*® The principle deity of the shrine is most commonly assumed to be Tanit.*®

These objectsand their use in the sanctuary implicate anumber of different agents.
That some of them were simply used as votives resembles practices in Contestania, which may
indicate adoption of alarger regional pattern of usage. Bariawas a significant portforthose
sailing between Ibiza, Contestania and the Circle of the Straits. As a hypothesis, perhaps some of
the sanctuary’s visitors came from Contestania, or at least frequented those sanctuaries as well,
encouragingtherise of the habit of usingthe incense burners simply as votives in Baria. Use of
the sanctuary suggestsitattracted a diverse set of users. This underscores how Bariafunctioned
as an importantlocus of interaction, intermingling individuals from diverse cultural milieus

within Iberiaand outside it.

Overall, the principal oppida inthe region weathered the Barcid conquests and the
Second PunicWar justfine through intelligent strategies of submission and negotiation. Baria
was critical for the maintenance of Barcid powerin the same way that Gadir was. Asa firmallyit
offered Carthage areliable base for operations but justasimportantly, its centuries of
interactions with local communities had helped accustom themto Punicways and material
culture. Butthis was not a one-way stream of acculturation butinstead a process of mutual
exchanges and entanglements, with individuals from indigenous cultural milieus trading and
living alongside peoplein Baria. This mattered all the more forthe Barcids, because those in

Baria had sufficient experience with local practices and dispositions to act as intermediate

4% Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012,137.
%*> Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012, 139; Horn 2007, 260; Lépez Castro 2001, 84.
948 Martinez Hahnmiiller 2012,132; M. J. AImagro Gorbea 1983; Lépez Castro2001,83-84.
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where common ground between Carthaginians and locals was thin and in this way offering

alternativestothe use of naked force to compel obedience.

3.3 TURDETANIA

Concludinginthe Lower Guadalquivir Valley which roughly corresponds to ancient
Turdetania, lack of excavation and the archaeological visibility of practices make it difficult to
study interactions during the Punicperiod. For the most part indigenous people in Turdetania
did not bury theirdeadinways that are archaeologically visible and aniconictastes ensured that

votives were not consumed in sanctuaries to any extent comparableto communities discussed

947

thusfar.”™’ This makesit hard to offer more than the anecdotal evidence already examined, such
as Strabo’s mention of Phoenicians livingamong Turdetani or the adoption of Neo-Punicscripts
among several communities, especially amongthe coast. Among them the community of Bailo
appearsto have developed astrong Punicbackground by Roman times, though evidence forour
periodisscarce.’*® A statue at Torreparedones from Roman times bearing the inscription Juno
Caelestis has often been taken asa Roman syncretism of Tanit, though excavation of the
settlement likewise offers very little from the Punicperiod.’*® Mintingin later periods reveals
affinities for Punicgods like Melqart, but that evidence has already been assessed. Evidence for

actual practices duringthe third century is unsatisfyingly slim. | limit this section to remarks

about Gadir’'s commercial presenceand an addendum to the discussion of Carmo.

%47 | ack of visibility: Gémez Bellard 2014, 74.
%8 Alicia Jiménez 2007.
949 Marin Ceballos 1995; Cunliffe, Fernandez Castro,and Brooks 1999; Seco Serra 1999.
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With the rise of Gadir's commerce with communities such as llipa, Spal, Caura, and
Carmo duringthe laterfourth and throughout the third century (see Chaptertwo), Ferrer
Albeldasuggests that Punic-Gaditanian influence settled upon an older cultural substratum from
the Orientalizing period.”° The same author has even said that the Barcid era cannot account
for the profound Punicinfluence evidentin the region. This observation seems correct butis
hard to explore in depth for our period. There is good evidence forintensetrade between Gadir
and llipa, Italica, Spal, Carmo, and Cerro Macareno (discussedin chaptertwo). Yet beyond the
intense commerce with Gadirand consumption of its ceramics, itis hard to establish deeper
points about similarities and affinities in terms of practices, though similarities in cooking gear
such as “Punicmortars” and saucepans.”’ Evidence from Carmo in the Roman period provides a

somewhat clearer picture.

Itislikelythatthe inhabitants of Carmo were ratherfamiliar with Punicways, as
evidence fromthe Roman period suggests adoption of Punicways. Bendala Galan argues forthe
importance of Puniccustomsinthe Roman necropolis of Carmo and Jiménez elaborates this

952 . . .
Thousands of stone funerary urns have been uncoveredin burials at Carmo which

argument.
often occur with local ceramicbottles, perhaps for offerings, resembling practices at Bailo
Claudiaonthe coast, which had strong Punicroots. Similarities between the necropoleis also
include the use of glass unguentariaand eggshell vases. These objects may be associated with
funerary banquets and libations to honor the deceased.’** Garcia-Bellido’s argument that

Carmo’s coinage adapted features of Tanit from Hispano-Carthaginian coinage suggests that the

Barcid presence had a lasting impact, though does not help understand how initially receptive

%0 Eerrer Albelda 2007, 207.

%! Eerrer Albelda and Prados Pérez 2002,274; Garcia Fernandez and Garcia Vargas 2011;Saez Romero,
Garcia Fernandez, and Ferrer Albelda 2015.

%2 Bendala Galan 1976; Alicia Jiménez 2008.

%3 Alicia Jiménez 2008, 33-35.
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Carmo would have beento Carthage.”" Finally, baetyli were popularat Carmo, a funeraryform

oftenassociated with Puniccultural backgrounds.’®

Carmo’srevolt with Puniccommunities against the Romans about adecade after the

end of the Barcid empire is also significant.”®

In 197 the Iberian king Culchas and his ally Luxinus
precipitated arevolt against Rome amongthe communities of southwestern Iberia. Livy names
two Puniccommunities that participated, Malaka and Seks, along with “Turdetanian” Carmo.”*’
Displeasure with the Roman presence does not prove Carmo had been any happierwith the
Barcid presence, but its willingness to coordinate with Puniccommunities is significant. This
evidence foraffinity to Punicways suggests that the Carthaginian imposition would have been
at least more tolerable anditis possible that some local elites may have tried to turnit to their
advantage. Overall Turdetania should be expected to be a place of relatively intense affinity

toward Punicpractices, evenif available evidence only provides glimpses of such affinities in

broad strokes.

%% Garcia-Bellido etal.2002, V. 2 84-6.
995 Deamos, Hayes,and Curado 2001.

%% Menéndez Argiiin 2001.

%7 livy 33.21.6-9; App Iber. 25; Str. 3.2.2.
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PART 4. CONCLUSIONS

In Plutarch’s life of Philopoemen, the Achaean general reflects a keen sensitivity for the
limits of battlefield victories and coercive power compared to the need for close collaboration

. 958
withlocals.

Philopoemen’s opponent Cleomenes has conquered Megalopolis but its citizens
have fled the community. Cleomenes offered to return the city, the land and the possessions of

Megalopolis’ citizens tothem, but Philopoemen sees through to the heart of the ploy:

“that Cleomenes was not so much offering to restore theircity as he was tryingto win
overto himselfitscitizens, that so he might have the city also more securelyin his

possession; forhe would notbe able, Philopoemen said, to remain there and guard

empty housesand walls, but the solitude would force him to abandon these also.”***

Thisimage of an empty cityisinstructive. Empires are made of people and the success of
imperial actions and aims are limited by how well imperial authorities can meld structures of

coercion with those of persuasion and negotiation, how well they themselves can negotiate the

tension between grantinglocal leaders autonomy and impedinglocal agency.

Where cultural worlds are vastly different, the potential for such negotiation is greatly
limited and more difficult. Because communities of common Phoenician descent had lived on
the shores of Iberiafor up to five hundred years ormore and because the Carthaginians
themselves had long histories of priorinteraction with local communities, there was agreat deal
more common ground to work with thanthe ethniclabels used by Greco-Roman authors to
distinguish Carthaginians from Iberians suggests. Many communities wereindeed of distinct
cultural backgrounds, had little in common with Carthage, and merely suffered under
Carthaginian exploitation. Hannibal’s conquest of the Vaccaeiis a case in point, though southem

Iberians participated in that campaign and profited fromittoo.

%% Bang 2011, 185.
%39 plut. Phil. 5; Perrintranslation:Perrin 1914. Passagediscussedin Bang 2011 as well.
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Yet the familiar Greco-Roman narratives of imperial domination and exploitation of
barbarian people provideonly part of the story. Reliance on such sources alone producesa
misleading and one-dimensional narrative of Barcid imperialism, eclipsing interactions,
negotiations, and entangled practicesin favor merely of abuse and reliance onforce, asif the
latterexistedinasocial vacuum. Emphasizinglocal dispositions, agendas, and power structures
helpsreveal how the Barcid empire actuallyfunctioned and was sustained. Local practices and
dispositions revealafar more complex and messy picture, which comes closerto showing us

what the Barcid empire was actually like.
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CONCLUSIONS

In 206 BCE an unnamed shophet may have wondered whereit had all gone so wrong. He
was a citizen of Gadir. He may have been presentto see Hannibal sacrifice to Melqart and his
success at Saguntum, heaping spoils as offerings to Melqgart for success against Rome, and
enrichingthe temple treasury in the process. Perhaps he had even been there to see Hamilcar
Barca land at theircity, asking the god forsimilarfavorand promising his allies at Gadir that his
undertakings were going to mean great things for ancient Gadir. Things were indeed pretty
great, for a while. With communities along the Baetis Valley pacified and bound to Carthage,
raids and banditry had noticeably decreased, which was good for business. And business was
doingwell. The ancestral saltfish industry boomed like never before, forawhile. Soldiers were
always coming and going, both foreign mercenaries and native recruits. The shophet’s contacts
at Spal and Carmo were always demanding more fish than he could provide. And the local wines
were proving quite palatable to Carthaginian colonists too, though some of them continued to
swear by their North African vintage. The new kilns were even producing those Tanit statues
that he heard had become so popularin eastern Iberia; Carthaginians seemedto like them and
the soldiersfrom across the peninsula who were moving through town on occasion now had
developed ataste forthemtoo. Personally, the shofethad nointerestin Tanitand the dire

mysteries attached to her cults further east, but to each hisown.

Andhere it all was comingto an end. Everyone knew it, except for Mago Barca. Mago
was sending soldiers around to rob the shofet’s fellow citizens, taking any precious metal they
could gettheirhands on, including the beautiful silver coins Gadir had only started minting. The
shofet would have been right to suspect Gadirwould never mintinsilveragain. He was

determined to see the waroverand strike favorable terms with the Rome, which was the only
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option possibleat this point. And forthat he would lose hislife to Mago Barca, the only person
leftinlberiawho couldn’tsee itwaslost. Mago had even had the nerve to speak of theiralliance
and friendship, after he had plundered the temple his brothers and fatherhad honored so
dutifully. Friendship had been easier before, when things were going well. But now, with
fortunes eroding, Mago’s words were empty, he had ruined those relations by bringing violence
into the community. Did the fool realize he may be remembered as the only Carthaginian

commanderin history toturn so viciously on his Punicbrothers? Things had been so perfect.

This subjunctive narrative reflects avery possible reality based on the evidence analyzed
inthis work. The violence that Mago committed against Gadir was real and precisely the sort of
actionthat Polybius wasinterested in explaining. Yet Polybius’ narrative assumes that such
violence was not characteristic before the Carthaginians were faced with exigencies of the
Second Punic War. Especially exceptionalwas Mago’s willingness to harm allies in Gadir of the
same colonial origins and community identified through Hispano-Carthaginian coinage. When
the empire was stable, | argued in chaptertwo that citizensin Gadirand Bariawere reaping
significant economic benefits and there is some evidence to believe the same thing was
occurringamong autochthonous communities such as La Escuera. In the future | would hope to
examine more indigenous communities for signs of economicintensification, though
establishing such developments requires an abundance of evidence that few sites afford as of

now.

We have also seen how thateconomicactivity came at the expense and exploitation of
some indigenous communities. Some of those enslaved on campaigns likely found themselves
workingin Carthaginian mines. The mining operations were almost certainly the most profitable

aspectof the Barcid empire, producing silver coinage by the millions by which the coercive

239



capabilities of its armies were maintained. The consumptive demands of soldiers, colonists, and
laborers stimulated new channels of exchange, providing commercial opportunities for
Carthaginiansin North Africa and locals as well. This bolsters Kahrstedt’s hypothesis that
expansioninlberiawasdriven atleast partly for the need to rebalance Carthaginiantrading
opportunities with the loss of Sicily and Sardinia. The construction of new settlements as well as
the renovation and expansion of existing settlements such as Gadir and Carteiarepresent
significanteconomicactivity and investmentin civicinfrastructure of economic consequence.
Carthago Novawas certainly the most significant example of this trend, providing opportunities
for non-elites from Carthage to relocate to Iberia as colonists, with some filling productive
nichesinthe city to serve the nearby mining center. With Scipio Africanus’ capture of Carthago
Nova, miningrevenuein the region wasimmediately lost. This may have struck a more crucial
blow to the Barcid machine than the release of political hostages, the importance of which may
have been exaggerated inthe works of Polybius and Livy. The dearth of material evidence in
Carthaginian miningcentersis aregrettable holein ourknowledge. Isotopicanalysis of coinage
recovered fromthe supposed battlefield of Baecula could help reveal the relative quantities of
coinage struck from silver extracted from the miningregionsin Barcid territories, which up to
now only some from the region of Carthago Nova have been mentioned anecdotally by authors
involvedinthat project. [t would be interesting to find if the majority of silver can be traced to
this single region, which would suggest heavy investmentin operations around Carthago Nova
and perhapslessinvasionintoindigenous centersin the SierraMorena. Anothereconomic
dimension of the empire one should like to know more aboutis the extentand impact of
colonization, for which surveys of rural landscapes would be agood first step, though excavation

thereafterwould beideal.

240



While I hope to have shown a new view of the Barcid empire by demonstratingits
economicsignificance for Carthaginians and locals, the most novel contribution of this work s its
emphasis onits cultural dynamics. This reflects the advantage of approaching an old topicwith
only relatively new insights. It might seem banal to insist to most historians of the Roman
Empire that imperial authorities attempted to connect with theirsubjects and allies on
perceived common grounds and that shared beliefs and practices facilitated imperial
interactions and the legitimation of power. Yet these essential and basicinsights have received
very little explorationin previous work. The connections | have shown through Hispano-
Carthaginian coinage and how it could serve to identify with local cultic networks may seem
traditional in some respects and again might not seem impressive to scholars working on similar
topicsin Greek and Roman contexts. Yet antiquated arguments about the coinage reflecting a
Barcid Dynasty in the way of Hellenistic Monarchs have distracted scholars from establishing
these basic points about the actual religious significance of mintingimages of Melgart-Herakles.
Local reactions are also somewhat unsurprising. Communities began to mint coinage or reinvent
their coinage, in the case of Gadir, in orderto sanctify theirterritorial integrity in times of
uncertainty. Theirability to mint strongly suggests that these communities enjoyed political
autonomy, whichis an easily underestimated piece of information. Yetlocal mintingand its
significance with regard to the Barcids, the ways communities used coinage to stand their
ground, identify with Barcid power, orsimplyignore Carthage, have received no systematic
treatment. The ideological significance of shared Phoenician identity and shared worship of
Melqart-Herakles provides a glimpse into the way that Carthaginians would have interacted with
locals. | wonder how often Carthaginian soldiers and colonists visited indigenous sanctuariesand
how such visits may have increased in frequency (or not) had the Barcid empire been permitted

to survive longer.
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The examination of coercive forces and local dispositions is what the work was really
buildingtoward the whole time. Whatis an empire, really? The answer cannot just be a few
chests full of riches, awell-paid army, and afew hundred elephants. From the start of this
project| have insisted that the locals who inhabited the Barcid empire, who paid tribute, who
traded with Carthaginian merchants, who showed up to watch Hannibal make an offeringata
temple (orwho stayed home and baked bread), who served in the army, who resisted
Carthaginian armies, these people were the Barcid empire. Understanding their relations with
that empire, how theyviewed it, how they may have been disposed toward Carthaginian people
and ideas and things, the better one understands how the Barcid empire worked and how it was
experienced. | have shown thatanalyzing patterns of consumption and practice, particularly in
light of Bourdieu’s theories, provides massive potentialforassessing the dispositions of locals
and breaking down the crude ethniclabels that Greco-Roman sources and textbooks have made
obvious categories of analysis. Emphasis on practice gets around these sticky matters of identity
and helps approach the heart of the matter: how well could people have made thisthingwork _
Many locals were well entangled in the stuff and ideas of the Punicworld and particularly the
Punicworld of Iberia, which facilitated the interactions that sustain and help legitimate imperial
ambitions. In future work | hope to dig more deeply into local contexts and communities, and
better show how individuals of Punic cultural backgrounds had become enmeshed inindigenous

practices as well, asdemonstrated at Baria.

Overall, the extension of political and economicdominance overthe territories studied
inlberiahad a significantimpact on many Carthaginians and especiallyon the locals within
imperial domains. | hope to have illustrated how empire brought people togetherand
reconfigured traditional power structures and economicstrategies. Some were definitely better

equippedtodeal withthese changes than others, and Carthaginians benefited firstand
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foremost. Butthe imperial structures that supported political and economicdominance also
depended onlocal networks with which some Carthaginians had interacted for centuries. In this
way, the empire can be seenas an intensification of previous interactions while at the same
time forcing new interactions upon local communities too, many of whose responses can only
be guessed at. Yet the strength of economictiesforged, of coercive structures employed, and
entangled social relations helps explain why Rome’s invasion required so many Roman victories
to break Carthage’s hold overlberia, and perhaps too why Roman powertook centuriesto
solidify. The social, political, and economicroots of the Barcid empire ran deeperthan Polybius

eversuspected.
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Fig.i.4 Map of Second Punic War (Rodriguez Gutiérrez 2011)
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Fig.i.5 Finds of Hispano-Carthaginian Coinage (Alfaro 1993 fig.1)

$

® HALLAZGOS

o~

g.i.6 Proposed Model for Colonial Interactions

Model for Colonial Interactions:
Cultural Affinity vs. Coercive Dynamics
A
Cultural Spanish
Difference Aztecs
Roman
Cultural Northern Britain
Affinity
Roman
Southern Britain
Carthaginian
Seleucid Sicily
Greeks, Asia Minor
Roman
Latium
Cultural
Similarity
Restrained Violence, Extreme Violence, >
Exploitation, & Power Parity Exploitation, & Power Disparity
Intensity of Coercion, Exploitation, & Violence

274




Chapter 2 Figures

Fig. 2.1 Approximation of The Carthaginian Presence via Numismatics and Literary Sources

(Lopez Castro 1995 fig. 24)
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Fig. 2.3 Dispersion of Carthaginian Black Glaze Ceramicsinthe Third Century (Morel 1986 fig.
38)
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Fig. 2.5 Roman Mining Settlementsin the Region of the Rio Tinto River (Jones 1980 fig. 1)
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Fig. 2.6 Location of Corta del Lago in Rio Tinto (Jones 1980 fig. 2)
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Fig. 2.7 Roman and Pre-Roman Mining Settlementsin the Region of Cartagena (Orejas &
Sanchez-Palencia 2002 fig. 7)
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Fig. 2.9 Topography of Carthago Nova (Ramallo Asensio and Vizcaino Sanchez 2007, fig. 1)
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Fig. 2.10 Five Hills of Carthago Novaand Remains Pertaining to Barcid and Pre-Barcid Phases
(Ramallo Asensio and Martin Camino 2015 fig. 2)

g =

© PROVECTO ARQUEOTORS

Figura 2. Relacion de hallazgos de posible cronologfa barquida en el casco urbano de Cartagena: 1.- C/Faquineto 1; 2.- Mu-
ralla pinica de La Milagrosa; 3.- Sector del Cerro del Molinete; 4.- C/Serreta, esq. Martin Delgado; 5.- Plaza del Hospital;
6.- Plaza de San Ginés; 7.- C/Palas 5-7; 8.- Cerro de la Concepcién, posible tramo de muralla; 9.- Falda del Molinete, posible
muro de aterrazamiento; 10.- C/ Duque 2; 11.- Calle Cuatro Santos 40; 12.- Calle San Cristobal la Larga; 13.- C/ Duque 8-12;
14.- C/ San Cristobal la Larga 34; 15.- Hipogeo en Calle del Angel 26; 16.- Cisterna en C/ Don Matias; 17.- C/ Serreta 8-12;
18.- Moreria Alta; 19.- Gruta con altares de posible origen punico; 20.- Cuesta de la Baronesa; 21.- Hallazgos de dificil lectura;
22.- Posible santuario panico; 23.- Cisterna en C/Duque. esq. Montanaro; 24. Varios hallazgos en B® Universitario; 25.- Cis-
terna C/ Don Matia; 26.- C/San Cristdbal la Larga 36; 27.- C/ Saura 29-31; 28.- C/ Saura 35; 29.- Plaza de la Merced, 11-12;

30.- Anforas T-5.2.3.1, junto al anfiteatro. 31.- Posible foso; 32.- Cisterna; 33~ Posibles habitaciones de la C/ Montanaro.
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Fig. 2.11 Plan of eastern wall of Carthago Nova from Milagrosa (Bendala Galan and Blanquez
Pérez 2003 fig. 3)

Fig. 2.12 Beveledashlars of Carthago Novafrom Milagrosa (Bendala Galan and Blanquez Pérez
2003 fig. 4)
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Fig. 2. 13 Excavationsin Carthago Nova pertainingtothe Barcid Era (Noguera Celdran 2009 fig.
5)
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Fig. 2.14 Amphorae of Late Third-Century from Plaza de San Ginés, Carthago Nova (after Martin
Camino 1998)
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Fig. 2.15 Settlementsin the Bay of Albufereta (Olcina Doménech et al. 2010 fig. 3)

Fig. 2.16 Plan of Late Third-Century Walls at El Tossal de Manises (Olcina Doménech et al. 2010
fig.4)

283



Fig. 2.17 Eastern Gate of La Serreta(Llobregat etal. 1995 fig. 10)
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Fig. 2.19 Plan of Excavation of PunicSector of Western Wall, Sectors 1-5 (Roldan Gémez etal.
2006 fig.5)
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Fig. 2.20 Virtual Reconstruction of Western Entry Ramp into Carteia (Bendala Galan 2010 fig. 4)




Fig. 2.21 Beveled & Seamed Ashlarsin Punic Wall of Carteia (Bendala Galan and Blanquez Pérez
2003 fig. 10)

Fig. 2.22 Map of the Bay of Cadiz Today (Aubet 2001 fig. 63a)
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Fig. 2.23 Topography and Summary of Excavationsin region of Castillo de Dofia Blanca (Ruiz
Mata 1995 fig. 11)
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Fig. 2.25 Seamed ashlars with light bevelingat Castillo de DofiaBlanca (Bendala Galanand
Blanquez Pérez 2003 fig. 7)

Fig. 2.26 Amphorae of Third-Century from Tossal de Manises (after SalaSellés et al. 2004)

M Carthaginian

M Circuit of the Straits
M Ibizan

B Greco-ltalic

M Local Iberian

Total Amphorae 104

288



Fig. 2.27 Location of Baria (Lopez Castro et al. 2011 pl. 1)

2.000-1.500 m
1.500-1.000 m
1.000-700 m

700-400 m.

Fig. 2.28 Imported Amphorae of Late-Third Century from U.E. 40, Baria (after Martinez
Hahnmiller2012)
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Fig. 2.29 Settlementand Productioninthe Bay of Cadiz from the Sixth through Third Centuries
(SdezRomero 2010 fig. 2)

Fig. 2.30 Evolution of Productive Systemin the Bay of Cadiz from sixth through first centuries
(SdezRomero 2010 fig. 4)
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Fig. 2. 31 Stamped Amphorae from Torre Alta (Sdez Romero 2010 fig. 7)

Fig. 2.32 Possible Locations of Carthaginian Camps (Chaves Tristan 1990 fig. 1)
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Fig. 2.33 The “Towers of Hannibal” clustered northeast of the Genil River (Corzo Sanchez 1975
fig. 1)
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Chapter 3 Figures

Fig. 3.1 Iberian “Peoples” following the Literary Sources of the 6™ and 5™ centuries and third
centuries respectively (Ruizy Molinos 1993 pp. 141 and 148)

Fig. 3.2 Trajan’s Aureus with Hercules-Gaditanus on reverse (British Museum 1864, 1128.269)
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Fig. 3.3 Minting Communitiesin Hispania Ulterior (Chaves Tristan 1998 fig. 1)
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Fig. 3.4 Coinsrepresenting Melqart-Herakles wearing Lion Skinsin Southern Iberia, Roman

period

1: AsidoAe (CNH p.123 no.7)
4: Carisa Ae (CNH p. 409 no. 6)
7: Iptuci Ae (CNH p. 125no. 2)

9:SalaciaAe (CNH p. 133 no. 3)

2:BailoAe (CNH p. 124 no. 5)
5:Carmo Ae (CNH p. 384 no. 14)
8: lascuta Ae (CNH p. 126 no. 1)
11:Searo Ae (CNH p. 388 no. 1)
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3:CalletAe (CNH p. 386 no. 1)

6: Carteia Ae (CNH p. 413 no. 6)

10: Saiti Ag (DCyP 1.1)
12:Sisipo-Detumo Ae (CNH 405n 5)




11

)r -
/
Z:; 4o
L2
- -'"'*\W.I;

I, i
2, Kikicta
i Midrida

4. Flereait Acrraderion
Cales gle 5an Vicente )

5 Il afe Splnds

LI

I G

I
i
-
14 |
fff '
bR

B Prosimda de Sevilla, sin
provedinin eract

i Culle

Ik Sravm

. Cirveny

12, lprwsey

13, Awkls

14, Lawuin

295

12

g W
£ %:l'
[ L S
R
i/-,_'-’.
-

® Lisgai ov sudeg
N Lasagrs

I T e——]
i Rt whget By

15, Huile

It farieic

1T Afsipn

1& Jeny

19, Afslera

ML Cartluge Neve

21 Lila de Esomibecrs



Fig. 3.6 Known and likely tophetsites in Puniccommunities (Quinn 2013 fig. 2)

Monte Sirai

Sulcis
Bithia

Fig. 3.7 Coins of PunicSicily and Early Coinage of Gadir

1: Solus Ae 1% halfof 4™ cent. (Calciati 1983 3) 2: Solus Ae 1% halfof 4™ cent. (M 337.17; p. 73 no. 18);
3:Solus Ae 3" century (J p. 74 no. 23; Calciati11) 4: Solus Ae (Jenkins 1978 p. 74 no. 21)

5: RSMLQRT Ag Tetradrachm late 4™ cent. (J p. 61 no. 1)6: Carthage Ag Tetradrachm early3rd (Jenkins
1978 n.276) 7: Gadir Ae Half (A 1988 1.1.1 no. 8).
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Fig. 3.8 Hispano-Carthaginian Coinage and other Diademed Malesinthe Western
Mediterranean

1: HC Ag Double Shekel (V 11.1.2) 2: HC Ag Shekel (V 11.1.3)
3: Tyre Ag Shekel 2" cent. (BMC 45 cf) 4:Rome Ag Didrachm 269-266 (RRC 20/1)

5: Libyan Rebels Ag Shekel 241-238 (Yarrow 2011 p. 362) 5: Libyan Rebels Ag Fraction (Y. 2011 p. 362)
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Fig. 3.9 Finds of Melqgartand Prow Shekels, Villaronga Class Il (Map after Alfaro Asins 1993 fig. 1)

Classes ||

@Q

1. Mazanén (Msa); 2- Cheste
(Volencia), 3- Miaos de Castagena
(Murcia); 4. Mootemolin {Sevital; § -
Mogente (Valencia): 6. Zoma de
Gades (Cdiz). 7. Granoda; 8.
rieves (Guadatajara); 9 Sewilla; 10,
Valeia (Cuenca), 11- Lo Escuera
{Alcanto); 12 .- Lugo: 13 - Pontevedsa,
1. Ceno do San Vicente
(Salamanca); 15- Wilasvicjes de
Tamega (Botia, Ciceres); 16 - Zona de
Ménda (Badagorl, 17~ Homachue'os
(Badajoz); 18.- Mengibor (Jaén); 19
Matos [Jaén); 20 Foja (Sovila),
21- Unesa (Sevilla); 22 - Lora de! Rio
(Sevita); 23 - Ostur (ViEaloa del Akor,
Sevlla); 24 Ovippo {Tore do los

® HALLAZGOS
(@] vesonos

Hebreros, Sevital; 25.- La Lentefucky
(Sewilz); 26 - Mesas de Asta (aez,
Cadhz), 27+ Sierra de San Cristobal
{Puerio de Sants Maia, Cidu); 28-
Toue ¢ Doiia Blanca (Pucrto de Santa
Maria, Cadiz): 29, Chaiz. 30 - Canoia
{Cadiz); 31 - Malogo; 32.- hurco (Pinos
Puonte, Mdbiagal; 33 Vilancos
Aimeria), 34 - Andalucia {~ Breft);
35 Catagena (Murcia), 36,
Prownco de Marca; 37 - La Alcuda
(Eiche, Alicante); 38 - la Albutereta
(Alcante); 39+ Calpe (Alicante); 40 -
Coll de Pour {Mongo, Derva, Alicante);
41 Zona de Alicante; 42 - Valencia;
43 - Ciee de 4 cominos (Macasbe
Aborache, Volenca), 44 Sagunto

-

(Volencia); 45 Lina (Valencia): 46 -
Vallwa (Valencia); 47 - Plara de Utel
(Valencia); £8 ; Bunwol (Valencia); 49
Alacete; 50 Cudad Real: 51-
Vilanube de los Ojos {Cudad Real);
52 - Cugncac 53 - Fosos oe Bayona
(Wtasviejas. Coonca); 4. Sova: 55,
Usama (Soria}; 56 - Tieemes (Socia);
57 - Peromiel del Campo iSora); 58
Povincia de Huesca; 3. Morefa
{Castelion); 60 Anpasta
(Tarragona); 61 - Tarsagona. 62
Bacelona; B3- Agramwnt (Lérida):
64 - Casiell Vel de Banyoies (Gerona):
65 - Wastiet (Gerona); 66 - Ampurias
(Gorona); 67 Maliorca; 68 Wiza;
69 - Zona da Ténge: (Manuvecos),
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Fig. 3.10 Phoenician Coinage with Warships and Seahorses compared to HC coinage

1: HC Ag Double shekel (V 11.1.2) 2: HC Ag Shekel (V 11.1.3)

3:Sidon Ag Shekel early4th c. (Betlyon 16; Elayi 2004) 4: Arwad Ag Stater mid 4"Mc. (Betlyon 26)
5: Byblos Ag Shekel ea rIy4th c. (Elayi 2014 793) 6: Arwad Ag Tetrobol early 4" (Betlyon 6)
7:Tyre Ag Shekel early 5Tc. (Elayi 2009 7) 8: Tyre Ag Didrachmmid 4" (Betylon 37)
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Fig. 3.11 Hispano-Carthaginian Silver Shekels with Herakles-Melgart and Elephant (V. Class Il)

1: HC Ag Double Shekel (BM 1911,0702.1;V. I11.2 no. 32)

2: HC Ag Triple Shekel (V. I1.1 no. 26)

Fig. 3.12 Finds of Hispano-Carthaginian Class Il Coins (Map after Alfaro Asins 1993 fig. 1)

Classes Il

1. Mazanén (Mucia); 2- Cheste
(Volencia), 3- Minas de Caitagena
(Murcia); 4 - Montemolin {Sevila); 5 -
Mogente (Valencia): 6. Zona de
Gades (Cadiz). 7. Granada; B
(rieves (Guacalajara); 9.- Sewvills; 10 -
Valeia (Cuenca). 11- La Escuera
{Alicante); 12 - Lugo: 13 - Pontevedia;
1. Ceno do San Vicente
{Salamanca); 15- Wilasvicjos de
Tamwija (Botfa, Caceres); 16 - Zona de
Ménda (Badajoz|. 17 - Homachue'os
(Badajoz); 18.- Mengibar (Jaén); 19
Martos (Jaén); 20- Ecija (Sovila),
21 - Unesa (Sevilla); 22 - Lora de! Rio
(Sevia); 23.- Ostur (Viltaloa del Alco:,
Sevilla}; 24.- Ovippo {Torre de los
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Hebreros, Sevila): 25.- La Lentejuela
(Sewil); 26.- Mesas de Asta (Jesez,
Cadiz); 27 - Sierra de San Cristobal
{Puerto de Santa Maria, Cadia); 28 -
Tone de Doita Blanca (Puesto de Santa
Maria, Cadiz): 201°Caaiz; 30 - Canteia
{Cadiz); 31 - Malaga; 32 - llurco [Pinos
Puente, Malaga); 33- Villricos
(Almeria); 34 - Andalucia {~ Bretti);
35- Camtagena (Muwcia); 36.
Provincia de Murcia; 37 - La Alcudia
(Blche, Alicarte); 38 - La Albutereta
(Alicante); 39.- Calpe (Alicante); 40 -
Coll de Pour {Mongd, Denia, Alicante);
41 Zona de Alicante; 42.- Valencia;
43 - Ciuce de 4 caminos (Macastie
Alborache, Valencia), 44 Sagunto

e

(Valgncial; 45, Liia (Valencia); 46 -
Vallada [Valencia); 47 - Plana de Utel
{Valencia); 48 - Bunyol (Valencia); 49 -
Aloacete; 50 Ciudad Real: 51
Villanubia de los Ojos {Ciudad Real);
52 - Cuenca; 53 - Fosos de Bayona
(Vilasviejas, Cuenca); 54. Soiia; 55
Uxama (Sorial; 56 - Tiermes (Soria);
57 Peromel del Campo [Sora); 58
Provincia de Huesca; 59 Morel'a
(Castelion); 60 Amposta
(Tarragona): 61 Tamagena: 62
Barcelona; B3 Agramunt (Lérida):
64 - Castell Vell de Banyoies (Gerona);
65 - Ullastiet (Gerona); 66 - Ampuras
(Gerona); 67 Mallorca; 68.- Ibiza;
69 - Zona de Tanger (Manuecus),



Fig. 3.13 Barcid Era Coinage of Gadirand Seks comparedto HC coinage (dated Barcid eraunless
otherwise noted)

1: Gadir Ae Single, pre-Barcid (DCyP 1.1) 2: Solus Ae 3™ century (Jenkins Part 1 p. 74 no. 23)
3: Gadir Ag Single (DCyP 2.A.10) 4: Gadir Ae Half (DCyP 3.17)

5: HC Ag Tripleshekel (V 111.1n. 26) 6: Seks Ae Double (DCyP 1.1, CNH p. 104 no. 2)
7:Seks Ae Quarter (DCyP 1.3; CNH p. 104 no. 4) 8: Gadir Ae Single (A.Ill1.1 n. 488)

9: Seks Ae Single of 2" cent. (CNH p. 105n0.9) 10: Gadir Ae Single of 2" cent. (AVI.LA.1 n.1608)
11: Seks Ae Single of 2" cent. (DCyP 4.11) 12: HC Silver DoubleShekel (V111.2 no. 32)

301



Fig. 3.14 Coinsof Arse and Castulo compared to HC coinage

1: Arse Agdrachm 212?-195 (R&L 60) 2: Arse Agdrachm 2127?-195 (R&L 65)
3: Saitabi Agdidrachm post 209 (DCyP 1.1) 4: HC Ag shekel (V XI1.1.1no. 131)
5: Castulo Ae half (CNH p. 331 no. 2) 6: Castulo Ae single (CNHp. 331 no. 8)

7: HC Ae (V. VIII.1.2no. 110b)
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Fig. 3.15 Vase figurine of Herakles from Saguntum (Horn 2011 C449).
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Chapter 4 Figures

Fig. 4.5 Material Culture Indicative of Puniclberia (Ferrer Albelda 1998 fig. 1)
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Fig. 4.6 Interaction between Indigenous and Bariavia Funerary Evidence (Ferrer Albelda &
Prados Pérez 2002 fig.6)
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Figura 6. Interaccién entre bastetanos y bastulo-pinicos a través del registro arqueolégico funerario. 1: Cistulo; 2: Puente del Obispo:
3: Ubeda la Vieja; 4: Toya; 5: Castellones de Céal; 6: Galera; 7: Gor; 8: Baza; 9: Tagilit; 10: Baria.
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Fig. 4.7 Incense Burnersinthe shape of female heads in the Mediterranean (Marin Ceballos
1987 map 1)
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Mapa n." 1: Dispersion de los pebeteros en el Mediterrineo.

Fig. 48 Incense Burnersinthe shape of female headsin Iberia (Marin Ceballos 1987 map 2)
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Difusién de los pebeteras en forma de cabeza femenina en la Peninsula Ibérica

1. Ensérune. 2. Rosas {Gerona). 3. Mas Castella de Pontds, Figueras (Gerona). 4. Ampurias (Gerona). 5. Ullastret (Gerona). 6. Bu-
rriac, Matard (Barcelona). 7. Pulg Castellar, Santa Coloma de Gramanet (Barcelona). 8. Turd de Can Oliver, Sardafiola (Barcelona).
9. Can Fatjo de Rubi (Barcelona). 10. Castellet de Banyoles, Tivissa (Tarragona). 11. Bordisal de Camarles, Tortosa (Tarragona),
12. Castell, Almenara (Castellén). 13, Puntal dels Llops, Liria (Valencia). 14. La Monrava, Liria (Valencia). 15. Castellet de Berna-
bé, Liria (Valencia). 16. Tossal de San Miguel, Liria (Valencia), 17. Mogente (Valencia). 18. Tossal de Polop o de la Cala, Benidorm
(Alicante). 19, Ieta de Banyets (Alicante). 20, Albufereta (Alicante). 21. EI Campet, Monforte del Cid (Alicante). 22. La Font Ca-
lent (Alicante). 23. Elche, cementerio viejo (Alicante). 24. La Alcudia de Elebe. 25. El Amarejo, Bonete (Albacete). 26. Coimbra
del Barrance Ancho, Jumilla (Murcia). 27. Guardamar del Segura (Alicante). 28. Cabecico del Tesoro, Verdolay (Murcia). 29. Villa-
ricos (Almeria). 30. Cerro de Ja Torruga (Malaga). 31. Mdlaga. 32. Churriana (Malaga). 33. La Algaida, Sanlicar de Barrameda (Cddiz)
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Fig. 4.9 Pre-Barcid Coinage in Iberia of series SNGDan 94-98 (Pliego Vazquez 2003 fig. 2)
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Fig. 4.10 Pre-Barcid Coinage inlberiaof series SNGDan 109-119 (Pliego Vazquez 2003 fig. 5)
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Fig. 4.11 Pre-Barcid CoinageinIberiaof series SNGDan 144-178 (Pliego Vazquez 2003 fig. 8)
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Fig. 4.12 Visual Dominance of Carmo over Lower Guadalquivir Valley (Keay et al. 2001 fig. 3)
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Fig. 3.- Observations made at seven sites shown as solid lines. These should be read as approximate maximum lines
of sight from the locations shown, and reveal the visual dominance of Carmona over the sevillian Campina and
Guadalquivir valley. Coordinates refer to UTM zone 30.
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Fig. 4.13 Possible Locations of Soldier Colonies based on finds of “Libyphoenician” coinage
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Fig. 4.14 Possible Locations of Barcid Military Camps (Pliego Vazquez 2003 fig. 10)
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FiG. 10. Campamentos militares cartagineses basado en F. Chaves (1990).
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Fig. 4.15 Location of Vico and Montemolin (Bandera & Ferrer 2002 fig. 1)
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Fig. 4.17 Plan of Puente Tablas with zones of possible Punicoccupation circled (Prados Martinez

2007 fig. 3)
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Fig. 3. Planta del oppidum de Puente Tablas; resultados de la prospeccin eléctrica segiin Ruiz y
Molinos (modificado)

Fig. 4.18 Sector C of southern wall showingthird-century wall over eroded fourth-century wall

(Molinosy Ruiz 2015 fig. 8)
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Fig. 4.19 Possible Locations of Towersand Fortsinthe Upper Gaudalquivir Valley; starsindicate
fortifications, circles indicate sites of battles from the Second Punic War (Prados Martinez 2007

fig. 1)
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Fig. 4.20 Main oppidain Contestania(Grau Mira 2005 fig. 2)
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Figura 2.- La organizacion del territorio en la Edetania (sombreado oscuro) y en la Contestania (sombreado claro). 1:
Arse-Sagunto y su territorio. 2: Edera-Linay su territorio. 3: Kelin-Los Villares y su territorio. 4: Seiri-Jativa y su terri-
torio. 5: La Serreta y su territorio. 6: lunum-El Tolmo de Minateda y su territorio. 7: Mici-La Alcudia de Elche y su
territorio. Otros yacimientos citados en el texto. a: La Escuera. b: El Oral. ¢: La Picola. d: EI Monastil. e: Lucentum-
El Tossal de Manises. f: La llleta del Campello. g: Villajoyosa. h: El Rabat. i: El Puig. j: EI Xarpolar. k: La Covalta.
I: La Bastida. m: La Mola de Torré. n: El Castellaret.
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Fig. 4.21 Siteswithfindsof “Incense Burners” inthe form of female heads (Sala Sellésy Verdu
Parra 2014, fig.1)

Fig. 4.22 Location of Necropolis of Albuferetaand Neighboring Settlements (Olcina Doménech
2005 fig. 11)

«\: PN e W N, P SN
"7 Tossal de Manises

AN N7 . X} oD

A VRQ&’ 2 (\/ o

XXX - WS A
\ ~ )/

/ 7/ﬁxw &@
i s

7% )\ N\l
iz, . H\d
//"’///5 NG\
-y Hr ,’,
/]
-\

=)
= s

313



Fig. 4.23 Part of the “tomb of the warrior” from Tossal de les Basses (Rosser & Fuentes 2007 p.
48)
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Fig. 4.25 Ceramicmodel of Cave Sanctuary from Albufereta L-127A (Horn 2011 C988)

Fig. 4.26 Female Bust, of Ibizan Provenance (Horn 2011 C352)
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Fig. 4.27 Hispano-Carthaginian Bronzes (seriesV VIII) from Albufereta Necropolis (Verdu Parra

2010 pl. 9)
683
684

Fig. 4.28 Llobregat’s Drawing of Altarfor Incense Burner of Temple B of llletadels Banyets
(Marin Ceaballos 1987 fig. 3)
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Fig. 4.29 Incense BurnerRecovered from TempleB of llletadels Banyets (Horn 2011 C769)
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Fig. 4.31 Votivesfrom Sanctuary of La Serreta, Juani Molté type IX (Juani Molté 1987 pl. 8)

Fig. 4.32 Select “Incense Burners,” Guardamar Type, from Sanctuary of La Serreta (Horn 2011
C759 & C879)
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Fig. 4.33 Principle Settlements of Bastetania (Lopez Castro & Adroher Auroux 2008 fig. 1)

Fig. 4.34 LouisSiret’s Findsfromthe cistern and nearby construction on acropolis of Baria
(Lopez Castro 2005 fig. 5)
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Fig. 4.35 Coinage of Baria (Martinez Hahnmiller 2012 figs. 95-97 & pls. 23-25)
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Fig. 4.36 “The Lady of Galera,” Alabaster statue recovered from Tomb 20 of Tutugi (Wikimedia

Commons)
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Fig. 4.37 Planfor Necropolis of Tutugi (Adroheretal. 2009 fig. 5)
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Fig. 4.38 Plan of Tomb 20, Tutugi, (Rodriguez-Ariza etal. 2008 fig. 2)
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Fig. 4.40 Excavationsinlliberri, modern Albaicin (Adroher Auroux 2014 fig. 2)
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Fig. 4.41 Section of “Punic” Wall of Albaicin, from sector of Carmen de la Muralla (Adroher
Auroux 2014 fig. 8)
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Fig. 4.42 Honorary inscriptionforVocaniaAvita’s gift to the Republic of Tagilit (ResinaSola &
Pastor Mufioz 1977, fig. 1)
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