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Introduction: The Case against Monocausal Explanations for

Imperialism

The aim of this thesis is to create a more comprehensive methodology for

the assessment of Roman annexation in order to determine whether, and under

what circumstances, annexation was advantageous to Rome. In doing so, it

will also demonstrate that monocausal explanations for the causes of Roman

annexation can only provide a simplified, and hence flawed, assessment of

causality. The scope of this thesis is restricted to the imperial period, and

specifically the reign of the emperor Trajan (AD 98 - 117). The usefulness

of the methodology presented here is not restricted to this period, nor the

annexationist actions of the Romans alone. With some minor adjustments,

the methodology presented can be utilised to examine any annexationist

imperialist action regardless of when it occurred or who the participants

were.1 Additionally, it will also be demonstrated that it is possible to utilise

the methodology as an analytical tool to determine the likely advantage or

disadvantage to be gained from a planned act of conquest. This is particularly

For the purposes of this work annexationist imperialism is defined as acts of imperialism

that involve the retention of significant amounts of conquered land by the conqueror.
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useful for occasions where an emperor's motives for not engaging in an act of

annexation are questioned.2

The primary limitation of the methodology presented in this dissertation

is that it is only useful for the examination of acts of conquest and not military

endeavours in general. Military action which does not involve the retention

of conquered territory can be monocausal and undertaken in order to

achieve far more limited objectives. The conquest of new territory requires

the conqueror to interact with the conquered after the completion of military

action and determines that they must be prepared, to a greater or lesser

degree, to integrate the economy and people of the defeated nation into their

own society. This consideration affects not only the post-war interactions and

the conduct of the campaign itself but also the decision-making process that

precedes a decision to engage in an act of conquest.

Too often the motives for Roman imperialism have been described in

simplistic monocausal terms.3 The most commonly assigned motivations for
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See chapter 6 for a preliminary analysis of a possible German annexation beyond the

Rhine.
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