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Abstract: The political system established by Augustus is traditionally 
interpreted either as a monarchy that retained republican institutions or as a new 
form of government based on the concentration of political, military, and 
religious authority in the person of the princeps. This article proposes a different 
interpretation of the Augustan Principate. Its central argument is that the 
political model established by Augustus should be understood as a distinct 
configuration in which the institutional continuity of the Roman Republic was 
combined with the extraordinary powers of the princeps and with the Roman 
conception of res publica as a common civic enterprise. To designate this 
configuration, the authors introduce the concept of the “Second Republic,” 
emphasizing both continuity with the republican tradition and the emergence of 
a fundamentally new political reality. The study reconstructs the philosophical 
and legal foundations of this model by examining republican institutions, the 
powers and status of the princeps, the relationship between the emperor and the 
Senate, the concepts of pater patriae, adoption, imperium, and libertas, and the 
ideological foundations of the Pax Augusta. Particular attention is given to the 
tension between the formal preservation of republican institutions and the 
concentration of effective power in the hands of the princeps. The article argues 
that this tension should not be reduced to a simple opposition between “republic” 
and “monarchy.” Rather, it constituted a structural feature of the Augustan 
political order. The proposed interpretation contributes to the study of the 
Principate by shifting the analytical focus from the question of whether Augustus 
was formally a monarch to the interaction between legal forms, political 
practices, and the Roman understanding of the state as a common cause. 
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Introduction 
Political models are much more dependent on religious concepts and 

philosophical ideas than is usually recognized. Their interpretation 
therefore requires attention not only to institutional arrangements and legal 
norms, but also to the historical meanings that political communities 
attributed to authority, citizenship, public order, and the common good. 
This is particularly important in the case of ancient Rome, where categories 
such as res publica, libertas, imperium, and pater patriae cannot be treated 
as straightforward equivalents of modern political and legal concepts. 

The present study examines the political model established in Rome at 
the end of the first century BC under Octavian Augustus. The model 
emerged from a specific historical context, but its institutional and 
ideological consequences extended far beyond the circumstances of its 
formation. As Richard Alston argues, the period between the assassination 
of Caesar and the death of Augustus can be understood as a political 
revolution in which republican institutions formally survived while their 
political configuration underwent profound transformation. Senators 
continued to meet and magistrates continued to serve, often retaining their 
traditional offices and formal powers, while the effective distribution of 
political authority was fundamentally altered.1 

The purpose of this study is to reconstruct the philosophical, legal, and 
ideological foundations of the political model established by Emperor 
Augustus and to determine whether the concept of the “Second Republic” 
provides an adequate interpretation of its institutional and worldview 
configuration. 

The central research problem of this study concerns the conceptual 
interpretation of the Augustan Principate. Existing interpretations tend to 
emphasize either the concentration of effective power in the hands of the 
princeps or the formal preservation of republican institutions. Both 
approaches capture important dimensions of the Augustan settlement, but 
the coexistence of these dimensions requires further conceptual 
clarification. The problem is therefore not simply whether Augustus 
established a monarchy or preserved the Republic, but how republican 
institutions, imperial authority, and Roman conceptions of res publica were 
integrated into a new political configuration. 

The study addresses the following research questions: 

 
1 Richard Alston, Rome’s Revolution: Death of the Republic and Birth of the Empire 

(New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 335. 
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1. How did the Augustan political settlement combine republican 
institutions with the extraordinary powers of the princeps? 

2. What legal and political mechanisms defined the relationship 
between the emperor, the Senate, and the Roman people? 

3. What philosophical, religious, and ideological assumptions made the 
coexistence of republican forms and concentrated imperial authority 
intelligible within the Roman political worldview? 

4. To what extent can the Augustan Principate be distinguished from 
both the republican system that preceded it and the monarchic models with 
which it has traditionally been compared? 

5. What explanatory value does the concept of the “Second Republic” 
have for interpreting this political configuration? 

 

Accordingly, the objectives of the study are to: (1) reconstruct the legal 
and institutional foundations of the Augustan settlement; (2) examine the 
relationship between the formal continuity of republican institutions and 
the actual distribution of political power; (3) identify the philosophical, 
religious, and ideological foundations of the Augustan model; (4) compare 
the proposed interpretation with major monarchical and republican 
interpretations of the Principate; and (5) substantiate the concept of the 
“Second Republic” as an interpretive framework while identifying its 
analytical limits. 

 
Analysis of recent research and publications  
In 2018, edited by Penelope Goodman, a curious study was published, 

the authors of which describe the assessment of the personality and activity 
of Augustus for two millennia after his death.2 Antique evidence and 
documents from Augustus' era have been collected by Matthew Dillon and 
Linda Garland.3 In addition, the study draws on the works of Richard 
Alston, David J. Califf, Diane G. Chen, Karl Galinsky, Richard Holland, 
Mladen Popović, Si Sheppard, Edward Gibbon, and others. These studies 
provide substantial evidence for reconstructing the political, legal, military, 
and ideological dimensions of the Augustan settlement. At the same time, 
the coexistence of republican institutional forms, concentrated imperial 
authority, and the Roman conception of res publica remains open to 
competing interpretations. The present study addresses this interpretive 
problem by examining these dimensions together and by proposing the 

 
2 Penelope J. Goodman, ed., Afterlives of Augustus, AD 14–2014 (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 2018). 
3 Matthew Dillon & Lynda Garland, Ancient Rome: Social and Historical Documents 

from the Early Republic to the Death of Augustus (2 ed.) (London: Routledge, 2015), 589-
763.  
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concept of the “Second Republic” as a framework for explaining their 
structural interrelationship. 

 
Methodology and Sources 
The study employs an interdisciplinary historical-philosophical and 

legal methodology aimed at reconstructing the political model established 
by Augustus through the interaction of institutional, legal, ideological, and 
worldview dimensions. The methodological premise of the study is that the 
Augustan Principate cannot be adequately interpreted exclusively through 
the categories of modern political science or constitutional law, since the 
meaning of Roman political institutions was embedded in a specific 
historical and cultural context. 

The historical approach is used to reconstruct the transformation of 
Roman political institutions from the late Republic to the Principate and to 
establish the historical context in which Augustus' political settlement 
emerged. Particular attention is given to the continuity and transformation 
of republican institutions, the distribution of military and administrative 
authority, and the changing relationship between the princeps, the Senate, 
and the Roman people. 

The legal-institutional approach is used to examine the formal 
foundations of imperial authority, including imperium proconsulare, 
tribunicia potestas, the position of the princeps senatus, the office of 
consul, the role of the Senate, and the relationship between formal 
republican magistracies and the actual concentration of political power. 
This approach makes it possible to distinguish between the legal forms 
through which authority was constituted and the political effects produced 
by their combination. 

The philosophical-hermeneutic approach is applied to the 
interpretation of concepts that structured the Roman understanding of 
political order, including res publica, libertas, imperium, pater patriae, 
and Pax. Rather than treating these concepts as direct equivalents of 
modern categories, the study examines their meanings within the Roman 
political and cultural context. 

Primary sources were selected according to their direct relevance to the 
Augustan and early imperial political order and include literary and 
historical evidence represented in the works of Augustus, Tacitus, 
Suetonius, Appian, Dio Cassius, Velleius Paterculus, and Ammianus 
Marcellinus. Secondary sources were selected to represent major historical, 
legal, and interpretive approaches to the Principate, including approaches 
that characterize it as monarchy, extraordinary magistracy, or a political 
system combining republican and monarchical elements. 
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The analysis proceeds through contextual interpretation, comparative 
conceptual analysis, and critical examination of competing interpretations. 
The concept of the “Second Republic” is therefore not presented as an 
established historical category but as an interpretive concept proposed by 
the authors. Its analytical value is assessed by examining whether it 
provides a coherent account of the coexistence of republican institutions, 
concentrated imperial authority, and the Roman conception of res publica 
as a common political enterprise. 

 
Results 
Republican Continuity and the Augustan Settlement 
The first century BC was troubled for the Romans, and confrontations 

between ambitious politicians repeatedly tested the strength of Roman 
society. The last battle in a series of civil wars was the Battle of Actium on 
September 2, 31 B.C., which ended the plans of Mark Antony and Cleopatra 
to establish a hereditary monarchy in Rome along the lines of the Hellenistic 
kingdoms.4 Historians still argue about the motives that made Cleopatra 
flee amid the battle and the evaluation of the commander-in-chief's actions 
in abandoning his soldiers and rushing after his friend. Eleven months later, 
on August 1, 30 BC, Octavian's fleet entered the Gulf of Alexandria. Not 
feeling obliged to fight for the leaders who had betrayed them, the legions 
went over to the victor's side. Mark Antony and then his mistress committed 
suicide. A new era had begun, and not for nothing did many cities and 
provinces of the empire begin to use the Actium Era (chronology from 
September 2, 31 BC). In 27 BC the Senate presented Octavian with the name 
Augustus (exalted by the gods, sacred), which became official and under 
which he entered history. 

Having obtained sole power, the son of the divine Julius proclaimed 
the “restoration of the republic” (res publica restituta). The Romans 
understood the term restituta, commonly used in inscriptions on renovated 
temples; such rebuilding took place because of frequent fires, and restituta 
was rarely intended to recreate a replica of the old structure. Augustus' 
restoration of 82 destroyed temples was a symbolic act: the gods had not 
turned away from Rome, they had returned and order had been 
established.5  

 
4 David J. Califf, Battle of Actium (Philadelphia, PA: Chelsea House Publishers, 

2004); Sheppard S. Actium 31 BC: Downfall of Antony and Cleopatra (Oxford: Osprey 
Publishing, 2009). 

5 Karl Galinsky, Continuity and Change: Religion in the Augustan Semi-Century. In 
J. Rüpke (Ed.), A Companion to Roman Religion (pp. 71-82). (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 
2007), 74. 
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The political significance of the restoration therefore extended beyond 
the reconstruction of religious buildings. The language of restoration 
provided a framework within which political continuity could be 
represented despite the profound transformation of political authority. 
Augustus did not present his settlement as the creation of an entirely new 
political order; rather, its legitimacy depended in significant part on the 
claim that Roman institutions and traditions had been restored and placed 
in conditions that allowed them to function again. 

And order was indeed established after decades of hardship. Not only 
the citizens of the metropolis but also the inhabitants of the provinces, who 
were able to enjoy a peaceful and prosperous existence, felt the benefits of 
Augustus' rule. Augustus annexed to Rome more lands than anyone else, he 
created a reasonable fiscal system, and his rule contributed to the 
flourishing of crafts, art, trade, architecture, urban planning, etc. The need 
to manage a large empire also contributed to the development of 
administrative and communication infrastructures. 

During the reign of Augustus, a whole generation had grown up under 
a political order that presented stability and continuity as fundamental 
features of Roman public life. His long reign also contributed to the 
consolidation of a political form that became a model for subsequent 
periods. In his later years, Augustus could present the transformation of 
Rome in terms of material and political renewal, emphasizing the 
restoration and consolidation of the Roman state.6  

In his Acts, Augustus observed that he became the holder of supreme 
power with the consent of all, but handed it over to the Senate and the 
people of Rome. He then became superior to all by his dignity (dignitate), 
having no more power than his colleagues in each of the magistracies.7 
Augustus did not derive his authority from a single extraordinary 
constitutional office; rather, his position was constituted through the 
combination of several offices, powers, and forms of authority that retained 
connections to the republican institutional order.  

 
The legal structure of imperial authority 
The specificity of the supreme power of the epoch of the principate was 

that its bearer did not have a fixed title; this fact caused a lot of 
inconvenience to historians when designating the rulers of Rome. Initially, 
the title did not carry a distinct constitutional meaning and functioned 

 
6 Richard Holland, Augustus: Godfather of Europe (Thrupp, Gloucestershire: Sutton 

Publishing, 2005). 
7 Velleius Paterculus & Augustus, Compendium of Roman History. Res Gestae Divi 

Augusti (F. W. Shipley, Trans.). (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1961), 399-
401. 



7 Cogito – Multidisciplinary Research Journal 39 

primarily as an honorary designation conferred by the army upon a 
victorious commander. Thus, for successful military actions against the 
Germans Tiberius and Drusus the Elder (Nero Claudius Drusus 
Germanicus) were proclaimed emperors, although they did not become 
because of this co-emperor Augustus. It was only later that the title became 
important as an indicator of authority among the legionaries.  

The ruler of Rome was proconsul of the Empire, and this gave him civil 
and military power in the imperial provinces, where most of the legions were 
located. Thus, Augustus, while retaining direct control of only a few 
provinces (Syria, Gaul, Cilicia in Asia Minor, Egypt, and two Spanish 
provinces), effectively found himself commander-in-chief of 23 of the 28 
legions, which guaranteed him victory in any internal conflict.8 The emperor 
was vested for life with the power of the people's tribune (only a plebeian 
could hold the title of tribune), and this made his person inviolable. The 
ruler bore the title of “princeps senatus” (princeps senatus), which implied 
the right to be the first to express his opinion at meetings. Almost all 
emperors were great pontiffs (after the death of Marcus Aemilius Lepidus 
in 12 B.C. Augustus secured this position for himself). The ruler was a 
censor, which made it possible to carry out personnel policy, in particular, 
to get rid of unwanted senators; as a rule, he was consul several times, and 
formally, it was this magistracy that was considered the highest in the 
republic.  

Taken together, these offices and powers demonstrate why the 
constitutional position of the princeps cannot be adequately described 
through a single formal title. The Augustan settlement distributed authority 
across offices and competencies that had republican origins but were 
combined in a new way. The analytical problem is therefore not simply 
whether Augustus possessed “monarchical” power, but how authority was 
legally constituted through the accumulation and coordination of powers 
that remained formally embedded in the republican institutional 
vocabulary. 

Of particular importance was the title of “father of the fatherland” 
(pater patriae). The first to receive it was Cicero after the suppression of the 
conspiracy of Catiline: “At the instance of Cato the people saluted him as the 
Father of his country. Some think that this honourable appellation, which is 
now bestowed upon those emperors who are deemed worthy of it, had its 
beginning with Cicero, for although they are in fact kings, it is not given even 
to them with their other titles immediately upon their accession, but is 

 
8 Gregory S. Aldrete, The Roman Empire: From Augustus to the Fall of Rome 

(Chantilly, VA: The Great Courses, 2019), 13-14. 
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decreed to them in the progress of time, not as a matter of course, but as a 
final testimonial of the greatest services”.9  

This title was a reference to the spiritual imperatives of the Roman 
community, in particular the notion of lineage and ancestor. In itself this 
title did not give any additional advantages to emperors, but it was a symbol 
of the fact that its bearer was recognized as the spiritual head of all Romans. 

 
Worldview, religion, family and political legitimacy 
Roman political culture attached great importance to lineage and 

family hierarchy. The father had complete dominion over his children, 
including the right of life and death. Edward Gibbon noted: “In the forum, 
the senate, or the camp, the adult son of a Roman citizen enjoyed the public 
and private rights of a person: in his father's house he was a mere thing; 
confounded by the laws with the movables, the cattle, and the slaves, whom 
the capricious master might alienate or destroy without being responsible 
to any earthly tribunal... Neither age, nor rank, nor the consular office, nor 
the honors of a triumph, could exempt the most illustrious citizen from the 
bonds of filial subjection: his own descendants were included in the family 
of their common ancestor; and the claims of adoption were not less sacred 
or less rigorous than those of nature”.10 

Gradually, the power of the head of the family was limited, but echoes 
of this tradition can be found in imperial times. In imperial Rome, the 
concept of pater patriae implied generosity and mercy of the emperor 
toward the citizens. It influenced the Judeo-Christian tradition as well. 
Thus, Mladen Popović finds a reflection of Rome's imperial ideology in 
Josephus Flavius' conceptualization of God as Father,11 and Diane Chen 
finds striking similarities between the Roman perception of Augustus as the 
father of the fatherland and the interpretation of God as Father in the Gospel 
of Luke and the Acts of the Apostles.12  

Another unique feature of the Roman worldview (and consequently of 
Roman civilization as a whole) was the institution of adoption. Several 
ancient societies also practiced something similar, but the Romans also 
went their way here. The death of a single person was a natural fact, but the 
extinction of an entire family was perceived as a tragedy. Therefore, 
measures were taken so that with the death of members of the family or their 

 
9 Appian, Roman History (H. White, Trans.  Vol. III). (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press, 1964), 243. 
10 Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, vol. II, (Chicago, Il: 

Encyclopaedia Britannica. Gibbon, 1952), 82. 
11 Mladen Popović, God the Father in Flavius Josephus. In F. Albrecht & R. Feldmeier 

(Eds.), The Divine Father: Religious and Philosophical Concepts of Divine Parenthood in 
Antiquity (pp. 181-197). (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 194-196. 

12 Diane G. Chen, God as Father in Luke-Acts (New York: Peter Lang, 2005). 
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childlessness did not stop the family itself. Interestingly, adoption in Rome 
was practiced not only (and even - not so much) about children, but also 
adults and adult citizens, and the adopted person became not only the legal 
heir of his father, but also received the rights and responsibilities of the 
family in which he was thus incorporated. A man of ignorant origin 
automatically became a noble if his adoptive father was from the 
aristocracy; there were also cases when rich plebeians adopted 
impoverished patricians, which for the latter meant the renunciation of 
patrician status and the transition to the category of plebeians. 

This Roman tradition (widely used in the old republic) expressed itself 
not only in private, but also in political life. When from the second half of 
the first century B.C. a new political model began to emerge, the institution 
of adoption played a special role in this process. Gaius Julius Caesar adopted 
Gaius Octavius Furinus (who became Octavian because of the fact of his 
adoption by Gaius Julius Caesar; Octavian meant a descendant of the 
Octavian family); and having already obtained virtually unlimited power, 
Octavian Augustus constantly emphasized that he was the son of the divine 
Julius. Augustus, in turn, adopted Tiberius (son of his wife Livia Drusilla), 
who became his heir; the same situation was repeated with Claudius, who 
adopted his stepson Nero (son of Agrippina the Elder), etc. Octavian was a 
grandnephew of Julius Caesar, having with him, although not direct, but 
still blood relation, and Octavian was adopted not even during the life of 
Julius Caesar, but after his death, by will. Already from this it followed that 
adoption - a legal (in this case - and political) act, but not a manifestation of 
paternal love.  

Adoption therefore had significance beyond the private sphere. In the 
political context of the Principate, it provided a culturally intelligible 
mechanism for constructing continuity between rulers and for representing 
political succession through the language of family, inheritance, and 
affiliation. The importance of adoption in this context illustrates how legal 
institutions and political legitimacy were connected to broader Roman 
conceptions of social and familial order. 

Nero was the last ruler to use the names “Caesar” and “Augustus” as a 
relative of Gaius Julius Caesar and Octavian Augustus, later they became 
the titles of the rulers of Rome. It was “Augustus” and “Caesar” that the 
Romans most often called their rulers. Much contributed to this state of 
affairs deification of Gaius Julius Caesar and Octavian Augustus. The 
preceding tradition of adoption opened the possibility of spiritual kinship, 
which gradually established itself in Rome; until the end of the empire, its 
leaders were considered spiritual successors to Julius Caesar and Octavian 
Augustus, without being even formally (at least through adoption) their 
descendants. 
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Although some supporters of the Senate party accused Augustus of 
usurping power, objectivity for the sake of objectivity, it should be noted 
that the systemic crisis of the old republic began long before his birth, and 
the political model, which worked quite satisfactorily in the City, could no 
longer solve the problems that faced the Empire, which Rome began to turn 
into after the end of the Punic Wars. Paradoxical as it may sound, by 
abolishing the republican conquests, Augustus saved the republic by 
creating the illusion that the state was still governed by the will of “the 
Senate and the people”.13 

 
The principate between republic and monarchy 
The Romans were hardly so alien to reflexivity as to take all this at face 

value, but they easily let themselves be deceived, not only because the new 
model suited their personal interests, but also because it was more in line 
with their fundamental principle under the prevailing circumstances.14 The 
Augustan settlement connected notions of the priesthood of the community 
with the need for expansion; he proposed a concept (Pax Augusta as the first 
version of Pax Romana) in which imperialist policies and military build-up 
were seen as means of holding and achieving peace. At the same time, as 
Hannah Cornwell notes, “peace” was not seen by the Romans as the 
opposite of “war” but as its result.15  

The Augustan conception of peace was therefore not simply an 
ideological supplement to military expansion. It formed part of the political 
logic through which expansion, security, order, and legitimate rule could be 
presented as mutually compatible. In fact, during his reign, warfare in one 
form or another was fought almost constantly. Augustus relied extensively 
on trusted commanders and legates who exercised military authority on his 
behalf and contributed to the maintenance of internal security and the 

 
13 Tacitus wrote: “Giving up the title ‘triumvir’, Octavian presented himself as a consul 

and a man content with the tribunal power to protect the people. Then, by seducing the 
military with donations, the masses with grain allowances, and everyone with the joy of 
peace, he gradually increased his powers by pulling over the functions of the senate, the 
magistrates, and the laws. He met with no resistance” (Tacitus, The Annals: The Reigns of 
Tiberius, Claudius, and Nero (J. C. Yardley, Trans.). (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2008), 3). Montesquieu is even more blunt: “Sylla, who was a man of stormy temper, 
induced the Romans to freedom. Augustus, who was a smooth and subtle tyrant, gently led 
them to slavery. When the republic regained its power under Sylla, the whole people 
exclaimed against tyranny; and while it was strengthened under Augustus, liberty was the 
universal boast” (Montesquieu, Reflections on the Causes of the Rise and Fall of the Roman 
Empire, 3 ed. (Glasgow: Robert Urie, 1752), 106). 

14 Alex Halapsis, “Iovem Imperium, or Sacred Aspects of Roman «Globalization»”, 
Scientific cognition: methodology and technology, vol.33, no.2 (2014), 173-178. 

15 Hannah Cornwell, Pax and the Politics of Peace: Republic to Principate (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2017). 
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prosecution of imperial wars.16 Through their actions, the emperor 
significantly expanded the territory under Roman control, although the 
period also included serious military defeats, most notably the loss of three 
legions under Quintilius Varus in the Teutoburg Forest. 

Because the princeps concentrated enormous power in his hands, his 
personality took on a special significance in this new Roman world. 
Extraordinary powers imply a high degree of responsibility, and the risks 
are multiplied. Augustus could not help but think, especially in the last years 
of his life (Baker, 2000), about who would take his place in the future. He 
opted for the option that the ruler himself appoints his heir, who then has 
to undergo the procedure of approval by the Senate (acclamation). This 
option opened a lot of opportunities for abuse and left many unresolved 
questions (“What if the ruler did not appoint a successor?”, “Can the Senate 
reject the choice of the former ruler?”, “Can an ineffective ruler be removed 
from power?”, etc.). These unresolved questions reveal an important 
structural limitation of the Augustan model: its institutional stability 
depended partly on mechanisms of personal succession that were not fully 
reducible to republican constitutional procedures. 

Augustus' political model was not flawless, nevertheless, even bad 
rulers could not easily destroy the positive effects of it. Its identity has 
caused and continues to cause debate among historians, political scientists 
and legal scholars.  

From Late Antiquity until Theodor Mommsen, the system of the 
principate was characterized as a monarchy that differed little from both the 
ancient Hellenistic monarchies and the monarchies of Western Europe. 
Mommsen examined the predominantly legal aspect, concluding that the 
imperial power was not a monarchy but an extraordinary magistracy, the 
main elements of which were the proconsular imperium and tribunal 
power.17 The debate continued thereafter, the problem being not the 
definition of the actual powers of the princeps, but the interpretation of their 
power, by which it is explicitly or implicitly meant to be correlated with 
some known form of government. Some take as a basis the actual state of 
affairs, arguing that the princeps enjoyed unlimited (and therefore 
monarchical) power. Others consider the legal aspects of the functioning of 
the state machine, pointing out that legally the emperor was not considered 
a monarch. Someone draws attention to the fact that the emperor's power 
was based on his personal authority, while having an occasional character, 
which did not imply clearly delineated boundaries of authority.  

 
16 Lindsay Powell, Augustus at War: The Struggle for the Pax Augusta (Barnsley, 

UK: Pen and Sword Military, 2018). 
17 Theodor Mommsen, A History of Rome under the Emperors (C. Krojzl, Trans. T. 

Wiedemann, ed.: Routledge, 1999), 73-80. 
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These interpretations can be grouped around three principal analytical 
emphases. The first treats the Principate primarily as a monarchy, 
emphasizing the concentration of effective political and military power in 
the hands of the princeps. The second emphasizes the legal and institutional 
dimension and interprets imperial authority through the framework of 
extraordinary magistracy and the continued operation of republican 
institutions. The third stresses ideological and institutional continuity and 
therefore gives greater weight to Augustus' claim to have restored the 
Republic. Each of these approaches captures an important dimension of the 
Augustan settlement, but none by itself fully explains the coexistence of 
republican institutional forms, concentrated imperial authority, and the 
Roman conception of res publica. 

The concept of the “Second Republic” proposed in this article is 
intended to address precisely this analytical problem. It does not deny the 
monarchic characteristics of the Principate, nor does it imply that Augustus 
restored the earlier Republic in its original institutional form. Rather, it 
designates a political configuration in which republican continuity and 
imperial concentration of authority became structurally interconnected. 

The difficulty of classification arises partly because the political 
vocabulary of the Principate does not correspond neatly to modern 
categories of government. The Roman system combined institutional 
elements that modern constitutional analysis tends to place in different 
categories. The effective concentration of authority in the princeps existed 
alongside the continued operation of the Senate and republican 
magistracies, while the ideological legitimacy of the system remained 
connected to the language of res publica and libertas. 

For this reason, classifications such as “monarchy with republican 
forms” or “republican monarchy” may describe particular aspects of the 
Principate, but they also risk imposing modern conceptual distinctions 
upon a political culture whose categories operated differently. The purpose 
of the concept of the “Second Republic” is not to reject these classifications 
but to draw attention to the specific configuration that they do not fully 
capture. 

We can now argue whether Augustus was a better emperor or a cunning 
tyrant,18 but as far as the republican idea is concerned, he could give a decent 
head start to George Washington. Although the princeps had virtually 
unlimited power, they continued to consider themselves “citizens of the 
republic,” emphasized the tradition of liberty, and never questioned the 
thesis that the bearer of supreme authority in Rome was its people. The 

 
18 Penelope J. Goodman, Best of Emperors or Subtle Tyrant? In P. J. Goodman, ed., 

Afterlives of Augustus, AD 14–2014 (pp. 1-31). (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2018). 
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same Tiberius refused to investigate insults and irreverence against him, 
stating that in a free state minds and languages should also be free, while “a 
good and beneficent emperor... should be the servant of the senate, often of 
the citizens as a whole, and frequently even of particular individuals”.19 

Nowadays, the word “republic” is associated with the form of 
government, but the form of government is only a reflection of ideas about 
the just way of life and the correct world order. The electability of leaders is 
a consequence of this reflection, but not the essence of the republic itself20.  

In modern political and legal norms there is simply no concept that 
adequately reflects the meaning that the Romans associated with the bearer 
of supreme power, which we, for lack of a better term, call “emperor”21, and 
which is appropriate to use only understanding the convention of such a 
nomination. and which it is appropriate to use only understanding the 
conventionality of such nomination. Imperium Romanum could therefore 
be represented as the political community of the Roman people, while the 
emperor could be conceptualized as its administrator rather than its private 
proprietor.  

A comparison with the chief executive of a modern corporation may 
serve as a limited heuristic analogy for one aspect of this arrangement: the 
distinction between the administration of a collectively conceived political 
community and private ownership of that community. The analogy should 
not, however, be understood as an institutional equivalence. The Roman 
state was neither a modern corporation nor a political system governed by 
contemporary corporate principles. Its value is therefore restricted to 
illustrating the distinction between the ruler as administrator of a common 
political order and the ruler as its private proprietor. 

 
19 Suetonius, Lives of the Caesars (C. Edwards, Trans.). (New York: Oxford University 

Press, 2008), 113. Even more famous is another phrase of Tiberius, which is quoted by Dio 
Cassius: “I am master of the slaves, imperator of the soldiers, and chief of the rest” (Dio 
Cassius, Roman History (E. Cary & H. B. Foster, Trans.  Vol. VII: Books 56-60). 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1955), 131). 

20 The identification of “republic” and “democracy” is partly due to a philological 
misunderstanding. In Greek, “republic” sounds like “democracy” (the official name of 
modern Greece is Ελληνική Δημοκρατία), and since it was the Greeks who “invented” 
democracy, these two words are often taken as synonyms (although there is still a nuanced 
difference; otherwise, such turns as “democratic republic” would sound like a tautology). 
But it should be understood that democracy is the “power of the people” and republic is the 
“common cause”; effective management of the latter may imply different forms of 
management. 

21 Appian pointed out that “Caesar, having gained the upper hand over his rivals, 
possessed sovereignty, which he consolidated, systematized and consolidated, and, 
retaining the form and name of a republic, made himself absolute ruler of all. Thus the 
government from that time to this day has been a monarchy; but they do not call their rulers 
kings, I believe, out of respect for the ancient oath” (Appian, Roman History (H. White, 
Trans.  Vol. I). (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1912), 11). 
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Within this conception, the ruler could be represented as the leader 
responsible for managing the common political enterprise. Rome's 
problems were everyone's problems, but Rome's victories were also the 
common cause of its citizens. By organizing a triumph, the emperor 
reported to the citizens about his success and considered it his duty to share 
the spoils with them. The political tradition also preserved the possibility 
that a ruler who lost military, political, or elite support could be removed 
from power. 

An aspirant to imperial power could be a relative of the former 
emperor, but this was not a prerequisite. The main thing was to demonstrate 
his leadership qualities, especially in the military sphere. The latter was 
connected not so much with the fact that the military elite ruled the affairs 
of the state (although in some cases it was so), but with the fact that in the 
view of the Romans it was the military leader could best deal with the 
common cause, being an effective leader of the empire. Therefore, the 
acceptance of military acclamation as one possible mechanism of imperial 
succession indicates that military leadership formed an important 
component of political legitimacy in the imperial period. Ammianus 
Marcellinus describes the concept of power peculiar to his (4th century) 
time (and this was already the dominate era): “Thus the venerable city, after 
humbling the proud necks of savage nations, and making laws, the 
everlasting foundations and moorings of liberty, like a thrifty parent, wise 
and wealthy, has entrusted the management of her inheritance to the 
Caesars, as to her children”.22 

The king views his kingdom as property; he enlists the aristocracy to 
protect and strengthen it (property). The medieval monarch was not obliged 
to demonstrate government efficiency; his task was maintaining an order 
pleasing to God. The Roman emperor, on the contrary, was responsible for 
his activities to the people, the Senate, and the army; the overthrow of an 
unpopular ruler in Rome did not shock anyone and did not destroy the usual 
world order23.  

 
The “Second Republic” as an interpretive model 
The model of the Principate formed by Augustus and developed by his 

successors is designated in this article as the “Second Republic.” The term 

 
22 Ammianus Marcellinus, History (J.C. Rolfe, Trans. Vol. I: Books 14-19). 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1935), 37. 
23 In medieval Europe, monarchs were not overthrown (although they were 

sometimes killed). Already in Modern times, the deposition of Charles I of England, his 
trial and execution demonstrated a radical worldview (and not only political) turn. Hobbes' 
“Leviathan” precisely serves the purpose of conceptualizing a world in which the people can 
judge (and execute) their monarch. The same Suetonius mentions the overthrow (and 
murders) of Roman Caesars as something well deserved. 
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emphasizes both continuity with the republican tradition and the 
emergence of a new political reality. Institutionally, the Second Republic 
combined republican offices and institutions with concentrated imperial 
authority; legally, it involved the coexistence of the emperor's powers with 
the institutional role of the Senate; ideologically, it developed the republican 
idea of res publica as a common political enterprise within a transformed 
imperial order. 

Each citizen considered himself entitled to demand from the state a 
part of the total profit, so in the words “bread and spectacles!”, which 
Juvenal satirically depicted the parasitism of the Roman plebs, we can see 
the deep background: citizens demanded what belonged to them by right, 
and the emperors recognized this right for them. For example, after his 
military successes, Trajan not only canceled all taxes for the year 106, but 
also paid each taxpayer 650 denarii (this roughly corresponded to the two-
year salary of a legionary). From the reign of Nerva (96-98) until the middle 
of the third century, Rome practiced the alimentary system, under which 
the state paid a monthly allowance to children from low-income families 
and orphans. Distribution of bread, oil, and wine was organized for the poor; 
with low loans the state supported and stimulated farmers, etc.  

Of course, social policy was not always effective, but it was, and also by 
its results the activity of emperors was evaluated. The idea of paying the 
poor and their children a monthly allowance would have seemed absurd to 
any medieval monarch, for he did not consider himself indebted to them in 
any way, and was least likely to share the state's - his - revenues with them. 
Julius Caesar had promised each Roman citizen 300 sestertii, which was 
paid to them by his heir from his personal savings. Octavian's action was, of 
course, a political calculation, but the very fact of handing out personal 
money to all citizens is not found in the Western tradition at all (although 
kings could throw a handful of coins into the crowd on the occasion of some 
holiday). To stimulate an army and bribe its commanders (or princes) is one 
thing, but no king or pretender to the royal crown could expect that 
popularity among the people would somehow influence the acquisition or 
retention of supreme power. These practices can therefore be interpreted as 
evidence of a reciprocal conception of political obligation: the ruler was 
expected to provide order, security, and material benefits, while the political 
community recognized his authority and military achievements. Such 
reciprocity does not make the imperial system republican in the modern 
sense, but it helps explain how imperial authority could be integrated into a 
political culture that continued to understand res publica as a common 
concern. 

For John Locke, the father of Western liberalism, it was obvious that 
the state should not be involved in social policy, and it was only relatively 
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recently that the social sphere came into the field of state interests. Imperial 
distributions in Rome were not charity, but a consequence of metaphysical 
notions of a common cause in which all citizens, from the ruler to the last 
plebeian, were involved, of a great spiritual family (patria) and the emperor 
as its father (pater patria). 

 
Discussion 
The analysis demonstrates that the Augustan political model cannot be 

adequately explained by choosing between the categories of republic and 
monarchy. Its distinctive character resulted from the combination of three 
dimensions. First, republican institutions and political vocabulary 
continued to provide an important framework of legitimacy. Second, the 
princeps accumulated and coordinated political, military, administrative, 
and religious powers that substantially transformed the distribution of 
effective authority. Third, these institutional arrangements were embedded 
in a Roman worldview that conceived the res publica as a common political 
enterprise and connected political authority with ideas of patria, paternal 
responsibility, military leadership, and peace. 

From this perspective, the “Second Republic” is proposed as an 
interpretive concept rather than as a claim that Augustus literally restored 
the earlier republican constitution. The concept identifies a transitional and 
structurally distinct political configuration in which republican continuity 
became one of the foundations of imperial government. The significance of 
the Augustan settlement therefore lies not in the replacement of the 
Republic by an entirely foreign political form, but in the reconfiguration of 
republican institutions and meanings under conditions of concentrated 
imperial authority. 

This interpretation also clarifies the limitations of the emperor–CEO 
analogy. The analogy can illustrate the distinction between administration 
and ownership, but it cannot explain the legal, religious, symbolic, and 
historical dimensions of Roman imperial authority. These dimensions were 
specific to Roman political culture and cannot be reduced to the 
organizational logic of a modern corporation. 

The proposed concept consequently has an interpretive rather than 
classificatory function. It does not replace the established descriptions of 
the Principate as monarchy, extraordinary magistracy, or a system 
combining republican and monarchical elements. Instead, it highlights the 
relationship among these dimensions and provides a conceptual framework 
for explaining why the Augustan political order could preserve republican 
forms while simultaneously concentrating effective power in the hands of 
the princeps. 
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Conclusions 
The study has examined the Augustan political model through the 

interaction of its institutional, legal, philosophical, and ideological 
dimensions. The analysis indicates that the Principate cannot be adequately 
reduced either to a continuation of the Roman Republic or to a monarchy 
merely concealed by republican forms. 

First, the Augustan settlement preserved important republican 
institutions and political concepts while substantially transforming the 
distribution of effective political authority. The Senate, magistracies, the 
language of res publica, and the principle of libertas continued to function 
within the political order, but their relationship to the authority of the 
princeps was reconfigured. 

Second, the legal structure of the Principate was based not on a single 
new constitutional office corresponding to the modern concept of a head of 
state, but on the combination of powers and positions with republican 
origins. Imperium proconsulare, tribunicia potestas, the consulship, the 
position of princeps senatus, and religious offices formed a complex 
structure through which imperial authority was constituted and exercised. 

Third, the political order established by Augustus depended on a 
broader Roman worldview. Concepts such as res publica, patria, pater 
patriae, family, adoption, military leadership, and peace provided cultural 
and ideological resources through which concentrated authority could be 
represented as compatible with the interests of the Roman political 
community. The Augustan conception of peace likewise connected military 
power, territorial expansion, security, and political order. 

Fourth, the analysis of competing interpretations indicates that the 
Augustan Principate contains elements that can be described as 
monarchical, republican, and institutionally exceptional. None of these 
dimensions alone, however, exhausts the character of the system. The 
concept of the “Second Republic” is therefore proposed as an interpretive 
framework for understanding their interrelationship. It denotes a political 
configuration in which republican institutional continuity and concentrated 
imperial authority became mutually connected rather than simply opposed. 

The concept should not be understood as a claim that Augustus 
restored the Roman Republic in its earlier institutional form. Nor does it 
imply that the Principate was equivalent to a modern republic. Its purpose 
is to identify the distinctive configuration created when republican political 
language, institutions, and conceptions of the common good were 
incorporated into an imperial political order. 

The comparison between the princeps and the chief executive of a 
modern corporation has a limited heuristic value. It may illustrate the 
distinction between administration and ownership, but it cannot serve as an 
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analytical equivalence between the Roman state and a modern corporation. 
The political, legal, religious, and cultural foundations of Roman imperial 
authority require historically specific interpretation. 

The principal limitation of the proposed interpretation is that the 
concept of the “Second Republic” is an analytical category introduced by the 
authors rather than an established term of Roman political vocabulary or 
modern historiography. Its value therefore depends on its capacity to 
illuminate relationships among dimensions of the Principate that are often 
analysed separately. Further research may test the applicability of this 
framework to the subsequent development of the Roman political system, 
particularly the transition from the Principate to the Dominate. 
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