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ABSTRACT 

 

From Romulus to Camillus: Anachronism, Civil War, and the 

Senate in Livy’s First Pentad 
 

This thesis considers Livy’s representation of the Senate and the curia in Livy’s 

First Pentad, exploring the general contemporary relevance of Livy’s narrative to the lives 

of Livy and his first set of readers. I do this through analysing the way Livy uses the curia 

or the Senate in key episodes from the First Pentad (the death of Romulus, the overthrow 

of Servius Tullius, and the Gallic sack) and by demonstrating Livy’s deliberate efforts to 

collapse and telescope recent realities into Rome’s quasi-mythical past. Put another way, 

this thesis asks what parallels a first reader of Livy’s First Pentad may have drawn when 

they heard Livy’s account of the death of Romulus or the overthrow of Servius Tullius for 

the first time in the early 20s – having just lived through the civil wars of the Late Republic 

and the Triumvirate. It argues that Livy’s First Pentad was in constant dialogue with the 

recent past in various ways and sought to realise a new past in light of the new future with 

Imperator Caesar at the helm.  

 

In this thesis I employ close readings of the Livian text and draw upon a variety of 

ancient writers to bring into focus what is distinctive about Livy’s narrative. I also employ 

a number of approaches from sociology (for example, I have utilised Foucault’s concepts 

of space and power and heterotopia to understand Livian representations of how civil war 

encroaches on Roman public space) to illuminate what Livy’s narrative is doing with the 

Senate and its space in the Forum Romanum. In addition, the concepts of cultural trauma 

and cultural memory have influenced my understanding of the Triumviral proscriptions 

and the notion of ‘history as therapy’ has informed my overall approach to the First Pentad. 

This thesis is split into two parts along thematic lines, the first focuses on the legacy of 

civil war in Livy’s writing and the second focuses on Livy’s representation of civil war 

spatialities and the curia. Chapter 1 explores how Livy redeployed the regal period in Book 

One, through the example of the overthrow and assassination of Servius Tullius as an 

exploration of civil war and the Triumviral proscriptions. Chapter 2 analyses a key 

moment of Book Five (the Gallic invasion of Rome in 390) and explores the dialogue Livy 

creates with the recent civil war(s) and how this dialogue is part of an effort to ameliorate 

both the sack itself and the recent internecine turmoil. Chapter 3 concentrates on the Curia 

Hostilia itself and returns to the overthrow of Servius as a means through which to explore 

Livian perspectives on the intrusion of civil war into public political space. Chapter 4 

continues to focus on the curia and looks to the very end of the Pentad and the speech of 

Camillus to demonstrate that the curia was a key building for Livy’s written urbs.  

 

Katharine Burnett 

St. John’s College, Trinity Term 2022 

 



  

   ii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 
First and foremost, I should like to thank my supervisors, Professor Rhiannon Ash 

and Dr Ed Bispham. Their incisive feedback and support has been invaluable, and I am 

incredibly grateful for all their encouragement, guidance, and patience. 

 

I thank my doctoral viva examiners, Professors Matthew Fox and Katherine 

Clarke, for a searching discussion of this thesis, as well as the many suggestions for 

improvement.  

 

I would also like to thank my transfer and confirmation examiners, Professor 

Nicholas Purcell, Dr Anna Clark, and Dr Ed Bispham. Both my transfer and confirmation 

were some of the most enjoyable and stimulating discussions of my time in Oxford.  

 

Thanks also are owed to all the many scholars, postgraduates, and teachers I have 

met over the years. They have all challenged, encouraged, inspired, and supported me at 

various points in my career – from my very first Latin lesson to my time at Oxford. 

Particular thanks are owed to Dr Luke Pitcher, Professor Christina Kraus, Professor 

Dominic Rathbone, Professor Mary Beard, Peter Forrest-Biggs, Philip Butler, Keith 

Johnson, Lori Winch-Johnson, and Dr Jo Russell.  

 

I am very grateful for all the support I have received from everyone at the St John’s 

Library and Study centre – I am very glad I had the chance to work alongside them for 

part of my time at Oxford and their continued generosity throughout the pandemic was 

essential to my ability to continue writing. I would particularly like to thank Ruth Ogden. 

 

Last, but by no means least, I should like to thank my family and friends who have 

supported me. To Marcia Poole and Alistair Burnett, without whom I quite literally could 

not have completed the thesis. To Andrew Poole, for his encouragement over the years. 

To Claire Levi, for her endless supply of good humour and drinks. To Michael Connolly, 

for supporting me throughout the whole process and who probably would be happy to 

never hear about Livy again.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

   iii 

CONTENTS 
 

Abstract……………………………………………………………………...i 

Acknowledgements             ii 

Abbreviations              v 

Translations              vi 

 

Introduction: The (Last) Triumviral Historian…………….    …….  1 

i. The Dating of the First Pentad                                  5 

ii. Livian Literature Review              9 

iii. Methodology and Form of the Thesis         14 

a. Understanding Trauma          17  

b. A New Past and History as Therapy         19 

c. Spatiality of Power                      21  

d. Heterotopia                                  22  

e. Thesis Outline                      23  

f.  

Prelude: The Death of Romuluss….         …………………………….       27 

 

PART I: ANACHRONISM AND THE LEGACY OF CIVIL WAR IN 

LIVY’S FIRST PENTAD 

 

1. The Overthrow of Servius Tullius            47 

a. Setting the Scene: Livy 1.39-1.48           52 

b. Servum servaque natum: Servius Tullius and Augustus        58 

i. Servius and Social Mobility           68 

c. Stipatus agmine armatorum in forum inrupit: Violence and its       72 

d.      Absence in the Forum Romanum          

e. Foedum inhumanumque… scelus: Tullia, parricide, and                        87 

i. the proscriptions        

Concluding Remarks          116 

 

2. The Invasion of Rome and the Massacre of the Senators             122 

a. Setting the scene: Livy 5.39-41         127 

b. Sine ira: Livy’s characterisation of the Senones in 5.41      129 

i. Diminishing Brennus          137 

c. nihil simile Romanis: Livy’s Romans from the Alia to the Arx     141 

i. Rome Abandoned          144 

ii. The Senators: devotio or virtus?        145 

iii. Cedant arma togae: Livy, Cicero, and the murder of               157 

iv.     Cn. Octavius   

Concluding Remarks          173 



  

   iv 

PART II: CIVIL WAR SPATIALITIES AND THE CURIA IN LIVY’S 

FIRST PENTAD 

 

3. The Accession of L. Tarquinius          180 

a. Curiam nostram, Hostiliam dico, non hanc novam: A Brief History   183 

b.   of the Curia  

c. in regia sede pro curia sedens: L. Tarquinius and Livian Concepts     194 

d.    of Space and Power 

Concluding Remarks          214 

e.  

4. Camillus’ Speech            217 

a. curiam fecit quae Hostilia usque ad patrum nostrorum      219 

b. aetatem appellata est: The Curia(e) of the AUC  

c. hic manebimus optime: Camillus, Place, and Roman Identity     229 

Concluding Remarks          258 

d.  

 

 

Conclusion           264 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 

 

I. Livy and Diodorus Siculus on 390 B.C.          270 

 

 

Bibliography           274 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

   v 

ABBREVIATIONS 

 
For ancient authors and texts, I have followed the conventions in the Oxford 

Classical Dictionary, fourth edition. Journal articles are abbreviated according to L’Année 

philologique. Publishing houses follow standard abbreviations (e.g., Oxford University 

Press = OUP).  

 

Below is a list of works cited not covered by the above note:  

 

ANRW  Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt 

AUC  Ab Urbe Condita  

CAH  Cambridge Ancient History 

CIL Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum 

FGrHist Jacoby, F., ed., 1923. Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker. Leiden: 

Brill. 

FRHist Cornell, T., Bispham, E., Rich, J., Smith, C. J., eds., 2013. The Fragments 

of the Roman Historians. Oxford: OUP.  

FRMem Scholz, P., and Walter, U., eds., 2013. Fragmente Römischer Memoiren. 

Heidelberg: Verlag Antike.  

LCL  Loeb Classical Library  

LSJ Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek-English Lexicon 

LTUR Steinby, E. M., ed., 1993. Lexicon Topographicum Urbis Romae. Rome: 

Quasar. 6 volumes.  

OCD4  Oxford Classical Dictionary, fourth edition.  

OCT   Oxford Classical Text  

ODHG Rodgers, A., Castree, N., Kitchin, R., eds., 2013. A Dictionary of Human 

Geography. Oxford: OUP.  

OLD  Oxford Latin Dictionary  

RE  Paulys Realencyclopädie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft 

RIC Sutherland, C. H.V. and Carson, R. A. G., eds., 1984. Roman Imperial 

Coinage, Volume One: from 31 BC to AD 69. Reprint 2018. London: Spink 

and Son.  

RRC  Crawford, M. H., 1974. Roman Republican Coinage. Reprint 2001. 

Cambridge: CUP. 2 volumes.  

SBAW  Sitzungsberichte Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften 

TLL  Thesaurus Linguae Latinae  

Teubner  Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana 

 

 

 

 

 



  

   vi 

TRANSLATIONS 

 
 

All translations from Livy’s Ab Urbe Condita and the Periochae, are my own or 

adapted (where noted) unless otherwise stated. For Livy’s text, I have used the OCT 

edition. For Vitruvius, I have used Rowland’s 1999 translation. For the Res Gestae Divi 

Augusti I have used Brunt and Moore’s 1967 edition and translation. For Appian, I have 

used Carter’s 1996 translation for Penguin with the LCL Greek. For Ennius, I have used 

Skutsch’s 1985 text with commentary. For the fragmentary early books of Dio, I have used 

Carey’s numbering from the LCL (based on Boissevain) for ease of consultation. For all 

other substantial extracts of texts, fragments, and translations of ancient authors I have 

used the LCL editions and translations, unless otherwise stated.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 1 

INTRODUCTION: 

 

THE (LAST) TRIUMVIRAL HISTORIAN? 
 

 

Pellibus exiguis artatur Livius ingens 

quem mea non totum bibliotheca capit 

 

Enormous Livy is squashed in tiny pages 

in his entirety he is too big for my library.1 

 

 

The AUC is an influential text for many reasons, one being that it offers the fullest 

extant account of the history of the Roman Republican Senate. It was this fact that led me 

to the works of Livy when I began research for my thesis, having originally decided to 

explore the representation of the Roman Republican Senate from the Late Republic to the 

Principate. However, the longer I spent with Livy, the more I realised that a single chapter 

could not do his evidence justice. Indeed, there was enough on the representation of the 

Senate in Livy to be the work of a lifetime. I found myself particularly drawn to Livy’s 

representation of the Senate (both the body and the building) in the First Pentad, what 

resonances this may have had for his first set of readers, and how his elite readership may 

have seen themselves, their spaces, and their experiences refracted back at them 

throughout Livy’s history. In other words, the question of what parallels a reader of Livy’s 

First Pentad may have drawn when they heard Livy’s account of the overthrow of Servius 

Tullius or the massacre of the Senators for the first time in the early 20s – having just lived 

 
1 Martial Ep.14.190. Translation adapted.  
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through the civil wars of the Late Republic and the Triumvirate. 2 Since I did not have a 

lifetime, this is what I focused my project on. 

  

Central to this thesis is the fact that far-reaching, influential, and unsettling events 

populated Livy’s and his first generation of readers’ lives prior to (and potentially during) 

the composition of the First Pentad: the so-called ‘first Triumvirate’, the civil wars of 

Caesar and Pompeius, the Triumvirate, the proscriptions, and the civil war between 

Imperator Caesar and Antonius, and that this had a direct impact on the tone, content, and 

immediate reception of the First Pentad.3 

 

There have been many introductions that outline the little we know about Livy’s 

life.4 However, it will be useful to outline the basics: Livy was born in Patavium (Padua) 

in 64 or 59 and also died there either in A.D. 12 or 17.5 Patavium was a wealthy, socially 

conservative city in northern Italy which, according to Cicero, originally sided with M. 

Antonius during the civil war with Imperator Caesar.6 Quintilian famously records that 

Asinius Pollio reproved Livy’s Patavinitas and himself described Livy’s work as having 

a ‘milky richness’ (lactea ubertas).7 There are various anecdotes about Livy that help us 

form some picture of him and his reputation: Quintilian tells us that Livy told his son to 

read orators such as Cicero, Demosthenes, and others like them; Suetonius tells us that 

 
2 All dates B.C. unless otherwise stated. 
3 Cf. Vasaly 2015b:4-8 with bibliography.  
4 A good overall recent introduction to Livy’s life and the various issues can be found in Mineo 2015 and 

OCD4 Livy (Briscoe). 
5 The later dates derive from the Chronicle of Jerome (Messala Coruinus orator nascitur et Titus Livius 

Patauinus scriptor historicus: Ad Euseb. Chron. Ad ann. Abr. 1958), and it has been suggested by various 

scholars (esp. Syme 1959:41ff) that this is a mistake and that it was, actually, about five years earlier. For a 

full discussion of the dating of Livy’s birth with bibliography: Mineo 2015:xxxiii.  
6 Cicero Phil. 12.4. Plutarch Caesar 47 tells a story he attributes to Livy who, as an eyewitness, saw a 

prophet in Patavium predict the victory of Caesar at Pharsalus.  
7 Quintilian Inst. 1.5.56, 8.1.3 and 10.1.32 respectively. For Patavinitas see: Walsh 1961:267-271 and 

Flobert 1981. For lactea ubertas: Hays 1987.  
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Livy encouraged the future Emperor Claudius to write history; Tacitus tells us that 

Augustus referred to Livy as ‘Pompeianus’ but that this did not affect their friendship; 

Pliny the Younger records that Livy was so famous that a man travelled from Gades 

(Cádiz) to Rome just to see him; and Seneca the Elder tells us that Livy’s daughter’s 

husband only had audiences for his recitationes for Livy’s sake rather than because he was 

any good.8 Thus, we get a picture of a famous and well-respected historian, who may have 

had Republican leanings,9 who appears to have had cordial relations with Augustus and 

the wider Imperial family, and who may have been considered somewhat of an outsider 

on account of his municipal origins.10 

 

Depending on dates, Livy was 10-15 years old during the civil wars between 

Caesar and Pompeius and 15-20 years old when the dictator Caesar was assassinated in 

44. On 27 November 43, the Lex Titia established the Triumvirate for five years. The 

elected triumvirs were Gaius Iulius Caesar Octavianus (later Augustus), Marcus Antonius, 

and Marcus Aemilius Lepidus.11 Descriptions of the Triumviral period can often be traced 

to Syme’s damning assessment of the era, written in the lead up to the Second World War, 

that it was ‘the work of bloodshed, based upon the seizure of power and redistribution of 

property by a revolutionary leader’.12 Indeed, since Syme, scholars have written in the 

shadow of his impressive narrative and have continued to describe the proscriptions with 

emotive, Symian language.13 This is largely due to the proscriptions: the saddest word in 

 
8 Quintilian Inst. 10.1.39; Suetonius Claud. 41.1; Tacitus Ann. 4.34; Pliny Ep. 2.3; Seneca Controversiae 

10.2.  
9 Luce 1990:128-129 discusses the evidence for Livy and Augustus’ relationship. See Kraus 1994b:6-7 

with bibliography for overview of the differing views on Livy ranging from pro-Augustan propagandist to 

republican.  
10 Cf. Miles 1995:51. On the social status of municipal men during the civil war: Santangelo 2019. 
11 Their term of office was renewed for another term in 37 (sometime after the expiration of the initial 

term) and it is unclear when the terminal date for this second term was. See Pelling 1996:67. 
12 Syme 1939:2. 
13 E.g.: ‘Zum zweitenmal brach über Rom und Italien eine Schreckenszeit herein, die sich unauslöschlich 

in das Gedächtnis der Mitwelt und Nachwelt eingeprägt hat’ (Bengtson 1972:3, cf. Hinard 1985:325-326). 
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Latin, according to Cicero.14 The turmoil of the proscriptions was far reaching: whilst there 

are some famous cases where men were proscribed and had their property confiscated but 

managed to avoid death (e.g., L. Iulius Caesar, who took refuge with Antonius’ mother, 

and L. Aemilius Lepidus Paullus who was able to escape), there are many more examples 

of gruesome endings.15 Dio (47.3.1) explicitly states that many men were killed in their 

own houses, as well as in the streets, the fora, and even in temples. The killing of the 

proscribed appears to have been brazen; for example, Appian (BC 4.4.17) records the 

example of the tribune Salvius, who was killed when soldiers burst into a banquet he was 

holding, and a centurion pulled him across the table just enough to behead him before 

leaving the stunned guests to finish their meal.16 In Livy’s lifetime, then, we are told that 

senators (including former consuls and triumphatores) were on the run,17 considering 

burning their houses or public buildings,18 hiding in sewers, chests, haylofts, chimneys,19 

and ovens.20 These men were at the mercy of their sons, friends, wives, and even slaves.21 

 

 
14 proscriptionis miserrimum nomen illud (Cicero Dom. 43). Here, Cicero is looking back at the dictator 

Sulla’s proscriptions to argue that his exile was as bad as being proscribed. N.B.: 43 was the second time 

the elite at Rome had faced the threat of being proscribed; the first proscriptions had been the work of 

Sulla in 82; as Henderson 1997:95 stated the term ‘never lost its Sullan ring’. Juvenal (2.28), writing over 

a century later, branded the triumvirs ‘Sulla’s trainee trio’ (Sullae … discipuli tres), and both Appian (BC 

4.3.16) and Dio (47.3.1-2) linked the Triumviral proscriptions with their Sullan progenitors. For Sullan 

proscriptions see Badian 1976; Canfora 1980; Keaveney 1982; Hinard 1985; Seager 1992; Henderson 

2003; Steel 2018:228-230; and Rosenblitt 2019:88. 
15 For Caesar: Plutarch Antonius 20.3; for Paullus see Appian BC 4.37 and Dio 47.6.3, 8.1. 
16 Appian BC 4.16. states that ‘[t]hese events are many, and they have been written in numerous books by 

many Roman historians successively’ (πολλὰ δέ ἐστι, καὶ πολλοὶ Ῥωμαίων ἐν πολλαῖς βίβλοις αὐτὰ 

συνέγραψαν ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῶν). Thus, we may infer that Appian knew of various sources, which he generally 

does not name. We know Appian studied contemporary sources as well as his predecessors, e.g., he cites 

Augustus (BC 4.110) and Pollio (BC 2.82). For Appian’s sources see Gowing 1992b; Rich 2015; Westall 

2015; Hopwood 2015. For Pollio (and Appian’s relationship with his work) see FRHist I 435-444. 
17 CIL 6.41062 (2a); Seneca Suasoriae 6.14-27; Valerius Maximus 1.6, 5.3, 6.5-7, 7.8-9; Plutarch Cicero 

46-49; Appian BC 4.13, Dio 47.10.3.  
18 Appian BC 4.6; Dio 47.7.4.  
19 Appian BC 4.13.  
20 Appian BC 4.22. 
21 Seneca Controversiae 4.8 describes the case of a patron who had been proscribed and had sought refuge 

with a freedman of his who protected him. In return, the patron agreed to waive services but went back on 

this once restored to his estate. Cf. Velleius Paterculus 2.67.2-4; Valerius Maximus 6.5-6, 7.2-3, 9.5-7; 

Appian BC 4.13; Dio 47. 3.1-2, 5-6, 9-10. 
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At this juncture, it is important to briefly discuss the issue which anyone dealing 

with the Triumviral proscriptions must grapple with – the fact that most of the evidence 

for it comes from later periods. The major objection usually encountered is that scholars 

who use these later sources run the risk of viewing their authors, such as Appian and Dio, 

as merely repositories of helpful snippets of text rather than artistic forces in their own 

right, engaging in dialogues with their own present and rhetorical exaggeration. However, 

whilst later authors were undoubtedly engaging to some extent with their own 

contemporary milieu this does not mean that the narratives are therefore useless as 

historical accounts. Furthermore, whilst these narratives do have the scope for rhetorical 

exaggeration, the very fact that such exaggeration exists suggests the strength of feeling 

surrounding these self-destructive events – and that in itself is a piece of historical 

evidence. When one looks to the contemporary evidence we have for the Triumviral 

proscriptions, such as the writings of Seneca the Elder and the laudatio Turiae, we see that 

the types of stories told about the proscriptions do not differ wildly from those told by the 

likes of Appian or Dio. I believe that these later proscription narratives reveal much about 

how Roman socio-political elites processed the memory of Triumviral Rome and 

illuminate what stories Romans were telling each other about themselves and this period 

of their history.  

 

The Dating of the First Pentad 

As this thesis is also concerned with Livy’s first generation of readers – many of 

whom will have been elites who had shared the same experiences of internecine and 

political violence and the various regime changes outlined above – the publication-date of 

Livy’s project is relevant to this thesis.  
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The date of the First Pentad is highly contested, with two camps each having high-

profile adherents. As Mineo states, the internal evidence from the First Pentad suggests a 

priori that Livy started the AUC between 27-25.22 This is on account of two significant 

passages: first, the famous allusion to the second closure of the Temple of Janus which 

took place in 29 at 1.19.3 and the fact that there is no mention of the third closure which 

took place in 25. Second, Livy refers to Augustus as Augustus (a title only conferred by 

the Senate in January 27) at 4.20.7 during a digression on M. Licinius Crassus’ (grandson 

of the M. Licinius Crassus of the so-called ‘first Triumvirate’) right to the spolia opima in 

July 27. This digression takes place whilst Livy is discussing the spolia opima obtained by 

the military tribune Cornelius Cossus in 437 (4.19-4.20.4).23 Livy (4.20.5-11) then adds 

that although he has followed all previous historians (omnes antes me auctores secutus) in 

calling Cossus a military tribune, he could not in all good conscience deprive Cossus of 

the personal testimony of Augustus, who had told Livy (possibly through an intermediary) 

that when he had been in the Temple of Jupiter Feretrius (where spolia opima were 

dedicated) that he had read an inscription on a linen breast-plate stating that Cossus was, 

in fact, a consul.24 Livy then attempts to ‘square the circle’ of all previous historians having 

been wrong with the fact that the autocrat Augustus stated otherwise. This was all relevant 

as Crassus had killed an enemy commander personally (a rarity – only happening some 

three times before)25 and had wished to dedicate the spoils in the Temple of Jupiter 

Feretrius as Romulus had done.26 It is believed that this is something Augustus could not 

countenance, as it would represent an enormous achievement to which he himself could 

 
22 Mineo 2015:xxxiv. For a lengthier chronological overview see Vasaly 2015b:3-4. For bibliography of 

those who favour the 27-25 dating see Burton 2000:430, n.4.  
23 Livy introduces Cossus as a military tribune at 4.19.1. For Cossus see Luce 1965:211ff and Sailor 2006 

with bibliography. For spolia opima see Flower 2000.  
24 On intermediary see Sailor 2006:338-9 n.25  
25 Cf. Plutarch Marcellus 8.3.  
26 Cf.  Livy 1.10; Plutarch Romulus 16. 
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not aspire and would take glory away from Augustus, who had just celebrated a triple 

triumph. Augustus then suggested Crassus was not eligible to dedicate the spolia opima as 

he was not a consul fighting under his own auspices, but rather under Augustus’ – meaning 

that Crassus was only eligible for a triumph. Thus, we see in action a rewriting of history 

to serve and legitimise the present. 

 

However, this crucial passage for those who adhere to a 27-25 date is also a crucial 

passage for the second camp of scholars who suggest an earlier date of writing, starting 

around 33. Some scholars have suggested that Livy must have begun composing earlier 

than 27 on account of the pessimistic tone of the praefatio – an argument by which I (like 

Mineo and others) am not convinced, as pessimism does not have a shelf-life and a 

praefatio need not be written first in the composition process; others have looked to the 

case of the spolia opima and noted that despite Livy’s digression at 4.20.7 where he states 

that Cossus was a consul, Livy later goes on to refer to Cossus as a military tribune at 

4.32.4. This fact led Luce, building on the work of Soltau and Bayet, to suggest that a 

second edition of the First Pentad was produced, with the passages at 1.19.3 and (more 

importantly) 4.20.5-11 considered later insertions.27 To these, Burton has added the section 

1.56.2, where Livy, whilst discussing the construction of the Cloaca Maxima by L. 

Tarquinius Superbus, mentions ‘nova haec magnificentia’ which Burton argues alludes to 

the works on the Cloaca Maxima undertaken by M. Vipsanius Agrippa in 33 when he was 

aedile.28 Burton argues, as a result of the ambiguity in the section, that the range of dates 

should be revised to 33-31.  

 

 
27 Soltau 1894 (arguing for multiple potential insertions); Bayet 1940 (arguing for an earlier start date); 

Luce 1965:209-240. Syme 1959:42ff and Ogilvie 1965:94 are cautious.  
28 Burton 2000:438-443. 
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A safe working hypothesis is that the First Pentad was composed between 33-25 

and is unlikely to postdate the third closing of the Temple of Janus. However, I have 

adopted a publication date of 27-25 for this thesis.29 Within that range, I err on the side of 

the earlier date, i.e., that Livy composed the praefatio and began the composition of the 

first book(s) prior to 27 and published the completed First Pentad towards the end of 27, 

on account of the general contemporary relevance (or, rather, expressive anachronism) of 

the First Pentad’s narrative to the atmosphere of the 30s and 20s.30 I am persuaded by 

Miles’ and Mineo’s arguments, namely, that the contradictions relating to Cossus do not 

necessitate that Livy republished a new edition with a passage inserted.31 

 

Nonetheless, all that said, my arguments in this thesis – i.e., that for Livy, and his 

first set of readers, living through the civil wars of the Late Republic would have had a 

profound impact and influence on their ideology, view of history, and identity, and that 

this can be seen throughout the First Pentad – are not dependent on the 27-25 dating. 

Furthermore, when seen in context, I believe that the Livy who wrote the First Pentad 

should be characterised as a Triumviral writer rather than a Republican or Augustan one.32 

The AUC was such a large project that it is likely that Livy’s political views and aims 

changed over time as he wrote it, and it is indisputable that the majority of the AUC was 

written by an Augustan writer – but, unfortunately, we do not have the majority of Livy 

the Augustan writer’s work.   

 

 

 
29 Contra Burton 2000:432 who states that the dating of 27-25 is ‘perilously insecure – if not entirely 

discredited’.  
30 Cf. Miles 1995:92-93. N.B.: Vasaly 2015b:3 n.18 points out that the First Pentad is c.12,000 words 

longer than other extant pentads ‘suggest[ing] a longer gestation period’.  
31 Miles 1995:46ff and Mineo 2015:xxxvi.  
32 For history under the triumvirs and Triumviral literature: Gerrish 2019:1-3, 9-18, esp.12-18. 
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Livian Literature Review 

Currently, Livian scholarship is flourishing – as has been the case for the past 70 

years. A brief review of the works dedicated to Livy in my bibliography covers nearly 100 

works ranging in date from 1863 to the present.33 Indeed, there are only three decades 

unaccounted for in my bibliography, the 1870s, 1890s, and the 1920s. This is not to 

suggest, of course, that my bibliography represents an exhaustive list of Livian scholarship 

but rather a representative sample. When looking over Livian scholarship since the 1860s, 

there are clear groupings both chronologically (for example, 2018 was a bumper year for 

Livian studies)34 and thematically as certain ways of looking at the AUC have fallen in and 

out of fashion. What follows is a brief outline of Livian scholarship, highlighting the key 

trends over the past century and a half. I then situate this thesis within the current scholarly 

landscape. 

 

 Much of the earliest scholarship on Livy was focused on Quellenforschung (also 

referred to as Quellenkritik), that is on identifying Livy’s sources.35 This approach to Livy 

(or, indeed, the works of other ancient historians) is considered dated by some scholars, 

who argue that its accuracy and therefore its usefulness are limited.36 Another theme that 

was popular but is no longer en vogue is what Miles termed the ‘rhetorical-thematic school 

of interpretation’,37 that is scholars who have explored the structure of Livy’s work 

(whether individual books, or across Pentads and Decades) to demonstrate his literary 

 
33 That is works dedicated to Livy, rather than works which include Livy as part of their analysis, for 

reasons of space. 
34 E.g., Beltramini 2018; Bernard 2018; Briscoe 2018; Domainko 2018; Fabrizi 2018; Hoyos 2018; 

McIntyre 2018; Roth 2018.  
35 Studies of Livy that follow this approach (to varying degrees) include: Nissen 1863; Klotz 1940; Ogilvie 

1958; Walsh 1961; Ogilvie 1965; Briscoe 1973. 
36 For a good introduction to the debate surrounding the merits of Quellenforschung in Livian studies see 

Miles 1995:1-7, drawing heavily on Luce 1977:xv-xxvii. For more recent additions to the debate see 

Forsythe 1999:7-11; Chaplin and Kraus 2009:1-16; Oakley 2009; Richardson 2014; Meunier 2017. 
37 Miles 1995:2.  
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skill. Witte was one of the first to make Livy’s structure his focus in his 1910 work, Über 

die Form der Darstellung in Livius’ Geschichtswerk, but the most influential work to take 

this approach was Burck’s 1934 monograph, Die Erzählungskunst des T. Livius.38 These 

two approaches overlapped to varying degrees – as discussions of structure often 

employed a comparative approach and used the works of other historians to illuminate 

what was unique to Livy. The seminal 1965 commentary on Books 1-5 written by Ogilvie 

is a good example of how these two approaches could come together.39  

 

 In 1977, Luce celebrated the fact that Quellenforschung had gone out of fashion 

and what he viewed as the resultant diversity in recent Livian scholarship, but lamented 

that much of this new work had ‘lost sight of’ Livy.40 Luce’s historiographical study aimed 

to test the assumption of scholars such as Witte and Syme, which was that Livy did not 

structure his work to form integrated units (such as in Pentads or Decades).41 Luce’s study 

was generally well received and has been highly influential, arguing as it did (amongst 

other things) for unifying themes across sections of the AUC and the notion that Livy put 

climactic events at strategic points in Pentads.42 This phase in Livian scholarship was 

paralleled by a growing interest in the ‘70s and ‘80s in the rhetorical turn in historiography 

more broadly promoted by scholars such as Woodman and Wiseman. 

 

 
38 A collection of essays in honour of Burck’s 80th birthday (Lefèvre and Olshausen 1983) demonstrates 

Burck’s impact. Other influential works of this kind are McDonald 1957; Walsh 1961 (which integrates 

the rhetorical-thematic approach with Quellenforschung); Luce 1977.  
39 Ogilvie’s commentary remains an invaluable resource for those studying the First Pentad, but it must be 

admitted that it is currently the only commentary on the pentad available too. 
40 Luce 1977:xvi. Examples of ‘recent’ scholarship in 1977: Syme 1959 (on Livy’s relationship with 

Augustus); Homeyer 1960 (on the Celtic excursus in Book 5); Luce 1965 (on the dating of Livy’s First 

Pentad); Begbie 1967 (on the epitome of Livy); Dorey 1971 (a collection of essays); Walsh 1974 (an 

overview of the landscape of Livian scholarship). 
41 Luce 1977:xvii, referencing Witte 1910:96-97 and Syme 1958:148.  
42 Positive reviews: Gries 1978; Paul 1978; Walsh 1978; Ogilvie 1979; Houston 1980. Contra Briscoe 

1978 who was highly critical of the work, arguing that the quality of Tränkle’s volume on Livy and 

Polybius (also published in 1977) only served to highlight Luce’s deficiencies.  
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 Luce’s historiographical focus was to set the tone for the next era of Livian studies. 

Lipovsky’s 1981 monograph, A Historiographical Study of Livy: Books VI-X, and a 

number of articles were markedly different in focus from the older view of Livy with 

which Luce had taken issue, that of Livy as a fine stylist but mere copyist.43 The ‘90s saw 

a number of highly influential historiographical works and historiographically informed 

commentaries published on Livy, including (to name a few) Levene’s 1993 survey of 

religion in Livy; Kraus’ ground-breaking 1994 article which demonstrated Livy’s skilful 

deployment of the urbs capta topos in Book Five and her commentary on Book Six of the 

same year; Johner’s 1996 work examining violence between individuals in Livy and its 

significance; Jaeger’s 1997 monograph exploring Livy’s ‘written’ Rome and how Livy 

manipulates space; Miles’ 1997 book exploring how to read Livy and how Livy’s work 

related to the new Augustan ideology; the first two volumes of Oakley’s commentaries on 

books 6-10;  and Feldherr’s 1998 study on spectacle in the AUC and how Livy’s usage of 

seeing and being seen related to his socio-cultural milieu. These works offered fresh 

perspectives on how to read Livy, and firmly established him as a writer whose work was 

full of nuance and ambiguity.  

 

 The historiographical trend in Livian studies remained strong throughout the 

2000s. Chaplin’s 2000 study on exemplarity in Livy was particularly influential, further 

underscoring the fruitfulness of explorations into Livy’s usage of history and how this 

related to contemporary ideologies.44 The decade saw Livy become the first historian to 

have a volume in the Oxford Readings in Classical Studies series45 and produced some 

exciting additions to the various themes in Livian scholarship, such as the dating of Livy’s 

 
43 E.g., Miles 1986; Pauw 1991; Jaeger 1993. 
44 On exemplarity in Livy during this decade see also Bernard 2000 and Stem 2007.  
45 Chaplin and Kraus 2009. 
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First Pentad,46 the role of Camillus,47 Livy’s usage of space,48 and Livy’s deployment of 

focalisation in his narrative.49 

 

 Since 2010, most of the work on Livy has continued to fall within the remit of 

historiography.50 There has also been important work on the Periochae as texts in their 

own right,51 exploration of Livy as a didactic historian,52 analysis of innovations in Livy’s 

Third Decade as evidence for Livy’s ability as a world-maker,53 investigation into the 

typology of groups and individuals in Livy,54 and a number of edited volumes bringing 

together various current viewpoints on Livy.55 The belief that close reading of specific 

episodes of Livy, an approach that became very popular in the ‘90s (as seen in the works 

of scholars like Jaeger, Kraus, Johner, and Feldherr), is highly illuminating and rewarding 

continues to proliferate – as seen in the 2021 offerings of Hallet and Klaiber Hersch on 

Livy’s Tanaquil and Tullia, Keegan on Livy’s women, Kraus on the tale of the Faliscan 

schoolmaster, and Roth’s exploration of the Gallic sack through a Polybian lens.  

 

 Most early scholarship on Livy has focused on looking at Livy either as a copyist 

of, and a resource for, the works of the lost Republican historians (Quellenforschung), or 

as a highly skilled literary artist but a historian with significant ‘weaknesses’ (the 

‘rhetorical-thematic’ school). Since the 1980s, there has been a proliferation of works 

 
46 E.g., Burton 2000, 2008; Sailor 2006.  
47 E.g., Stevenson 2000; Gaertner 2008.  
48 E.g., Jaeger 2006, 2007; Spencer 2007.  
49 Tsitsiou-Cheliodoni 2009.  
50 E.g., Stevenson 2011; Biggs 2016; Fabrizi 2017; Bernard 2018; Domainko 2018; Fabrizi 2018; Hoyos 

2018; Roth 2018, 2020; Palmer 2019; the collection of articles titled ‘Tite-Live et la Rome archaïque’ in 

MEFRA 131(1) 2019.  
51 E.g., Chaplin 2010 and Levene 2015. 
52 Vasaly 2015. 
53 Levene 2010. 
54 Schlip 2020, arguably an update on Bernard 2000.  
55 E.g, Polleichtner 2010; Mineo 2015; Assenmaker and Paternotte 2017.  
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which take Livy seriously in his own right. This thesis is no exception to that trend, 

although I do not eschew the work done by the proponents of Quellenforschung or the 

rhetorical-thematic school. Previous historiographical studies have focused on specific 

elements of the Livian narrative, such as exempla, gender, Livy’s relationship to the new 

Augustan regime/ideology, the topography of the AUC, Livy’s attitude to religion, and 

Livy’s characterisation of certain groups. Surprisingly, considering that Livy is one of our 

main sources for the Roman Republican Senate, there has yet to be a work that focuses on 

the Livian Senate and/or curia as this thesis does – either through how Livy constructs the 

Senate and the curia or how Livy’s audience may have viewed that Senate and curia. This 

is important as not only does the Senate play a central role in Livy’s history of Rome and 

is a vital ‘character’ in the narrative throughout, but also because Livy was writing the 

history of the Senate at a crucial time for the Senate – the transition from Republic to 

Principate. This period saw a lot of change not only for the Senatorial body, but also for 

the curia itself (as will be outlined in Chapter 3) – meaning that Livy’s elite audience 

would have been highly sensitised to potential parallels in his account of the Senate’s past. 

 

Furthermore, most work on Livy treats him as an Augustan or Republican writer, 

even those that make the First Pentad their focus, with a notable (and welcome) exception 

being Vasaly’s 2015 monograph. Vasaly states in her introduction that her work is 

underpinned by her assumption that the political violence that populated Livy’s youth 

would have ‘left a deep impression on the historian’ but that assumption does not go on to 

form an explicit part of her argument.56 As such, there has yet to be a work that explicitly 

views Livy’s First Pentad through a Triumviral lens and the eyes of his first set of readers. 

My thesis not only fills these gaps in the existing scholarship, but also draws several 

 
56 Vasaly 2015:8.  
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approaches to Livy together (such as looking at Livy’s use of space, his characterisation 

of Gauls and Romans, his deployment of focalisation, and exemplarity) to demonstrate 

how the First Pentad problematised the recent past and what resonances it may have 

thrown up for Livy’s contemporaries. In this way, this thesis sits at the nexus of a few 

trends in current scholarship – namely the intersection of the historiography of the civil 

wars and Triumviral period, the study of ancient spatialities, and, of course, Livian 

studies.57  

 

Methodology and Form of the Thesis 

 

This thesis aims to explore Livy as a Triumviral writer, to provide some answers 

to the question of how we can construe the relationship between any one part of his 

narrative, in this case, the First Pentad, and the experience of and recovery from civil strife 

for Livy and his first set of readers. It is important to emphasise at this stage, that viewing 

Livy as a Triumviral writer does not mean that resonances in his work are limited solely 

to the Triumvirate, but rather prioritises a reading of the First Pentad against the backdrop 

of political violence that encompassed his youth and the lives of his parents (as the 

experiences of the previous generation were still in living memory). 

 

Another theme of this thesis is that of anachronism in historiography, and 

specifically how Livy utilises expressive anachronism throughout the First Pentad in his 

 
57 For a selection of (relatively) recent bibliography see: Triumviral and civil war: Gowing 1992; Lange 

2009; Breed, Damon, and Rossi 2010; Lange 2011; Welch 2012; Lange 2013; Osgood 2014; Börm, 

Mattheis, and Wienand 2016; Lange 2016; Armitage 2017; Cornwell 2017; Ginsberg 2017; Ginsberg and 

Krasne 2018; Maschek 2018; Westall 2018; Gerrish 2019; Lange 2019; Lange and Vervaet 2019; Lange 

2020; and Pina Polo 2020. Spatialities: Jaeger 1997; Larmour and Spencer 2007; Ewald and Noreña 2010; 

Jenkyns 2013; Russell 2016; Gargola 2017; Fabrizi 2017; Fitzgerald and Spentzou 2018. 
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portrayal of the Senate.58 By Senate, I mean both the body and the curia located in the 

Forum Romanum. Whilst the Senate could meet in various templa, the curia was the only 

building in Rome which was solely devoted to the business of the Senate.59 From the extant 

evidence, it was the most frequent meeting place of the Senate: as Bonnefond-Coudry 

states, ‘la salle reunion du Sénat par excellence’.60 Its significance was most famously 

summed up by Cicero: ‘that temple of sanctity, of honour, of wisdom, of the public 

council, the head of the city, the altar of the allies, the harbour of all peoples, the seat 

granted by all men to one of the orders of the state’.61 The significance of the curia in the 

AUC is further explored in Part II of this thesis. 

 

Since this thesis is concerned with historiography, I have demurred from 

speculating on the ‘known unknowns’ – Livy and Augustus’ relationship or Livy’s views 

on the civil war (beyond what is found in the sources or what Livy himself says) – whilst 

attempting to provide some insights into how Livy’s position on the spectrum from close 

and loyal association with the princeps and detached spokesman for a widespread mood 

fluctuates. 

 

To analyse what is distinctive in the First Pentad and to contextualise Livy’s 

endeavours within quite a diverse literary milieu, Roman society, and the changing self-

positioning of senior political figures in the Late Republic, I employ close readings of 

Livy’s text with a comparative methodology throughout my thesis. That is, how and why 

Livy differs from near-contemporary writers about the distant Roman past (such as 

 
58 For an introduction to anachronism in/and antiquity: Rood, Atack, and Phillips 2020. 
59 For the meeting places of the Republican Senate: Bonnefond-Coudry 1989:25-197. 
60 Bonnefond-Coudry 1989:63. 
61 templum sanctitatis, amplitudinis, mentis, consili publici, caput urbis, aram sociorum, portum omnium 

gentium, sedem ab universo populo concessam uni ordini (Mil. 90.2). Translation adapted.  
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Diodorus Siculus and Dionysius), as well as his predecessors (such as Polybius and 

Cicero) and subsequent writers (such as Plutarch, Appian, and Dio). To this end, I also 

utilise the alternative approach of Quellenforschung at points. 

 

The history and limitations of Quellenforschung are well known, having been 

explored by various scholars.62 Indeed, Walsh summed up the problems of 

Quellenforschung as it relates to the AUC succinctly some 60 years ago when he stated 

that ‘[w]e have a clear idea of the sources for the fourth and fifth decades: in the third the 

area of obscurity is more extended, but certain general conclusions can be reached: whilst 

in the first decade the information available is so vague that no more than a speculative 

hypothesis can be advanced’.63 Rather than reinvent the wheel, I shall focus on the 

pertinence of Quellenforschung to this thesis. Since this thesis is primarily concerned with 

the tone and content of Livy’s First Pentad and how any contemporary resonances may 

have been interpreted by his first readers, it is as a rule more concerned with the Livian 

text as it is rather than deducing which parts of Livy may be attributed to (e.g.) Antias and 

which to Macer. However, that being said, there are two reasons for my (limited) 

utilisation of Quellenforschung in this thesis. First, I believe that any work on the First 

Pentad cannot ignore the concept of a palimpsestic historiography, particularly as regards 

the regal period. One way of reminding ourselves of this is through Quellenforschung.  

Second, at various points in this thesis, I suggest that certain aspects of Livy’s narrative 

are Livian inventions and that they demonstrate a deliberate attempt on the part of Livy to 

engage in a dialogue with his contemporary political climate. One way to corroborate this 

suggestion is through source analysis which aims to explore which elements of Livy’s 

 
62 See n.37. 
63 Walsh 1961:114, 1974:14. 
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narrative can be found to pre-date Livy. As a result, much of the Quellenforschung material 

in this thesis tends to the more doxographic end of the spectrum 

 

Quellenforschung aside, my approach to historiographical analysis has been 

informed by an array of diverse theories – specifically, the concepts of cultural trauma and 

cultural memory have influenced my understanding of the trauma of the proscriptions, the 

notion of ‘history as therapy’ has informed my overall approach to Livy’s First Pentad, 

and I have utilised Foucault’s concepts of space and power, and heterotopia, to understand 

Livian representations of how civil war encroaches on Roman public space. To provide a 

brief outline of these approaches now will be helpful. 

 

Understanding Trauma 

As stated above, my approach to the last century of the Republic has been 

informed, at a very broad level, by a set of assumptions relating to trauma and how we 

understand it, as well as the concepts of cultural trauma and cultural memory. This thesis 

takes as a given the notion that nothing is inherently traumatic at a societal level, but rather 

that societies create cultural trauma. The relationship between cultural trauma and 

memory, and their relevance to the Sullan proscriptions, has been excellently outlined by 

Eckert and I do not wish to reproduce her argument here.64 However, it is important to 

sum up the key points. The model of cultural trauma was proposed by Jeffrey C. 

Alexander, who argued that cultural trauma happens when members of a group ‘feel they 

have been subjected to a horrendous event that leaves indelible marks upon their group 

consciousness’ and fundamentally changes their future identities.65  This causes a 

 
64 Eckert 2014.  
65 Alexander 2004:1.  
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revaluation of identity in the affected group, and means ‘that there will be a searching re-

remembering of the collective past, for memory is not only social and fluid, but deeply 

connected to the contemporary sense of self’.66 Alexander is clear that he does not believe 

that just because a large number of people experience something atrocious, that 

automatically results in a cultural trauma for a group – but rather that cultural trauma is a 

social process.67 One of these is the creation of a ‘master narrative’ (a story told about the 

trauma, whether by those who experienced it or those who believe in its significance, 

which retells not only what actually happened but emphasises its impact). Other stages of 

the social process of cultural trauma are the ‘working through’ of the trauma in 

‘institutional arenas’ – a broad term that Alexander uses to cover most public arenas and 

culture produced for public consumption – and the constant re-remembering of this event 

which serves to incorporate it into the revised identity. In other words, the event becomes 

part of the story that members of the traumatised collective tell about themselves. As 

Eckert observes, Alexander’s theory neatly dovetails with the concept of cultural memory 

as pioneered by Aleida and Jan Assmann. Cultural memory proposes that there is a body 

of continually re-enacted texts, images, and rituals specific to each society in each era and 

that the cultivation of these is what both stabilises a society and allows it to cultivate its 

self-image.68 Eckert convincingly argues that ‘Alexander’s integration of a cultural trauma 

into the cultural identity of a society by ‘searching re-remembering of the collective past’ 

can also be understood as integration of a cultural trauma into a society’s cultural 

memory’.69 Thus, the assumption that the proscriptions were a cultural trauma that had 

been integrated into Roman cultural memory is a starting point for this thesis, my reading 

 
66 Alexander 2004:22. 
67 ‘Trauma is not the result of a group experiencing pain. It is the result of this acute discomfort entering 

into the core of the collectivity’s sense of its own identity’ (Alexander 2004:10). 
68 Assmann 1988. For an overview of ‘cultural memory’: Erll 2011; see also Galinsky 2014. 
69 Eckert 2014:266.  
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of Livy, and understanding of the Triumviral era – rather than a specific framework I use 

to work through Livy. 

 

A New Past and History as Therapy 

This thesis views the Livy of the First Pentad through the lens of a Triumviral 

writer and I suggest that he can be broadly seen to be writing a new, therapeutic, and 

restorative history. In other words, Livy, in the light of the events of the 30s and 20s, saw 

that a new future necessitated a new past and that this new past served a therapeutic and 

restorative purpose. Building on the theories of cultural trauma and memory discussed 

above, my reading of the First Pentad as a ‘new past for a new future’ can be seen as part 

of the process of the identity revision that the Romans were experiencing throughout 

Livy’s youth.  

 

The notion of ‘history as therapy’ is borrowed from Konstantin Sheiko, who 

discusses the concept of ‘alternative history’ in Russian historiography, and how the 

rewriting of Russian history (and the ‘constant reimagining of Russia’ itself) so that it 

covers what should have happened rather than what did happen, offered a sort of therapy 

for the writers ‘in which the problems of today gave way to new images of past glory’.70 

To put it another way, a counterfactual approach to history can be a restorative act. This 

view is particularly important in my two chapters dealing with Book Five – Chapters 2 

and 4. 

 

I believe that this theory can be helpfully applied to our reading of Triumviral 

writers and, specifically, to Livy. To demonstrate this, I believe we must return to the 

 
70 Sheiko and Brown 2012:7.  
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praefatio of the First Pentad. Livy tells his readers that he feels that contemporary Roman 

society is in such a poor state that he hoped by writing his history he could avert his ‘eyes 

from the calamities which our age has been witnessing for so many years’ (ut me a 

conspectu malorum quae nostra tot per annos vidit aetas).71 Livy goes so far as to suggest 

that he views the ‘recent’ (nuper) state of affairs as the culmination of Sallustian decline 

with the ‘wholesale destruction of self, the world and everything in it’.72 The present state 

of affairs was so bad that Livy felt that he and his contemporaries could no longer ‘endure 

neither our degeneracies nor their remedy’ (nec vitia nostra nec remedia pati possumus 

perventum est).73 The remedy for this that Livy proposes comes in history – for he states 

that ‘what makes the study of history nourishing and fruitful is chiefly this, that you 

consider the lessons of every kind of example set forth as on a distinguished monument’ 

(hoc illud est praecipue in cognitione rerum salubre ac frugiferum, omnis te exempli 

documenta in inlustri posita monumento intueri).74 Livy then goes on to expound the 

benefits of exemplarity which one reaps from history, both negative and positive, which, 

in turn, can serve to inform readers’ behaviour.75 Livy follows this by saying that he is 

lucky because no other state had such a wealth of positive exempla in its history from 

which to choose, and doubly lucky that avaritia luxuriaque arrived so late in Rome 

(implying that this is the very reason why he has so many good exempla to choose from) 

 
71 praef. 5. Indeed, aetas being the subject supports the suggestion of the incorporation of all the recent 

events of the civil wars and Triumvirate as cultural trauma into a collective identity.  
72 Burton 2008:78. On decadence and Roman historiography: Malik 2019. For dialogue between Livy’s 

preface and Sallust: Burton 2008:74ff and Gerrish 2019:17 with bibliography. Also, in this respect, Livy 

differs from his contemporary Dionysius of Halicarnassus (with whom he is often paired) whose own 

preface makes clear his work starts from the intrinsic belief in Rome’s greatness but without this 

‘Sallustian’ decline. I believe this is because Dionysius began writing later than Livy and is an ‘Augustan’ 

writer rather than a ‘Triumviral’ one (cf. Gabba 1991:22 – loc. cit. 2, n.3 notes the impact of the 

Triumvirate and civil war on Halicarnassus). See Gabba 1991 more generally on Dionysius and the history 

of archaic Rome. Oakley 2019 addresses the differences between the two projects. 
73 praef. 9. 
74 praef. 10. 
75 On Livy’s exemplarity: Chaplin 2000; Roller 2009; Stevenson 2011; Chaplin 2015; and Langlands 

2018. Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ view was similar, but Dionysius does not propose exemplarity as a way 

of fixing society but rather views exemplarity as an essential function of historiography, cf. De Jonge and 

Hunter 2019:4.  
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as it is these things which are (and have been) ruinous for men and the state. In this way, 

I think Livy literally adopts a ‘history as therapy’ approach, or perhaps ‘history as 

medicine’ – it is through history (and the positive exempla that history contains) that Rome 

can heave itself out of the mire of avaritia luxuriaque and reclaim its past glory. Indeed, 

as we shall see through this thesis, if no such positive exempla appear to have existed 

where they should (or could) have, Livy is happy to provide them. 

 

Whilst these two approaches have informed my reading of the First Pentad overall, 

Part II of the thesis is primarily concerned with how the intersection of power and space 

is reflected in narrative. As such, sociological and anthropological approaches to space 

have informed some of my analysis. 

 

Spatiality of power  

The spatial turn of the 21st century and its role as a prominent interpretative element 

across the study of Classics have been fully discussed elsewhere.76 Throughout the thesis, 

I use the term ‘spatiality’. Spatiality ‘recognises the roles people play in creating space 

and the interaction between space and human action … [it] denotes the idea that rather 

than space being a backdrop to social life, it is constitutive of social life; social and spatial 

relations are mutually constituted’.77 I use the phrase ‘spatiality of power’ to encapsulate 

the relationship of power to space, including Foucault’s argument that ‘space is 

fundamental in any exercise of power’.78 This notion can be broken down into its 

constituent parts to suggest that power is reflected in, influenced by, and created through 

 
76 For a general introduction to the spatial turn: Warf and Arias 2014. For spatial turn in Classics see 

Fitzgerald and Spentzou 2018. 
77 ODHG spatiality.   
78 Foucault 1984:252. 
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space, and the way that space is used by and/or directs (depending on your perspective) 

individual and group actors. 

 

Heterotopia  

In Chapter 4, I utilise Michel Foucault’s theory of heterotopia as part of my 

analysis. Foucault introduced the concept of heterotopia in a 1967 lecture given to a group 

of architects. It was later published in a French journal in 1984 as a paper entitled Des 

Espaces Autres (‘Of Other Spaces’).79 It was a concept left frustratingly incomplete, 

leading it to capture the imagination of many other scholars who have built upon the 

theory.80 There have been various attempts to encapsulate the essence of heterotopia 

neatly, but it was the ship that Foucault considered the ‘heterotopia par excellence’.81 The 

ship is a perfect heterotopia as it is a place without a place – it both is and is not.82 It exists 

almost apart from everything else, as it is a floating piece of space. Yet, it can only exist 

in relation to and in opposition to the other, whether this other be the spaces of other ships, 

the infinite expanse of the sea, or the terra firma of its (dis)embarkation. The ship sails 

from location to location, it is both seemingly unbound and entirely confined by 

geography. Through the convergence of all these aspects, a unique and illusory space is 

created, and it is this resulting space that is the heterotopia. Even though the theory of 

heterotopia was left unfinished, in his 1986 paper Foucault identified six principles that he 

associated with heterotopias. It is important to briefly elucidate these principles, so that 

we are able to read Livian space through the lens of heterotopia. The first is that any given 

group can produce heterotopias. The second is that the function of an existing heterotopia 

can change over time, these changes can include changes in location and/or reasons for 

 
79 Translated into English by J. Miskowiec in 1987 for Diacritics, 16, pp.22-27. 
80 Key are: Lefevbre 1974, 1991 and Soja 1996. 
81 Foucault 1986:27. 
82 Cf. Thalmann 2011:67. 
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existing, among other aspects. Thirdly, a heterotopia is able to juxtapose several 

incompatible sites in a single physical space to create ‘symbolic and idealised worlds’.83 

The fourth principle is that heterotopias are ‘most often linked to slices in time’.84 Foucault 

refers to ‘heterochronies’ in this regard. Heterochronies can be heterotopic spaces where 

time never stops accumulating; these spaces then become the reserve of the imagination. 

These heterotopias function as archives, they collect various things into a whole. They are 

a single space which encompasses all times and places, or at the very least have the 

potential and ability to do so, and in this space all these times and places are overlaid upon 

each other (e.g., a museum). They are concurrently mythic and real spaces that we inhabit. 

Foucault also posits a contrary type of heterochrony, the space where time is fleeting and 

transitory. These are heterotopias which are designed to be temporary, as opposed to 

eternal; an example of this type of heterochrony is the festival. The fifth principle is that 

heterotopias are both open and closed – access to them is never truly open. For example, 

entrance is either compulsory, as with a prison, is guarded by ritual, or subject to 

purification, such as a Mosque. Finally, heterotopias are spaces that function either to 

‘create a space of illusion that exposes every real space ... as still more illusory’, or they 

‘create a real space that is other, another real space, as perfect, as meticulous, as well 

arranged as ours is mess, ill constructed, and jumbled’.85 

 

Thesis Outline 

This thesis opens with a short prelude on the death of Romulus. The prelude looks 

at various scholarly approaches to Livy’s death of Romulus and demonstrates the 

complexities and ambiguities inherent in Livy’s narrative. Taking the Romulus narrative, 

 
83 Smith 2014:22. 
84 Foucault 1986:26. 
85 Foucault 1986:27. 
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and the overview of the types of conversations scholars have been having about it, as a 

jumping-off point, the rest of the thesis examines how other episodes from the First Pentad 

have been constructed in dialogue with Livy’s present.  

 

Following the prelude, the thesis is split into two thematic parts, both concerning 

Livy’s First Pentad. Part I addresses the legacy of civil war in Livy’s writing and Part II 

focuses on Livy’s representations of civil war spatialities. I have decided to take a thematic 

approach to this, as opposed to grouping the two Book One chapters and two Book Five 

chapters together. This approach means that the spatial analysis is largely confined to Part 

II of the thesis. 

 

Chapter 1 explores how Livy redeployed the regal period in Book One, through 

the example of the overthrow and assassination of King Servius Tullius, as an exploration 

of civil war and the Triumviral proscriptions. The analysis of the episode centres around 

three key themes – Servius as a model for Imperator Caesar / Augustus; the way that Livy 

plays down the violence of the episode and the relevance this holds when compared with 

recent political violence in Rome; and Tullia’s role in Servius’ downfall as a discourse on 

the proscriptions. Chapter 2 looks to the end of the Pentad, and a key moment of Book 

Five – the Gallic invasion of Rome in 390. I explore the dialogue Livy creates with the 

recent civil war(s) and how this dialogue is part of an effort to ameliorate both the sack 

itself and the recent internecine turmoil. Alongside an exploration of the origins of the 

episode, and the identification of some unique Livian additions to the narrative, it provides 

an in-depth analysis of Livy’s portrayal of both the Gauls and the Romans throughout the 

episode. Chapter 3 concentrates on the Curia Hostilia itself and returns to the overthrow 

of Servius as a vehicle through which to explore Livian perspectives of space. I analyse 
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the intrusion of civil war into the space of the curia both during the civil wars of the Late 

Republic and the Triumviral era, as well as in Livy’s Servian narrative. I return to the idea 

from Chapter 1 of Livy’s playing down of violence during an inherently violent moment 

and explore what this means in terms of Livian conceptions of space and place and their 

relationship with political power. The last chapter focuses on the Curia Hostilia also and 

looks to the very end of the Pentad to demonstrate that the curia was a key building for 

Livy’s written urbs. The chapter is split into two sections – the first seeks to understand 

the anachronistic qualities in the way that Livy collapses and telescopes all curiae in the 

Forum Romanum into one throughout his narrative and uses Foucault’s theory of 

heterotopia to explore the role of anachronism. The second section focuses on M. Furius 

Camillus’ speech and the role of the centurion who stopped his cohort outside of the Curia 

Hostilia when the Senate were debating whether to abandon Rome following the Gallic 

invasion and relates these to questions of Roman identity raised by Livy throughout Book 

Five. 

 

I have chosen to focus on three key episodes from Books One and Five as a vehicle 

for my interpretations for several reasons – first, because these episodes comprise key 

moments in the history of the Rome of the First Pentad where the Senate and/or the Curia 

Hostilia building itself are centred. Second, these episodes “bookend” the First Pentad, 

coming as they do in Book One and Book Five respectively. At the end of both books a 

perceived renewal and growth follows – the overthrow of Servius Tullius sets things in 

motion for L. Tarquinius to become L. Tarquinius Superbus and for the creation of the res 

publica; the invasion, and subsequent burning, of Rome allows a new Rome and res 

publica to grow (quite literally) from the ashes as Livy states in the preface to Book Six.86 

 
86 6.1.3. 
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Third, I believe that these are overlooked elements of Livy’s narrative. I will consider how 

to expand this study further in the conclusion, but nonetheless I hope that the in-depth 

analysis will offer a new interpretation of the Livy who wrote the First Pentad as a 

Triumviral writer whose work was full of innovation and ambiguity. 
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PRELUDE: 

 

THE DEATH OF ROMULUS 

 
 

 
nec deinde in terris Romulus fuit 

 

From then on, Romulus was no longer on earth.1 

 

 

By the time that Livy came to write the First Pentad, two different death-narratives 

for the first king of Rome were in circulation.2 It is difficult to determine the origins of 

either tradition, but we know that they were both well-established by the end of the first 

century B.C. and it is thought that they are both very old.3 Both centred on the fact that 

Romulus was alleged to have disappeared in mysterious circumstances.4 One stated that 

the disappearance was on account of Romulus’ apotheosis, the other that it was because 

he had been dismembered (a motif found in some form in the legends of Latinus, Aeneas, 

and Titus Tatius).5 The latter tradition, that of the dismemberment, is usually associated 

with the senators – although some mentions are made of Romulus being torn to pieces by 

 
1 Livy 1.16.2. 
2 Romulus’ death stands out in the AUC not only due to his import as the founder of Rome, but also in 

comparison with those of the other kings in Book One. Romulus was not the only king of Rome to die in 

unusual circumstances, nor to be subject to controversy. Indeed, whilst three of Rome’s kings appear to 

have died peacefully (Numa Pompillus [Livy, 1.22.1], Ancus Marcius [1.35.1], L. Tarquinius Superbus 

[2.19-20]), two others were murdered (Tarquinius Priscus [1.40] and Servius Tullius [1.48]). Tullus 

Hostilius [1.31.8] died in a conflagration caused by a thunderbolt hitting his home.  
3 Ogilvie 1965:84-85 and Ver Eecke 2008. Contra Fraschetti 2005:93ff who argues even if the apotheosis 

of Romulus is ancient, then the assimilation of Romulus to Quirinus was not fully realised during the 

Augustan period – however, it is found in Cicero Rep. 2.17 and Leg. 1.3.  
4 Ogilvie (1965:84) argues that the ‘earliest legend’ of Romulus’ death allowed the king to vanish into thin 

air and that this was the conventional scheme for the death of heroes, particularly Greek heroes. For heroic 

death (including various heroes who ‘disappear’) see Pache 2009.  
5 On other dismemberment legends see Ver Eecke 2008:427 n.10. 
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citizens enraged by his treatment of them.6 The former, that of the apotheosis, became 

canonical and was enriched by secondary characteristics7 – such as Romulus’ 

identification with the Sabine god Quirinus,8 Romulus’ ascension to heaven in Mars’ 

chariot,9 and his apparition to Iulius Proculus (variously described as a farmer or a 

patrician).10 

 

Various suggestions have been made to explain the co-existence of the traditions.11  

As Ver Eecke has noted in her monograph on the reception of the myth of Romulus during 

first century B.C., the two co-existing traditions have been incorrectly ‘perceived as 

incompatible’.12 Indeed, Ver Eecke goes on to demonstrate that the two traditions appear 

to have happily co–existed during the Middle Republic (very much like the various 

traditions about the sixth king of Rome, Servius Tullius, as will be discussed in Chapter 

1), and that they were seen as incompatible only after the Late Republic when the 

dismemberment tradition was (re)interpreted as a tyrannicide.13 Prior to that, Romulus’ 

dismemberment could have been open to other interpretations. For example, Fraschetti, 

whose work focuses on the representation of Romulus throughout antiquity and the various 

ways the Romulus narrative was used by the Romans, posits an interpretation of the 

dismemberment of the king’s body by the senators as an allegory of his power being 

 
6 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.56.5. 
7 Cf. Ver Eecke 2008:427.  
8 Cicero Rep. 2.17, Leg. 1.3; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.63.3-4; Ovid Fasti 2.507; Plutarch Romulus 28. See 

Fraschetti 2005:93-96 on Romulus and Quirinus.   
9 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.56.2 and Ovid Fasti 2.497. 
10 For Proculus as a peasant / farmer: Cicero Rep. 2.20; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.63.3-4. As a patrician: 

Plutarch Romulus 28, cf. Numa 2.3. Livy 1.16.5 and Ovid Fasti 2.497 omit his status. Koortbojian 2013:85 

suggests that the character of Proculus was ‘a sarcastic rebuke of current Julian pretentions’ by Cicero, and 

that the assimilation of Romulus to Quirinius was ‘a deliberate attempt by the Julian gens to confect yet 

another mythic genealogy’. 
11 Fraschetti (2005:88) has argued that the two traditions are to be kept separate.  
12 Ver Eecke 2008:425 (‘perçues comme incompatibles’). 
13 Ver Eecke 2008:428. It has been suggested that the ‘senators murdering the tyrant king’ narrative may 

have derived from Licinus Macer, but it is impossible to verify this with the extant evidence (see Classen 

1962:179, 183-185; Ogilvie 1965:85; Zetzel 1995:177; Fox 2015:294). 
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distributed amongst the first senators following his death.14 Notwithstanding these other 

possible interpretations, the dismemberment variant has attracted much attention from 

later ancient authors and scholars precisely because of the ‘tyrannicide’ interpretation and 

the resulting resonances with political assassinations of (would-be) autocratic leaders – 

particularly Iulius Caesar in 44. 

 

In Book One of the AUC, Livy presents both traditions to his readers. However, he 

refers to the dismemberment variant as perobscura (‘very obscure’). What does his 

presentation of the death of Romulus and his inclusion of both versions mean for Livy’s 

narrative? For example, if the dismemberment variant was widely considered to have been 

synonymous with tyrannicide and an unavoidable allusion to the events of 44 by the time 

Livy came to write, what does it mean for his narrative – and for any allusions to Caesar 

or Augustus – for both variants (i.e., deification and apotheosis on the one hand versus 

tyrannicide on the other) to be read together? Or, perhaps, how are we meant to read each 

given the co-existence of the other? 

 

Before exploring further, what is the narrative context of Livy’s two versions of 

Romulus’ death? Following victory over Veii and the resulting peace treaty, Livy tells us 

that Romulus was holding a muster of his troops in the Campus Martius (1.16.1). At this 

point, a storm ‘suddenly’ (subito) appears, there are loud claps of thunder, and a cloud 

obscures Romulus from the eyes of the assembly. It was after this, Livy tells his readers, 

that ‘Romulus was no more on earth’ (nec deinde in terris Romulus fuit). Once the storm 

has passed, the royal seat (regia sede) is revealed to be empty (1.16.2). Livy explains that 

 
14 Fraschetti 2002:161-178, 2005:105. See Ver Eecke 2008:428 for other possible interpretations of the 

tradition that do not offer tyrannicide as a motivation.  
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the soldiers ‘readily believed the assertion of the senators, who had been standing next to 

Romulus, that he had been caught up on high in the blast’ (etsi satis credebat patribus qui 

proximi steterant sublimem raptum procella). Livy then goes on to describe the deification 

of Romulus, and how ‘when a few men had taken the initiative’ (deinde a paucis initio 

facto), everyone hailed Romulus as a god and a god’s son (1.16.3). It is only after this 

point that Livy brings in the most interesting part of his death-narrative: the variant 

tradition to which he gives only a few lines. 

 

This variant states that Romulus was murdered by senators physically tearing him 

apart (discerptum…. patrum manibus)15: 

Fuisse credo tum quoque aliquos qui discerptum regem patrum manibus taciti 

arguerent; manavit enim haec quoque sed perobscura fama (1.16.4) 

 

There were some, I believe, even then, who secretly alleged that the king had been 

torn in pieces by the senators with their bare hands, for this rumour, too, seeped 

out, but in very obscure terms. 

 

As has already been mentioned, it is generally agreed – and rightly so – that for any authors 

writing after 44 this variant (i.e., dismemberment by senators) could not fail to evoke the 

assassination of Caesar, himself seated during a Senate meeting in Pompey’s curia, by a 

group of senators led by M. Iunius Brutus and C. Cassius Longinus.16 Indeed, that Caesar’s 

assassins may have intended to recall this alternative tradition by situating the murder in a 

curia is suggested by Appian:17 

χωρίον δ᾽ ἐπενόουν τὸ βουλευτήριον ὡς τῶν βουλευτῶν, εἰ καὶ μὴ προμάθοιεν, 

προθύμως, ὅτε ἴδοιεν τὸ ἔργον, συνεπιληψομένων, ὃ καὶ περὶ Ῥωμύλον 

τυραννικὸν ἐκ βασιλικοῦ γενόμενον ἐλέγετο συμβῆναι. δόξειν τε τὸ ἔργον, ὥσπερ 

ἐκεῖνο καὶ τόδε ἐν βουλευτηρίῳ γενόμενον, οὐ κατ᾽ ἐπιβουλήν, ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὲρ τῆς 

 
15 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.56.4. 
16 For assassination of Caesar see: Nic. Dam. Fr. 130 16.38, 19-26a; Livy Per. 116; Valerius Maximus 

8.11.2; Plutarch Caesar 63-69; Suetonius Iul. 80-85; Appian BC 2.116-118; Dio 44.16-20; Florus 2.92-95. 
17 Fraschetti 2005:108 suggests that as the tradition is recorded by Appian it was probably recorded by 

Pollio too.  
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πόλεως πεπρᾶχθαι ἀκίνδυνόν τε, ὡς κοινόν, ἔσεσθαι παρὰ τῷ Καίσαρος στρατῷ. 

(BC 2.114) 

 

They had the senate-house in mind as a suitable spot, because they believed that 

the senators, even if they had not been forewarned, would eagerly associate 

themselves with the deed, as is said to have happened in the case of Romulus when 

he began to behave more like a despot than a king. They also thought that the deed, 

done like that earlier one in the senate-house, would appear to have been carried 

out, not as a piece of treachery, but on behalf of the community, and since it was 

an act performed in the common interest then there would be no danger from 

Caesar’s soldiers. 

 

Both Fraschetti and Ver Eecke have plausibly argued that the assassins drew on 

the tradition that saw Romulus as a tyrant, and his death as a tyrannicide, as legitimation 

for their actions (particularly considering that Caesar had tried to align himself with 

Romulus in the past)18: ‘la violence de l’anti-romulisme des républicains a directement 

répondu à la force du romulisme de César’.19 Considering this milieu, it is perhaps 

unsurprising that Livy’s treatment of this variant is ambiguous. Indeed, it is notable that 

Livy uses a curiously oxymoronic phrase ‘silently alleged’ (taciti arguerent), itself 

embedded in a first-person intervention (fuisse credo), to avoid a direct endorsement of 

this ‘very obscure’ (perobscura) tradition. The phrase alludes to the distasteful nature – 

particularly when one considers the events of 44 – of the tradition, and the use of ‘credo’ 

combined with the phrase ‘manavit enim haec quoque sed perobscura fama’ serves to 

highlight this. It is significant that Livy qualifies the origins of this tradition by saying 

‘even then’ (tum quoque) – i.e., emphasising that this is an ancient tradition that has not 

all come about since 44, but rather that there were those who whispered this version of 

events at the time. However, why include it at all if the narrative was subject to 

uncomfortable associations and if, indeed, it was perobscura? When one explores the 

 
18 Fraschetti 2005:107-112; Ver Eecke 2008:425ff. For Romulism of Caesar: Gelzer 1968:318ff and 

Weinstock 1971:175-197. 
19 Ver Eecke 2008:425.  
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dismemberment tradition a little further it becomes clear very quickly that it was hardly 

obscure, and that Livy’s comment does not tally with the extant evidence. 

 

As we already know, both death-narratives pre-date both Livy and the 

assassination of Caesar by quite some time. For example, the apotheosis of Romulus as 

the Sabine influenced deity Quirinus is found in the second-century B.C. poet Ennius 

(1.100 Skutsch).20 The dismemberment tradition, in which Romulus suffers a nasty fate at 

the hands of the senators, is recorded by Plutarch as being mentioned in a speech made by 

one of the consuls of 67, which attacked Cn. Pompeius – the consul threatened, on behalf 

of a largely hostile Senate, that ‘if [Pompeius] emulated Romulus, he would not escape 

the fate of Romulus’ (καὶ τῶν μὲν ὑπάτων ἅτερος, εἰπὼν πρὸς αὐτὸν ὅτι Ῥωμύλον ζηλῶν 

οὐ φεύξεται ταὐτὸν ἐκείνῳ τέλος).21 As is so often the case, our only (extant) pre-

Caesarian source for the tradition is Cicero: 

qui inpulsu patrum, quo illi a se invidiam interitus Romuli pellerent, in contione 

dixisse fertur, a se visam esse in eo colle Romulum qui nunc Quirinalis vocatur 

(Rep. 2.20)22 

 

[Iulius Proculus], at the instigation of the senators, who wanted to divert suspicion 

from themselves in regard to Romulus’ untimely death, stated before a public 

assembly, that he had seen Romulus on the hill now called the Quirinal.  

 

The de republica predates Caesar’s assassination by some 7-10 years,23 demonstrating that 

the tradition that Romulus may have been murdered by his own senators was not new nor 

unheard of – there is no suggestion on Cicero’s part (in the surviving text of de republica) 

 
20 E.g., Ovid Fasti 2. 475ff. Ogilvie 1965:84 argues that the apotheosis of Romulus as Quirinus predates 

Ennius, yet this is disputed. See Koortbojian 2013:84 n.12 for bibliography.  
21 Plutarch Pompeius 25.4. Classen 1962:183 suggests it was C. Piso.  
22 Cf. Cicero Leg. 1.3. 
23 Cf. Zetzel 1995:1. 
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that this is a perobscura (‘very obscure’) tradition. Rather, Cicero makes his speakers 

assume that it is in fact the older tradition, glossed by the apotheosis version.24 

 

Interestingly, the AUC appears to take the opposite approach to Cicero. Livy offers 

the ancient dismemberment variant of Romulus’ death to his readers but dismisses it 

‘perobscura’ and does not endorse it, instead preferring the apotheosis variant. To explore 

the significance of Livy’s presentation of the Romulean death-narratives further, let us 

compare Livy’s version with that of his contemporary, Dionysius of Halicarnassus to see 

how he presents the death of Romulus.25 Dionysius’ version was produced only a decade 

or two after Livy’s and, as we can see, is markedly different in tone: 

οἱ δὲ τὰ πιθανώτερα γράφοντες πρὸς τῶν ἰδίων πολιτῶν λέγουσιν αὐτὸν ἀποθανεῖν. 

αἰτίαν δὲ τῆς ἀναιρέσεως αὐτοῦ φέρουσι τήν τε ἄφεσιν τῶν ὁμήρων, … μάλιστα 

δὲ ὅτι βαρὺς ἤδη καὶ αὐθάδης εἶναι ἐδόκει καὶ τὴν ἀρχὴν οὐκέτι βασιλικῶς ἀλλὰ 

τυραννικώτερον ἐξάγειν. διὰ ταύτας δὴ λέγουσι τὰς αἰτίας συστάντας ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ 

τοὺς πατρικίους βουλεῦσαι τὸν φόνον, πρᾶξαι δὲ τὸ ἔργον ἐν τῷ βουλευτηρίῳ καὶ 

 
24 Rep. 2.17-20.  
25 We know nearly as little about Dionysius’ life as we know about Livy’s. We know that he was born 

before 55 and that he arrived in Rome c.30/29. Thus, while Livy most probably arrived in Rome before 

Actium, Dionysius arrived in Rome after Actium. The socio-cultural backgrounds of the two historians 

were different, and so too were their experiences of late first-century B.C. and early first-century A.D. 

Rome. Just as their experiences were necessarily different, the aim and intended audiences of their works 

were different. Dionysius’ Preface (Ant. Rom. 1.8) emphasises ‘comprehensiveness’ and states that he 

intends to record the entire life of the city – dealing with both war and politics. However, both authors 

explicitly recognise the ability of historical writing to provide exempla for audiences – an aspect that is 

particularly pertinent when it comes to the Servian narrative (e.g.: Ant. Rom. 1.5.3, 1.6.4). The question of 

who the intended audience of the Ant. Rom. was is slightly more complicated and has been subject to much 

debate. Dionysius said that the work was relevant to both Greeks and Romans (Ant. Rom. 1.4.2-1.6.4). 

Bowersock 1965:131 argued that the work was really for elite Romans, yet later scholars have argued that 

the work was aimed at Greeks (Gabba 1982:79-80; Galinsky 1996:340-1; and Fox 1993:34). Schultze 

1986 proposed a mixed readership, in line with what the text itself says. There have even been discussions 

of ‘real’ and ‘fake’ audiences in scholarship (see Luraghi 2003:270-7 for discussion of ‘real’ and ‘fake’ 

audiences – Luraghi argues that the ‘real’ audience were Roman readers). De Jonge and Hunter’s 

(2019:33) argument (following what the text itself states, and Schultze) that the work was for a mixed 

audience and that a strict Roman/Greek binary is unhelpful for scholars is the most sensible: the work was 

‘for all those readers who were trained and competent enough to read Greek: and this obviously includes a 

substantial number of (bilingual) Roman citizens’. As with Livy, scholars used to continually disagree as 

to whether Dionysius was pro- or anti-Augustan (see De Jonge and Hunter 2019:13-14). N.B.: that 

Augustus is mentioned only once in the extant oeuvre of Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 1.7.2; cf. De Jonge and 

Hunter 2019:13). Fortunately, as with Livian studies, scholars such as De Jonge and Hunter (and other 

contributors to their 2019 volume) have now moved away from the view that Dionysius was ‘merely’ a 

spokesman of Augustan ‘propaganda’ (a view championed by Schwartz 1903), realising the problematic 

nature of terms such as ‘propaganda’ in an ancient context. On Dionysius as a migrant and the migrant 

experience in late first-century Rome: Connolly 2019. For how the socio-cultural experience of Dionysius 

differed from Livy’s: Hogg 2019:222-223. 
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διελόντας τὸ σῶμα κατὰ μέρη χάριν τοῦ μὴ φανῆναι τὸν νεκρὸν ἐξελθεῖν 

κρύπτοντας ὑπὸ ταῖς περιβολαῖς ὅσον ἕκαστος εἶχεν αὐτοῦ. (Ant. Rom. 2.56.3-4) 

 

But those who write the more plausible accounts say that he was killed by his own 

people; and the reason they allege for his murder is … chiefly because he now 

seemed to be harsh and arbitrary and to be exercising his power more like a tyrant 

than a king. For these reasons, they say, the patricians formed a conspiracy against 

him and resolved to slay him; and having carried out the deed in the senate-house, 

they divided his body into several pieces, that it might not be seen, and then came 

out, each one hiding his part of the body under his robes, and afterwards burying 

it in secret. 

 

It is immediately striking that, when compared with the AUC, Dionysius’ narrative is 

clearly a much more negative portrayal of Romulus. In Dionysius’ narrative, the 

‘plausible’ (πιθανός) death-narrative is the one where the patricians plan to assassinate 

Romulus at a meeting of the Senate in the curia because he seemed to them ‘to be 

exercising his power more like a tyrant than a king’ (αὐθάδης εἶναι ἐδόκει καὶ τὴν ἀρχὴν 

οὐκέτι βασιλικῶς ἀλλὰ τυραννικώτερον ἐξάγειν). That Dionysius believes this narrative 

(i.e., Romulus being murdered by his senators on account of his tyrannical behaviour) to 

be the plausible account is an interesting divergence from Livy’s attitude.26 It suggests that 

the tradition was not perobscura at all – rather, a well-established death-narrative (as seen 

from Dionysius’ use of the plural – ‘οἱ δὲ… γράφοντες’ – and references in Cicero and 

Plutarch).  

 

Prima facie, this suggests that Livy attempted to downplay the importance of the 

variant,27 calling it perobscura, perhaps because discussion of an autocratic Roman leader 

being murdered by senators now had resonances that it had not before. Yet, as we have 

already asked, if it was so uncomfortable – why include the variant at all? If the variant 

 
26 N.B.: the examples of Romulus’ so-called tyranny given by Dionysius themselves are not obvious 

parallels with Caesar. 
27 Cf. Ver Eecke 2008:426. Fox 2015:290 suggests that Livy was attempting to ‘deflect attention from his 

own views on the matter’.  
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was as well-known as Fraschetti and Ver Eecke suspect (the dripping metaphor of mano 

could be evocative of a persistent rumour), then Livy could hardly have left it out – he 

could only seek to minimise it to avoid upsetting Imperator Caesar. However, if one takes 

that view, it seems a bit odd that Dionysius, when Augustus was dominant and established, 

felt able to relay a version of Romulus’ death which – should parallels be drawn with Iulius 

Caesar – implies that Augustus’ adoptive father, Caesar, was a tyrant. 28 

 

Ver Eecke suggests that the reason for this difference in approach was that 

Dionysius believed, unlike Livy, that one could reach the ‘true or probable origins of 

Rome’ thanks to written and oral sources (Ant. Rom. 1.7) and the monuments he saw whilst 

living in Rome (Ant. Rom. 1.79. 8,11).29 By way of explaining Livy’s approach, Ver Eecke 

offers the argument that Livy follows the principle set out in his Preface – which she 

presents as Livy stating that the origins of Rome are fabulous and that nothing certain can 

be known about them before the capture of Rome by the Gauls.30 Ver Eecke argues that 

Livy preferred the version ‘best illustrating the greatness of Rome (Praef. 6-7)’.31 To this, 

I add the suggestion that it may have been part of Livy’s attempt to shape his own identity 

as a historian, cultivating an even-handed approach by including diverging accounts of 

important events.32 Furthermore, there are two fundamental differences between Livy and 

Dionysius that we cannot overlook when comparing the two. First, there is the issue of 

chronology: Livy’s work was published very soon after the Battle of Actium in 31 and the 

 
28 N.B.: the Augustan poet Ovid (whose Fasti were published after Augustus’ death although probably 

written before then) unequivocally avoided any disagreeable implications by saying ‘the senators were 

falsely charged with murder’ (falsaeque patres in crimine caedis) (Fasti 2.497). Since Ovid had already 

been exiled for his writing one can imagine he was much more sensitive to any material that may upset 

Augustus. On the date of the Fasti: Robinson 2011:525-531. 
29 Ver Eecke 2008:427 n.4. 
30 Quae ante conditam condendamve urbem poeticis magis decora fabulis quam incorruptis rerum 

gestarum monumentis traduntur (Livy praef. 6). 
31 Ver Eecke 2008:426 n 3. 
32 Forsythe 1999:22-39 lists the passages where Livy gives an alternative version of an event in the First 

Pentad.  
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dedication of the Temple of Divus Iulius in 29. The increasing prominence of Caesar’s 

adopted heir, Imperator Caesar Divi filius, meant that Caesar’s assassination remained a 

sensitive issue for longer than it might otherwise have done.33 As Zanker has noted, 

‘reference to Caesar as the guarantor of Octavian’s claims to monarchy reached a climax 

in the years before his decisive defeat of his rivals … in the 30s [Octavian] repeatedly 

depicts himself as Divi Filius, along with the Divus [Iulius] himself’.34 By contrast, the 

Antiquitates Romanae were published some 20-25 years later (c.8/7),35 once Augustus’ 

Principate had been firmly established and at a time when Augustus was less directly 

dependent on Caesar for his standing and auctoritas, meaning that authors may have felt 

that they had a little more freedom.36 Indeed, at this time there was a revival of interest in 

Romulus more widely, including the fratricide (which itself brought up uncomfortable 

resonances of civil war).37 Second, there is the simple fact that Dionysius was a Greek 

writer for whom traditions of Hellenistic historiography would have been more dominant 

– although, that is not to say that he had not absorbed Roman ways of thinking during his 

two decades in Rome. Recent assessments of Dionysius’ work have persuasively argued 

for Dionysius as being seen as both ‘thoroughly Greek’ and ‘very Roman’38: Hogg has 

neatly summed this up as saying that Dionysius’ Rome is ‘to be interpreted within a Greek 

context’ but should be understood as ‘directly influenced by Roman concerns about the 

nature of Rome in the first century’.39 

 
33 Cf. Cornell 1995:59. Gaius Caesar had added Divi filius to his name following the deification of Caesar 

in 42. 
34 Zanker 2009:298.  
35 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.3.4. 
36 Cf. Zanker 2009:298-290 who explains that after Actium the title Divi filius was dropped and the 

promotion of Divus Iulius stopped. See also Hekster 2015:45-46.  
37 E.g., Augustus considering the title Romulus as part of a wider pattern of Romulism (Suetonius Aug. 

7.2; Florus 2.34.66; Dio 53.16.7-8; Lydus Mens. 4.111). See Wiseman 1995 on Remus and civil war 

resonances. Cf. Gerrish 2019:18-19, 49-50 on the relevance of Remus to Sallust. 
38 De Jonge and Hunter 2019:7, for relationship between Greek and Roman identity in the Ant. Rom. see 

rest of the volume. 
39 Hogg 2019:240. 
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Returning to Livy’s portrayal then, we see that while his ‘perobscura’ comment 

may suggest that he was being dismissive of this variant (particularly when one sees what 

Dionysius did with it), closer examination of the text reveals that his treatment of the 

variant is in fact much more nuanced than it appears at first. This nuance is characteristic 

of Livy, as the rest of this thesis will demonstrate. Livy describes how Romulus and his 

army defeated the Veientes in battle and laid waste to the surrounding fields, which forced 

the Veientes to sue for peace (1.15.1-5). Following this, Livy tells his readers that this is 

the end of his summary of the ‘principal achievements of Romulus’ reign’ (haec ferme 

Romulo regnante … gesta) both domestically and in war (1.15.6). Livy argues that none 

of what he has written is ‘incompatible with the belief in [Romulus’] divine origin and the 

divinity which was ascribed to the king after his death’ (quorum nihil absonum fidei 

divinae originis divinitatisque post mortem creditae fuit), but does remind his readers that 

– although Romulus is the reason Rome was able to enjoy an undisturbed peace for the 

following forty years – he was ‘more beloved by the people than by the Senate, and was 

above all dear to the hearts of his soldiers’ (multitudini tamen gratior fuit quam patribus, 

longe ante alios acceptissimus militum animis).40 Here, Livy is priming the reader to 

accept the alternative tradition of Romulus’ death. Livy’s comment that ‘when a few men 

had taken the initiative’ (deinde a paucis initio facto) everyone hailed Romulus as a god 

and a god’s son (1.16.3) could be interpreted as a reference to the deification of Caesar, as 

initially it had been decreed but was later accepted by the people following a portent at the 

Ludi Victoriae Caesaris of May 44.41 

 
40 Cf. Cicero Phil. 5.49 on Caesar’s side-lining of the Senate.  
41 Suetonius Iul. 88 notes that Caesar was deified not only by ‘formal decree’ (decernentium) but also by 

‘the conviction of the people’ (persuasione volgi) following the appearance of a brilliant comet in the sky 

for seven nights during the Ludi. Cf. Sailor 2006:366. For more see Weinstock 1979:370-384. On the 

interpretation of the sidus Iulium: Pandey 2018:35-82. 
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Following this, Livy hints at the dismemberment tradition when he discusses the 

‘generally accepted’ apotheosis narrative. Livy tells his audience that when the storm had 

passed and the seat was seen to be empty, it was the senators who had been standing next 

to Romulus who asserted that ‘he had been carried off on high in the storm’ (etsi satis 

credebat patribus, qui proximi steterant, sublime raptum procella) (1.16.2). This is an 

important framing device, as it introduces the idea for Livy’s readers (even before the 

variant tradition has been presented) that the soldiers’ belief in what the senators say is not 

necessarily the obvious reaction. At the very least, it introduces the idea that there was 

another possible reaction for the soldiery – and his readers – which was not to believe the 

senators (despite the vicarious autopsy which normally in a historiographical context is 

the next best thing to seeing something for oneself).42 The notion that the soldiery held the 

senators to account may have been reminiscent of Triumviral conditions: when troops 

engaged in the legalised murder of a consul and senators who were proscribed by the 

triumvirs, and stories such as the sacrifice of equestrians and senators following the 

Perusine war in 41-40 circulated.43 Finally, Livy ends by reasoning that the ‘other version’ 

(i.e., the one of Romulus being taken up on high) obtained currency because of everyone’s 

admiration for Romulus – rather than because the gory variant was simply not true.44 

 

Livy’s ambiguous handling of the two traditions – which had certainly become 

associated with the death of Caesar by the end of the first century B.C. – mirrors the 

conflicting narratives around Caesar seen in many of the sources (both contemporary and 

later): on the one hand his death had been avenged over a brutal campaign of civil wars by 

Antonius and Octavianus (the latter had also deified Caesar and promulgated himself as 

 
42 For autopsy in ancient historiography: Marincola 1997. For vicarious autopsy: Woodman and Martin 

1996:169. 
43 Seneca de Clementia 1.11; Suetonius Aug. 15; Dio 48.14.3-5. 
44 Cf. Stem 2007:464 n.75 with bibliography, and Sailor 2006:345-348.  
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divi Iuli filius), and on the other he was portrayed as a tyrant.45 That the sources reflected 

reality is illustrated by the fact that the Senate voted to ratify Caesar’s acts on 17th March 

44 (meaning that they de facto declared Caesar not a tyrant) but that the Senate also 

pardoned the assassins – which, as Wiseman argues, caused an issue for the argument of 

iure caesus as then the assassins had not performed a tyrannicide, but rather murder.46 

Thus, it is not surprising to see the two traditions sit side by side in the AUC (despite the 

apparent incompatibility).47 

 

However, it is interesting to look forward to those writing after Livy and see how 

the ‘descent into tyranny’ interpretation of the dismemberment tradition, which inexorably 

evoked Caesar, became the dominant interpretation. This is seen in the way that authors 

post-Livy, such as Dionysius and Plutarch, wrote highly negative portrayals of Romulus 

that not only depicted the founder as having descended into tyranny but also appeared to 

be alluding to Caesar at the same time. 48 This approach to Romulus is most stark in the 

other famous extant narrative of Romulus’ death – Plutarch’s Life of Romulus. Plutarch 

was writing roughly a century later than Livy and Dionysius (a safe distance from Caesar 

and his heir) and further emphasised Romulus’ descent from ‘good king’ to ‘tyrant’ in his 

 
45 E.g., Wiseman 2009:111 n.20, 193 n.103, 201 nn.144-150 for a list of Cicero’s descriptions of Caesar as 

a tyrant. On Caesar also being called a rex in invective and the association of kingship with tyranny: Baraz 

2018. 
46 Wiseman 2009:207. 
47 Other examples of conflicting narratives coexisting found in Book One: whether Romulus is the son of 

Mars or not (1.4.2), the death of Remus (1.7.2ff), and the multiple narratives surrounding Servius Tullius 

(see Chapter 1). 
48 N.B.: that Florus 1.1.17 (whose Epitome was heavily influenced by the AUC) states that ‘some believe 

[Romulus] was torn to pieces by the Senate on account of his cruel nature’ (discerptum aliqui a senatu 

putant ob asperius ingenium). This is not in itself surprising, as whilst the AUC was crucial to Livy’s 

project, Florus ‘frequently reshuffles, omits, or contradicts material found in Livy’ as Hudson 2019:54ff 

argues. However, what is interesting is that Florus is a Roman post-Livian writer who directly alludes to 

the tyrannicide version of Romulus’ death, suggesting that the tradition was found outside Greek historians 

post-Livy. Similarly, Ovid’s (Fasti 2.497) explicit rejection of the tradition presumably required his 

readers to be familiar with what it was Ovid was actually rejecting. As such, I hesitate to suggest that this 

was purely a result of the influence of Hellenistic historiography in Dionysius and Plutarch. 
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narrative in a way that was, at times, reminiscent of the accusations levelled at Caesar; 

specifically, Plutarch describes how: 

τοῦτον ἔσχατον πόλεμον ὁ Ῥωμύλος ἐπολέμησεν. εἶθ᾽ ὃ πολλοί, μᾶλλον δὲ πλὴν 

ὀλίγων πάσχουσι πάντες οἱ μεγάλαις καὶ παραλόγοις ἀρθέντες εὐτυχίαις εἰς 

δύναμιν καὶ ὄγκον, οὐδ᾽ αὐτὸς διέφυγε παθεῖν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκτεθαρρηκὼς τοῖς πράγμασι 

καὶ βαρυτέρῳ φρονήματι χρώμενος, ἐξίστατο τοῦ δημοτικοῦ, καὶ παρήλλαττεν εἰς 

μοναρχίαν ἐπαχθῆ καὶ λυποῦσαν ἀπὸ τοῦ σχήματος πρῶτον ᾧ κατεσχημάτιζεν 

ἑαυτόν. ἁλουργῆ μὲν γὰρ ἐνεδύετο χιτῶνα καὶ τήβεννον ἐφόρει περιπόρφυρον, ἐν 

θρόνῳ δ᾽ ἀνακλίτῳ καθήμενος ἐχρημάτιζεν. ἦσαν δὲ περὶ αὐτὸν ἀεὶ τῶν νέων οἱ 

καλούμενοι Κέλερες ἀπὸ τῆς περὶ τὰς ὑπουργίας ὀξύτητος. ἐβάδιζον δὲ πρόσθεν 

ἕτεροι βακτηρίαις ἀνείργοντες τὸν ὄχλον, ὑπεζωσμένοι δ᾽ ἱμάντας ὥστε συνδεῖν 

εὐθὺς οὓς προστάξειε. (Romulus 26.1-2) 

 

Afterwards, like many, nay, like almost all men who have been lifted by great and 

unexpected strokes of good fortune to power and dignity, even he was emboldened 

by his achievements to take on a haughtier bearing, to renounce his popular ways, 

and to change to the ways of a monarch, which were made hateful and vexatious 

first by the state which he assumed. For he dressed in a scarlet tunic, and wore over 

it a toga bordered with purple, and sat on a recumbent throne when he gave 

audience. And he had always about him some young men called Celeres, from their 

swiftness in doing service. Others, too, went before him with staves, keeping off 

the populace, and they were girt with thongs, with which to bind at once those 

whom he ordered to be bound. 

 

As Ampolo and Manfredini point out, Plutarch presents Romulus’ descent into tyranny 

according to the Hellenic scheme: the conspicuous display of power and wealth through 

dress and the private escort / bodyguard especially point to tyranny.49 In particular, these 

two aspects appear amongst the ‘ostentatious’ honours accorded to Caesar by the Senate: 

that Caesar should always ride wearing triumphal dress (even in Rome); that he should sit 

in the chair of state everywhere (except at the games); that he was awarded the right to 

offer the spolia opima at the Temple of Jupiter Feretrius (as Romulus himself had done 

first); that he was awarded lictors who carried laurel before him; and that he was awarded 

the title Pater Patriae.50 Following the Senate voting these honours to Caesar, Cassius Dio 

 
49 Ampolo and Manfredini 1988:334. On Greek literature associating bodyguards with tyrants: Scapini 

2015:276 
50 Dio 44.4.1-4. As Fraschetti 2005:111-112 argues, the importance of Pater Patriae cannot be 

underestimated and is inherently linked in the Roman mind to Romulus who was seen as a founder and a 

‘father’ for all Romans. 
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(44.6.1) states that, as Caesar seemed to appreciate these honours, he was awarded ‘a 

gilded chair’, the right to wear ‘a garb that the kings had once used’ and a ‘body-guard of 

knights and senators’. In addition to this, where Plutarch says that Romulus was considered 

to take on a ‘haughtier bearing’, Dio (44.3.1) records that Caesar was accused by the 

senators of behaving ‘more haughtily’ on account of the honours they had voted him. The 

description of Romulus sitting on a ‘recumbent throne when he gave audience’ could be a 

reference to the infamous episode(s) where Caesar, following the Senate meeting to vote 

him the honours, did not rise to greet the Senate when they came to meet him in the 

vestibule of the Temple of Venus. Suetonius (Iulius 78.1) records the episode, and reports 

that some say that Caesar may have attempted to get up but was stopped by Cornelius 

Balbus and others say that he frowned angrily at Gaius Trebatius when the latter suggested 

he should rise; overall (Iulius 79.1) this was considered an ‘insult’ which ‘showed his 

contempt for the Senate’. Curiously, Dio (44.8.1-3) makes no mention of Balbus or 

Trebatius, and instead records that it was suggested that Caesar had not got up as he was 

suffering from diarrhoea, but this was not credited, and most men suspected he had done 

it on account of his pride – feeding into the rumours of haughtiness. However, both sources 

agree that the behaviour had been considered a great insult and evidence of Caesar’s 

haughtiness.51 

 

Following the description of Romulus’ behaviour – or rather descent from ‘good 

king’ to ‘tyrant’ – Plutarch goes on to explain that Romulus ‘courted the favour of the 

people’. Romulus put the government in their hands and side-lined the senators, who now 

only assembled in the council-chamber ‘more from custom than for giving advice’ 

 
51 Cf. Livy Per. 116; Plutarch Caesar 60.3–4; Appian BC 2.107; Nic. Dam. 22. 
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(Romulus 27.1).52 In addition to this, he was considered to have insulted the Senate by 

deciding unilaterally to give hostages back to the Veientes without consulting them.53 

Following this, Plutarch explains that:  

ὅθεν εἰς ὑποψίαν καὶ διαβολὴν ἐνέπεσε παραλόγως ἀφανισθέντος αὐτοῦ μετ᾽ 

ὀλίγον χρόνον. ἠφανίσθη δὲ νώναις Ἰουλίαις54 ὡς νῦν ὀνομάζουσιν, ὡς δὲ τότε, 

Κυντιλίαις, οὐδὲν εἰπεῖν βέβαιον οὐδ᾽ ὁμολογούμενον πυθέσθαι περὶ τῆς τελευτῆς 

ἀπολιπών, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τὸν χρόνον, ὡς προείρηται. δρᾶται γὰρ ἔτι νῦν ὅμοια τῷ τότε 

πάθει πολλὰ κατὰ τὴν ἡμέραν ἐκείνην … Ῥωμύλου δ᾽ ἄφνω μεταλλάξαντος οὔτε 

μέρος ὤφθη σώματος οὔτε λείψανον ἐσθῆτος. ἀλλ᾽ οἱ μὲν εἴκαζον ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ τοῦ 

Ἡφαίστου τοὺς βουλευτὰς ἐπαναστάντας αὐτῷ καὶ διαφθείραντας, νείμαντας τὸ 

σῶμα καὶ μέρος ἕκαστον ἐνθέμενον εἰς τὸν κόλπον ἐξενεγκεῖν (Romulus 27.3, 5) 

 

Wherefore suspicion and calumny fell upon that body when he disappeared 

unaccountably a short time after. He disappeared on the Nones of July, as they now 

call the month, then Quintilis, leaving no certain account nor even any generally 

accepted tradition of his death, aside from the date of it, which I have just given 

…. Romulus disappeared suddenly, and no portion of his body or fragment of his 

clothing remained to be seen. But some conjectured that the senators, convened in 

the Temple of Vulcan55, fell upon him and slew him, then cut his body in pieces, 

put each a portion into the folds of his robe, and so carried him away. 

 

Plutarch (Romulus 27.7-8; cf. Camillus 33.7) then provides a version of the apotheosis of 

Romulus at the Goat’s Marsh (in the Campus Martius) but adds that after the disappearance 

of Romulus, following the cloud and the senators’ claims to the people that Romulus had 

been taken up to heaven, there were still those who believed the senators were lying and 

that they had, in fact, murdered the king. It is notable that Plutarch does not go as far as 

Dionysius in commenting that the dismemberment tradition is the more ‘plausible’ of the 

two. However, when one considers the negative narratives that surrounded Caesar 

following his death, the allusions to Caesar are stark. Of course, there is room for the 

suggestion that the later narratives of Romulus’ descent into tyranny may well have been 

 
52 Cf. Caesar side-lining the Senate entirely in 59 (Dio 38.4.1; Appian BC 2.10); cf. Cicero Fam. 9.15.4 

where Cicero mentions being listed as ‘witnessing’ senatorial decrees of which he was unaware. 
53 Cf. Suetonius Iul. 28.1. 
54 N.B.: even Plutarch’s date for Romulus’ death is ‘Caesarian’ – taking place in July.  
55 Ampolo and Manfredini 1998:337 take this as the Volcanal in the Forum Romanum set up by Titus 

Tatius (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.50.3; Varro Ling. 5.74) rather than the Temple of Vulcan built by Romulus 

in the Campus Martius according to Plutarch (Quaest. Rom. 47). 
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influenced by the narratives of Caesar’s descent that came about after the assassination. 

Indeed, as discussed above, when one reads Dio’s narrative of the lead-up to Caesar’s 

assassination there appears to be an intertextuality at play with earlier narratives of 

Romulus’ descent into tyranny. 

 

Whilst both Dionysius and Plutarch explore Romulus’ descent from ‘good king’ 

into ‘tyrant’, Fraschetti has argued that Livy ignores this trajectory in the tradition.56 

However, this seems to gloss over both the fact that the ‘trajectory’ of Romulus’ descent 

into tyranny seems to have become established only in the post-Livian sources (as we have 

seen) and that Livy’s narrative of Romulus is not entirely one of a ‘good king’. Livy’s 

Romulus is not particularly honourable – as the fratricide,57 the rape of the Sabines,58 the 

lack of retaliation for the death of Titus Tatius,59 and the ambush of the Fidenate army 

demonstrate.60 Rather, Livy’s Romulus is a comparatively complex character – his 

negative characteristics contrast with his ability in war, for example.61 Romulus was the 

first ‘Roman’ leader to defeat an enemy commander personally and afterwards dedicated 

the first spolia opima, as well as founding temples of Jupiter Feretrius and Jupiter Stator. 

 

The example of Romulus’ death-narrative(s) and the relationship of those 

narratives to the assassination of Caesar has been the subject of much enlightening 

historiographical analysis.62 This is for good reason – it is a fertile ground. Indeed, within 

 
56 Fraschetti 2005:86. 
57 1.7.2. 
58 1.9. 
59 1.14.3. 
60 1.14.7. 
61 Cf. Stem 2007:436ff who argues for Romulus as an exemplum for Augustus but recognises the 

complexity of Livy’s Romulus and states that just because ‘Livian exempla have moral ends… [that] does 

not mean they are morally simple’. Fox 1996:110 argues that Livy rather does not idealise Romulus. 
62 E.g., Ver Eecke’s (2008:437) convincing argument that the assassination of Caesar was played out as a 

sort of ‘Romulean psychodrama’ between those she designates as the ‘anti-Romulan’ optimates who 

opposed Caesar and Caesar’s explicit Romulism. See also Burket 1962; Fraschetti 2005; Stem 2007. 
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the AUC, and the wider ancient corpus, Romulus’ death is unique amongst those of the 

kings, in that there is a vibrant tradition that it was at the hands of the senators rather than 

the children of the previous king (impossible in Romulus’ case). In addition to this, 

Romulus is the only king with an apotheosis narrative. However, despite this key 

difference between the founder and his successors, there are other (perhaps less obvious) 

narratives in the First Pentad that would benefit from the same attention. For example, the 

parallels between Livy’s narratives of the deaths of Romulus and Servius are worthy of 

comment. As Ridley points out: ‘Servius, in fact, is second in importance among the 

Roman kings only to Romulus and the liveliness of the popular traditions about him is 

remarkable’.63 It is particularly relevant for this thesis that out of the death-narratives of 

all of the seven kings of Rome, only Romulus’ and Servius’ deaths are tied to the Senate 

– either through the direct actions of senators (as with Romulus) or the physical space of 

the curia (as with Servius).64 Additionally, both narratives have been influenced by the 

lives of two dictators of the Late Republic: Iulius Caesar and L. Cornelius Sulla, as we 

shall see.65 A difficult relationship with the Senate is something that Livy hints at in both 

 
63 Ridley 2014:83-84 (reprint of a 1975 Klio article).  
64 Outside Livy, the dismemberment narrative of Romulus has been linked with the space of the curia 

and/or wider Forum Romanum (e.g., Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.56.4; Plutarch Romulus 27.5; Appian BC 

2.114) as opposed to the apotheosis narrative which is usually linked to the Campus Martius (Livy 1.16.1-

2; Plutarch Romulus 27.6, Numa 2.1-2, Camillus 33.7; Florus 1.1.16). N.B.: Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.56.2 

locates it in a general ‘στρατόπεδον’ (camp) which implies the Campus, as soldiers were not allowed 

within the pomerium. 
65 For influence of Sulla on the Servian tradition: Ogilvie 1965:179ff; Thein 2002; Ver Eecke 2005:187-

200; Marastoni 2009; and Humm 2018. An example of the parallels between Sulla and Servius can be seen 

in how the legislation attributed to Servius recalls that of Sulla. Ogilvie (1965:185) highlights that, 

according to Appian (BC 1.59), in Rome Servius was invoked by the supporters of the Sullan constitution 

as their precedent and that Sulla used Servius as a political endorsement to legitimise his own legislative 

changes. For example, Appian states that Servius was specifically invoked by Sulla when instituting his 

changes to the way that voting took place. In 88, Sulla and Pompeius Rufus ‘proposed that no bill should 

be put to the people unless it had already been approved by the Senate, an ancient practice that had long 

since been abandoned, and that voting should take place not by tribes, but by centuries according to the 

constitution as laid down by King Tullius’ (εἰσηγοῦντό τε μηδὲν ἔτι ἀπροβούλευτον ἐς τὸν δῆμον 

ἐσφέρεσθαι, νενομισμένον μὲν οὕτω καὶ πάλαι, παραλελυμένον δ᾽ ἐκ πολλοῦ, καὶ τὰς χειροτονίας μὴ κατὰ 

φυλάς, ἀλλὰ κατὰ λόχους, ὡς Τύλλιος βασιλεὺς ἔταξε, γίνεσθαι) (Appian BC 1.59.4 – translation adapted). 

Ogilvie (1965:185, contra Ridley 2014:126) argues that the efforts in late-Republican sources to 

emphasise Sulla’s preference for the comitia centuriata are a direct result of the Sullan writers engaging in 

a deliberate ‘rehabilitation’ of Servius after 88, and that this can be seen in the AUC where the 
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his Romulus and Servius narratives.66 The relationship of two kings of Rome accused of 

behaving like tyrants by the Senate and other elites would have been particularly pertinent 

during Livy’s lifetime, recalling the reasons given by the liberators for the assassination 

of Caesar and the rise to prominence of the autocrat, Imperator Caesar Divi filius. This 

thesis seeks to explore how the complexity and ambiguities we have seen in Livy’s 

handling of the Romulus traditions play out more widely in the First Pentad, as the 

foundational moments of Roman history are constructed in a conscious dialogue with the 

recent moments of refoundation under Augustus. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
‘rehabilitation of Servius crop[s] up … cheek by jowl with the older pejorative view’. However, it is 

unclear what about Servius’ narrative required rehabilitation, as opposed to Sulla’s desire to cultivate a 

relationship with Servius – an ambiguous figure, a second founder and lawgiver, who was alternately 

portrayed as being a friend of the patricians or the plebeians. For example, Thomsen (1980:248-249) 

rightly points out how Sulla and his partisans portrayed Servius as conservative and that the populares 

presented Servius as a popularis (cf. Livy 1.43.10 and Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.19 who argue that Servius’ 

centuriate reform was beneficial for richer citizens). Thus, since these popular measures can be seen as 

having Gracchan elements, Thomsen argues that they were probably invented by the populares of the last 

century of the Republic to suggest that their own programme ‘tallied with the πάτριος πολιτεία of Rome, 

personified in King Servius’. 
66 For Romulus and the Senate: 1.15.8, 1.16.4. For Servius and the Senate: 1.41.7, 1.42.3, 1.46.1-2, 1.47.9-

48.4. Cf. Ridley 2014:97-98 on Dionysius’ similar interest. 
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CHAPTER 1: 

THE OVERTHROW OF SERVIUS TULLIUS 
 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 
Nothing in his life 

Became him like the leaving it1 

 

 

 

Servius Tullius (c.578 – 534), the sixth king of Rome, was ‘the most complex and 

enigmatic of them all’.2 The dynamic legend of his death at the hands of his daughter and 

son-in-law has meant that Servius has become a historical character whose death as 

represented in the written accounts is key to his legacy: it is in dying that Servius became 

an important and impactful literary figure.3 When one looks at the extant sources it appears 

 
1 Macbeth (1.4.7-8). 
2 Cornell 1995:120-121. For a range of Servian scholarship see: Dumézil 1943; Gjerstad 1960; Thomsen 

1980; Momigliano 1989; Cornell 1995; Poucet 1999; Vernole 2002; Forsythe 2005; Marastoni 2009; 

Ridley 2014. 
3 The extant pre-Livian sources focus heavily on Servius as a reformer, with a secondary focus on his 

origins and parentage, and present him as a second founder in terms of the number of institutions 

associated with him. However, we must remember that the extant pre-Livian fragments arguably only 

reflect the interests of the citing authorities, but that this is revealing in itself. They are: Timaeus of 

Tauromenion FGrHist 566 F61 (= Pliny HN 33.43) who attributes the first coinage at Rome to Servius; 

Fabius Pictor FRHist 1 F9 (= Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.15.1-2) on the creation of the tribes; FRHist 1 F10 (= 

Livy 1.44.2) on the census; FRHist 1 F11 (= Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.30.2-3) on the death of Arruns (on 

significance of this fragment see Ridley 2014:86); Cato FRHist 5 F17 (= Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.15.1-2) on 

creation of the tribes; Polybius is believed to have written about Servius as Cicero Rep. 2.37-40 is thought 

to have been derived from Polybius (see Hoffmann 1939:819 and Ogilvie 1965:156, contra Ridley 

2014:87-90); Calpurnius Piso FRHist 9 F16 (= Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.15.5) on the census; Lucilius Sat. 

6.252-3 on Servius’ servile birth; Cassius Hemina FRHist 6 F18 (= Macrobius 1.16.33) on institution of 

the nundinae; Accius Brutus frag. iv Klotz; Vennonius FRHist 13 F2 (= Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.15.1-2) on 

creation of the tribes; Antias FRHist 25 F20 (= Plutarch Moralia 232 C-D) on Servius’ miraculous birth 

and specifically Antias’ belief that fire appeared on Servius’ head as an adult and not a boy, as in Livy (see 

Ridley 2014:92); Varro Ling. 5.159 on the origins of the name Vicus Sceleratus, FRHist 52 F1 (= Peter 

Annalium libri III, F1) on Servius introducing silver coinage; Cicero de Oratore 1.9.37 (brief mention), 

Rep. 2.37-40 on Servius’ kingship (allegedly based on Polybius); Brutus 39 states that Solon and 

Peisistratus were contemporaries of Servius; Div. 1.121 on the fire portent; Tusc. 1.38 implies that 

Pythagoras was a generation later than Servius; Diodorus Siculus 10.1-2 (fragmentary) on the death of 

Servius. 
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that Servius’ death was considered the most malleable part of his story from the Late 

Republic onwards by historians, antiquarians, and poets (ranging from Varro to Ovid).4 

For example, all that has been preserved of Appian’s account of Servius in his Roman 

History by the epitomator is ‘the sixth one likewise lost his life by slaughter’ (καὶ ὁ ἕκτος 

ὁμοίως σφαγῇ κατέστρεψε τὸν βίον).5 This fascination with Servius’ death as found in 

written accounts is also to be found in scholarship. For example, Ogilvie treats Livy 1.46-

48 under the title of ‘the death of Servius Tullius’ and thus chooses to place the focus on 

the death of Servius rather than the accession of Tarquinius.6 Yet, if we are to focus on 

Servius’ death (rather than his origins or reforms) then we must consider how the way that 

we frame the episode can impact the way interpret it. Is it better to describe the event as 

the murder of Servius? Rather, the assassination of Servius? Perhaps the overthrow of 

Servius? Finally, is it more correct to describe it as the coup d’état of Tarquinius? In this 

chapter I have chosen ‘overthrow’ as it is somewhat removed from the more current 

political implications of coup d’état but still highlights that the murder of Servius was part 

of a plan to usurp his throne. 

 

Chapter 1 opens Part I’s exploration of the impact and influence of the civil wars 

and Triumvirate on the First Pentad of the AUC and the possible responses of Livy’s first 

set of readers. It offers an interpretation of the overthrow and assassination of Servius that 

emphasises the dialogue Livy creates with the recent past – i.e., the civil wars, Triumvirate, 

and accession of Augustus – and aims to explicate the general contemporary relevance of 

 
4 The earliest extant mention of Servius’ death is arguably Varro Ling. 5.159 which describes Tullia riding 

over Servius’ corpse. The earliest extant explicit mention of his death is Diodorus Siculus 10.1 (Const. 

Exc. 4, p.293). 
5 Appian Reg. 1.2 (= Photius Bibliotheca 57). 
6 Ogilvie 1965:184. Similarly, Ogilvie 1965:725 covers 5.41 (the invasion of Rome by the Gauls in 390) as 

the ‘massacre of the senators’ rather than as the Gallic invasion or sack. Cf. Littlewood 2006:177 who 

describes Ovid Fasti 6.587-596 as ‘Tullia’s parricide’. 
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Livy’s narrative to his first set of readers, who were mediating Livy’s material in light of 

their own experiences. 

 

I believe that the dialogue Livy creates with the recent past was a part of a 

collaborative effort on the part of the elite of the Triumviral and early Augustan principate 

to ‘work through’ the cultural trauma of the Late Republic and Triumviral periods – to 

borrow concepts from Alexander’s theory of cultural trauma as outlined earlier. In other 

words, it was part of an effort to restore and (re)create a society that had been irrevocably 

changed by a prolonged period of internecine conflict, and that to do this Romans often 

looked to the past as a way of understanding and rebuilding the present.7 

 

However, whilst this chapter is very much focused on exploring how patterns of 

civil war and Triumviral politics have been appropriated by Livy for his Servian narrative, 

it would be remiss at this point to not acknowledge that Livy was working within the 

framework of a palimpsestic regal historiography. Indeed, my analysis depends upon the 

assumption that anachronism was embedded in Roman historiography and that earlier, 

better known events and individuals (such as figures from Rome’s regal history) were 

often used to make sense of contemporary events and individuals by Roman historians. In 

particular, the regal period was a live issue for ancient consumers of historical writing, 

particularly for those trying to understand the newly emerging systems of the Principate, 

having lived through various civil wars and the Triumvirate.8 We can see from our sources 

and the fragments of the Roman historians that ancient writers had been writing and 

 
7 The topic of how Romans (and specifically those living during the Augustan age) dealt with the past has 

been much written on: Wiseman 1979; Galinsky 1996; Levene and Nelis 2002; Galinsky 2005; Gowing 

2005; Hölkeskamp 2010; Sandberg and Smith 2017; Gallia 2012; Wallace-Hadrill 2018; Loar, Murray, 

and Rebeggiani 2019; Osgood, Morrell, and Welch 2019.  
8 See Fox 1996 and Scapini 2015 on regal period in Augustan historiography. 
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rewriting regal Rome throughout the Republic and that various kings had been fashioned 

into the precursors to various political figures, demagogues, and tyrants repeatedly.9 For 

instance, before the AUC, Servius’ reforms were used in the Late Republic as precedents 

for the reforms of Sulla and his life was evidently covered by many Sullan writers.10 As a 

result, Livy’s Servian narrative redeployed a ‘Servius Tullius’ that had been repeatedly 

modified by various authors for their own ends and historiographical needs.11 I suggest 

that Livy’s approach to this wealth of material was to boil down a well-known, long, and 

varied tradition into a smaller and more succinct story and to exploit the ambiguity and 

flexibility of the figure of Servius and his story, meaning that it was possible for Livy to 

adapt the Servian narrative to enable it to remain relevant for ancient audiences by drawing 

heavily on recent discord and internecine warfare.12 An example of Livy doing this 

elsewhere in the AUC is the way that Livy’s narrative (39.8-19) of the Bacchanalian 

conspiracy of 186 is projected through the prism of the much more recent Catilinarian 

 
9 E.g.: Romulus as Caesar (see Prelude); anachronistic stories of Numa’s land distribution echoing the 

Gracchan land commission in Cicero Rep. 2.21.1 (see Zetzel 1995:182); Servius as (alternatively) showing 

influences from Gracchan historiography (see below), as a Sulla figure (see Ch.1,n.56), and as relevant to 

the historiography of Catiline (see Ogilvie 1965:186). See Brunt 1980 and Rosenblitt 2019:2 on the 

problematisation of the term fragment. 
10 The question of from which source(s) these Sullan echoes derive is currently impossible to answer. For 

example, Ogilvie (1965:186), in respect of the Sullan elements of Livy’s Servian narrative, has suggested 

Valerias Antias as the most likely source. This argument relies on the assumption that Livy was following 

a pro-Sullan source and that an often-cited Sullan source in the AUC is Antias, meaning any pro-Sullan 

material must derive from Antias; however, Antias’ politics are unknown and no fragments support 

Ogilvie’s suggestion. For Sullan authors on Servius: Marastoni 2009 and Prelude, n.65.  
11 E.g., the amount of material in Fabius Pictor and Calpurnius Piso on whether Lucius and Arruns 

Tarquinius were the sons or grandsons of Tarquinius Priscus suggests that there was a lot of mileage in the 

topic. Most historians concur with Dionysius of Halicarnassus (who himself followed Piso, FRHist 9 F18 

(= Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.28.1)) that the men whom Livy calls the sons of Tarquinius Priscus cannot have 

been his sons but rather his grandsons. Livy later discusses this alternative tradition (1.46.5) but says that 

he will side with ‘most’ historians and state that L. and A. Tarquinius are the sons of Priscus, not his 

grandsons. Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 4.6.1,30.2-2) suggests that Fabius Pictor begun the error of regarding 

them as the sons of Priscus. See Cornell 1995:123 –127 for further discussion on the chronology of the 

Tarquins. See also FRHist III 25ff on Fabius fragment. 
12 On Livy’s treatment of the regal period see Fox 1996:96-141, 2015; Cornell 2015; and Scapini 2015. 
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conspiracy of 63 – a notorious event which would have been well known to Livy’s elite 

readership.13 

 

My analysis of the episode in this chapter is threefold: following a detailed 

introductory survey of Livy’s Servian narrative, the first section explores Livy’s 

(re)writing of the ascendency and overthrow of Servius and how it could be interpreted as 

a model for Imperator Caesar/Augustus. I argue that Servius can be seen as a vehicle for 

Livy to explore the anxieties surrounding the extreme political transformations that took 

place during the civil war, where the notion of joint consular rule broke down and 

individuals become autocrats in the Sullan mould.14 I also look forward to the way that 

Augustus’ emphasis on his humility mirrors the emphasis placed on Servius’ ‘humble’ 

origins and, lastly, suggest that Servius can be seen as a signifier for a more general 

ambivalence and concern surrounding immigration and social mobility during the Late 

Republic and early Principate.15 

 

In the second section, I look at how the overthrow of Servius locates the narrative 

in the recent history of political violence (or the threat of it) in the Forum, and the city as 

a whole, and how it explored and spoke to the anxieties of Livy’s contemporaries. I 

consider the parallels the narrative has with the purge of Antonius’ supporters from the 

 
13 Cf. Briscoe 2007:250-251 who points out that Livy uses the noun coniuratio to describe the cult seven 

times and the verb coniurare five times in the narrative and that this language was bound to recall Sallust’s 

famous narrative of the Catilinarian conspiracy: ‘de coniuratione Catilinae quam paucis absoluam’ (Cat. 

4.1). Sallust uses coniuratio and coniurare a total of 30 times in his work. Cf. Nousek 2010:158. In 

addition, Briscoe points out that Livy states 12 times that the Bacchants meet at night (as the Catilinarians 

did); cf. Nousek 2010 on echoes of Cicero’s Catilinarians in Livy’s narrative. For Livy and the 

Bacchanalian conspiracy see Pagán 2004:50-67. For bibliography on the Bacchanalian conspiracy see 

Briscoe 2007:230-231. 
14 On how Sulla’s contemporaries experienced his power as autocratic: Rosenblitt 2019. 
15 See Shaw 2014 for anxieties caused by the social mobility of slaves and freedmen in this period, esp. 

pp.205-210. 
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Senate in 32 and what it means if Livy was alluding to Augustus in his portrayal of 

Tarquinius.  

 

The final section examines Livy’s portrayal of Tullia and its evocation of the genre 

of tragedy and how it creates a dialogue with the trauma of the recent civil war(s) and 

proscriptions, and the damage done to the Roman family, and in particular the role of the 

paterfamilias, during this period. I posit that Tullia became ‘good to think with’ during the 

Late Republic and early Principate as she spoke to the anxieties surrounding family, filial 

pietas, the role of the paterfamilias, and parricide.16 The conclusion argues that Livy’s 

Servian narrative enabled him to explore the anxieties and realities of his contemporaries 

by using Rome’s quasi-legendary regal period to interrogate the recent conflict and 

bloodshed. 

 

 

Setting the Scene: Livy 1.39-1.48 

 

Before analysing Livy’s account of Servius’ death (1.48) in its socio-political 

context it is necessary to understand it within its narrative context (1.39-1.47). Servius had 

ascended the throne through unconventional means; Servius was a child in the household 

of the fifth king of Rome, L. Tarquinius Priscus (1.39.1-2). Livy tells readers that whilst 

Servius was sleeping, his head burst into flame and the queen, Tanaquil, stopped a servant 

from putting the fire out and prevented him being awakened (1.39.2).17 Tanaquil believed 

that this was a portent meaning Servius was destined for great things. After Tanaquil told 

 
16 To borrow Claude Lévi-Strauss’ phrase from his 1962 work, Le totémisme aujourd'hui.  
17 Cf. Virgil using the suggestive portent of fire three times in the Aeneid: for Ascanius (2.682), Aeneas 

himself (10.270-272), and Augustus (8.60-681).  



  

 53 

Tarquinius about the portent, Servius was raised as a son of the royal household (1.39.3). 

Tarquinius and Servius maintained a positive relationship, and Tarquinius married his 

daughter to Servius (1.39.5). It is at this point that Livy takes issue with the tradition that 

Servius was born a slave and explicitly states that Servius was the son of a chief in 

Corniculum (also called Servius Tullius) whose pregnant wife was rescued by Tanaquil 

following the chief’s death (1.39.5).18  

 

Tarquinius Priscus was murdered after a 38-year reign by two shepherds on the 

orders of (former king) Ancus Marcius’ sons who were angry not only that they had not 

inherited the kingship, but that Rome should be ruled by a stranger who was not even of 

Italian descent (1.40.2-7). Livy adds that their indignation was partly fuelled by the idea 

that not only would the kingship not revert to their family, but that it would pass to a slave, 

himself son of a slave (1.40.3). Here is evidence of the difficulty Livy had with reconciling 

the various traditions of Servius’ birth – for if Servius was not a slave (as Livy himself 

says) then Ancus’ sons were mistaken in their belief. Alternatively, it is possible that 

Ancus’ sons were wrong in their assumption that Servius was of servile origins – and it is 

perhaps a more powerful story if they are wrong. However, it is difficult to understand 

why Ancus’ sons would assume that they would have inherited the throne as kingship in 

Rome was not hereditary and why they planned to murder Tarquinius rather than Servius.19 

Livy explains away the latter by saying that they were angrier with Tarquinius because of 

the insult done to them and that if they had killed Servius, another heir might have been 

selected instead (1.40.4). What is clear is that the tradition about Ancus’ sons must have 

 
18 For Servius’ servile origins: Lucilius Sat. 6.252-3; Cicero Rep. 2.37; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.1.3. Of 

course, Servius’ name is in itself either the originator or indicator of the tradition of the king’s servile 

origins (see Zetzel 1995:192) – as Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.1.3 points out, cf. Seneca Controversiae 1.6.4, 

3.9. 
19 Cf. Cicero Rep. 2.24. 
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been sufficiently important for Livy not to be able to ignore it. Currently we do not know 

which came first: Ancus’ sons’ assassination of Tarquinius being explained by 

assumptions of Servius’ servility, or the servility, which was then used to rationalise the 

assassination.20  

 

Regardless, it is through the machinations of Tanaquil that Servius became king. 

Tanaquil ordered the king’s body be taken into the palace, and the palace closed to visitors 

and all witnesses dismissed (1.41.1). At this point she asks Servius to take on the kingship, 

and to avenge the murder of the king (1.41.3).21 Then, Tanaquil appeared in the window 

of the palace that looked out upon the Nova Via and told the crowd that Tarquinius was 

still alive and that Servius would be the interim ruler whilst the king recovered from his 

injuries (1.41.4-5). Livy then tells readers that: 

cum trabea et lictoribus prodit ac sede regia sedens alia decernit, de aliis 

consulturum se regem esse simulat. … Servius praesidio firmo munitus, primus 

iniussu populi, voluntate partum regnavit. (1.41.6) 

 

[Servius] appeared in the trabea,22 escorted by lictors, and sitting in the king’s seat 

settled some cases, while regarding others he feigned consulting the king… Servius 

surrounded himself with a strong guard and ruled at first without the approval of 

the people, but with the consent of the Fathers.23 

 

Servius’ actions are consistent with the trope of the ‘bad tyrant’ – the lack of an 

interregnum and the use of an armed guard in particular imply that he was ruling 

 
20 Cf. Livy 1.46-47.  
21 For what is thought to have been the established (‘legal’) method of accession see Cornell 1995:142-143 

and Ridley 2014:117.  
22 The trabea was a toga with horizontal stripes in purple. There were three types of trabea (Servius ad 

Aeneid 7.612 quoting Suetonius): one sacred to the gods (made entirely in purple), one that augurs wore 

(with saffron), and one that was purple and white which was associated with the kings. It was attributed to 

Romulus (Pliny HN 9.63). For Servius wearing royal garb at this point see also Cicero Rep. 2.38, although 

Cicero does not call it a trabea but rather ‘regio ornatu’. 
23 Contra Cicero Rep. 2.38 who states that Servius ruled with the people’s consent but without a formal 

popular mandate or the approval of the Senate. Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.12.3.  
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illegitimately.24 Servius’ actions are reminiscent of his own overthrow by Tarquinius 

Superbus (1.47.8) and illustrate the conflicting traditions about the king by reminding 

readers that there was a tradition that saw Servius as a usurper of the throne.25 Livy’s 

discussion of Servius’ origins and accession will be explored further in the next section of 

this chapter, where I examine the parallels with Augustus. 

 

Following his accession, to consolidate his rule, Servius married both his daughters 

to Tarquinius Priscus’ two sons (Lucius and Arruns Tarquinius) to avoid any discontent, 

such as there had been with Ancus’ sons (1.42.1-2).26 Livy ominously comments that ‘he 

could not break the force of destiny by human wisdom; and envy for his kingship, even 

among the members of his household, created an atmosphere of treachery and hostility’ 

(nec rupit tamen fati necessitate humanis consiliis quin invidia regnia etiam inter 

domesticos infida omnia atque infesta faceret). This is an example of the way that Livy’s 

Servian narrative takes inspiration from Greek tragedy and the emphasis of the role of 

fatum in the implosion of the royal family is markedly tragic in tone.27 Livy then goes on 

to narrate Servius’ reign, including his triumphs against the Etruscans,28 his social 

reforms,29 and his relationship(s) with various goddesses (1.42.3-1.45).30 Livy tells readers 

 
24 For trope of ‘bad tyrant’ see Osborne 1996:181-183. For an overview of the Greek discourse of tyranny 

see Luraghi 2018. Luraghi 2018:17ff notes ‘the rise of the tyrant is often announced or accompanied by 

supernatural signs’ (perhaps seen in the omen of the fire on Servius’ head), and that tyrants were often 

associated with bodyguards. For Greek tyranny see Berve 1967 and Lewis 2009.  
25 Glinister 2006:20 points out that although Servius was ‘an improperly elected king’ he was ‘fondly 

remembered’ and was ‘a tyrant (by and large) without the tyranny’ (loc. cit. 27).  
26 See Ch.1,n.11.  
27 See last section of this chapter.   
28 The Fasti Triumphales (probably published shortly after 19) has three entries for Servius: Ser. Tullius 

rex de Etruscis vi k. Dec. a. CXXCII (‘King Servius Tullius triumphed over the Etruscans, 6 days before 

the Kalends of December (25th November), AUC 183 (571 B.C.)’); Ser. Tullius rex II de Etrusc(eis) viii k. 

Jun. a. CXXCVI (‘King Servius Tullius triumphed for the second time over the Etruscans, 8 days before 

the Kalends of June (25th May), AUC 187 (567)’); Ser Tullius rex III Etrusceis iiii Non. [-] ann. CXXC [-] 

(‘King Servius Tullius triumphed for the third time over the Etruscans, 4th day before the Nones of [-], 

AUC 188-190 (thus, between 566-564’)). The last entry is unfortunately incomplete. See Ridley 2014:101 

for further discussion on the Servian entries in the Fasti Triumphales.  
29 For a list of pre-Livian sources see Ch.1,n.4. Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4. 
30 Namely Fortuna, Diana, and Mater Matuta.   
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that throughout Servius’ reign, L. Tarquinius made it clear that he was unhappy that 

Servius was king (1.46.1). He reminded the plebeians that Servius reigned without their 

consent which prompted Servius to distribute land won during his wars to the plebeians 

and then hold a vote on his kingship.31 Unsurprisingly, Servius was unanimously declared 

king by the citizenry.32 Undeterred by this failure, Tarquinius turned to the Senate and 

attempted to ingratiate himself with them by convincing the senators that Servius was a 

populist ruler, who had distributed land to the plebeians against the Senate’s wishes 

(1.46.2). Meanwhile, one of Servius’ daughters, Tullia, had begun an affair with 

Tarquinius (whilst married to his brother Arruns), and, in that time, conspired with him to 

kill their respective partners, marry each other, and depose her father (1.46.3-9). 

 

Livy’s narrative is clear that it is Tullia who is, ultimately, to blame for the 

following events (1.46.7) as she relentlessly harangued Tarquinius until he agreed to 

murder her father (1.47.1-6). To this end, Tarquinius solicited support from other smaller 

noble families through promises and bribes (1.47.7). Once he had this support, he moved 

to take the Forum Romanum by force:  

Postremo ut iam agendae rei tempus visum est, stipatus agmine armatorum in 

forum inrupit. Inde omnibus perculsis pavore, in regia sede pro curia sedens patres 

in curiam per praeconem ad regem Tarquinium citari iussit. Convenere extemplo, 

alii iam ante ad hoc praeparati, alii metu ne non venisse fraudi esset, novitate ac 

miraculo attoniti et iam de Servio actum rati. (1.47.8-10)  

 

Next, when it seemed that the right time to act had now come, he closely 

surrounded himself with a column of armed men and invaded the Forum. Then, 

when all men had been overpowered by fear, settling himself on the throne before 

the Senate, he commanded, by means of a herald, that the Fathers be summoned to 

King Tarquinius at the curia. Immediately, they converged: some having already 

been prepared for this in advance, others fearing that it be a crime if they did not 

 
31 Contra Cicero Rep. 2.38 who states that after the burial of Tarquinius Priscus that the plebeians had 

hailed Servius as king, and a curiate law to confirmed this. Cf. the crowds shouting for Numitor (Livy 

1.6.2) and Numa to be hailed as king (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.60.2). 
32 N.B.: parallel with Polybius 6.4.2, and that Servius could then be seen as a monarch in Polybian terms as 

monarchy emerges naturally and is granted voluntarily.  
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come. They were astonished by this unfamiliar and amazing event, and now 

believed that Servius’ days were over.  

 

Ogilvie points out that the phrase ‘fraudi esset’ (1.47.9) would usually mean ‘render liable 

to prosecution’, but here must mean ‘“be dangerous for” (as the expression is used in police 

states)’.33 Thus, Livy foreshadows the tyranny of Tarquinius with the use of armed men, 

inrupit, and fraudi esset. The second section of this chapter will explore this part of the 

narrative, and the way that locates the overthrow of Servius within a wider recent history 

of political violence in the Forum, and the parallels that may be seen in the actions of 

Imperator Caesar / Augustus during the civil war and early Principate. 

 

Tarquinius then addressed the Senate and proceeded to abuse Servius’ birth and 

criticise the legitimacy of his reign:34 specifically, Servius’ servile origins and the way that 

he had both seized the throne without following the appropriate procedures (such as an 

interregnum and popular elections) and (perhaps even worse) had been handed the throne 

by a woman (1.47.10-12).35 Again, there are clear parallels between Servius’ ascent to 

power and his overthrow, as Tarquinius is delivered into power through the machinations 

of a woman also. It is at this point that Servius, having been told the news, comes to the 

curia and challenges Tarquinius:  

Huic orationi Seruius cum interuenisset trepido nuntio excitatus, extemplo a 

vestibulo curiae magna voce 'Quid hoc,' inquit, 'Tarquini, rei est? Qua tu audacia 

me vivo vocare ausus es patres aut in sede considere mea?' Cum ille ferociter ad 

haec — se patris sui tenere sedem; multo quam servum potiorem filium regis regni 

heredem; satis illum diu per licentiam eludentem insultasse dominis —, clamor ab 

utriusque fautoribus oritur et concursus populi fiebat in curiam, apparebatque 

regnaturum qui vicisset. Tum Tarquinius necessitate iam ipsa cogente ultima 

audere, multo et aetate et viribus validior, medium arripit Seruium elatumque e 

 
33 Ogilvie 1965:191.  
34 Cf. the invective which features in forensic oratory in the Late Republic. For Cicero and invective, see 

Booth 2007 (contra Powell 2007). For invective in the Caesarian and Triumviral Periods see Jehne 2020.  
35 Cf. the portrayal of the relationship between Cleopatra and Antonius in Augustan and later sources: 

Horace Odes 1.37; Virgil Aeneid 8.685-686; Livy Per. 132; Suetonius Aug. 17; Florus 2.21.11-12; Plutarch 

Antony 10.3, 25.1-2, 30.2, 36, 37.4, 50.4, 51, 53.5, 58.5-6, 60.1, 63.5, 76.3; Appian BC 5.8; Dio 50.24-30 

(reporting a speech given by Imperator Caesar to his troops at Actium).  
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curia in inferiorem partem per gradus deiecit; inde ad cogendum senatum in curiam 

rediit. Fit fuga regis apparitorum atque comitum; ipse prope exsanguis, cum 

semianimis regio comitatu domum se reciperet ab iis qui missi ab Tarquinio 

fugientem consecuti erant interficitur. (1.48.1-4) 

 

During this diatribe Servius, who had been stirred up by the shocking news, arrived 

and immediately shouted out in a booming voice from the vestibule of the curia: 

‘What is going on, Tarquinius? With what presumptuousness have you dared, 

while I live, to summon the Fathers or to sit in my chair?’ Tarquinius answered 

ferociously that it was his own father’s chair he occupied; that the king’s son was 

a superior heir to his kingdom than a slave was; that Tullius had long enough been 

suffered to scorn his masters and insult them. Cries arose from the supporters of 

each, and the people charged into the curia; it was clear that the one who won 

would be king. Tarquinius was now compelled by sheer necessity to go on boldly 

to the end. Being much superior to Servius in youth and strength, he grabbed 

Servius by the waist, and carrying him out of the curia, cast him down the steps. 

Tarquinius then returned to the curia to compose the Senate. The king’s attendants 

and confidantes fled. The king himself, half dead, was making his way home to 

recover without the royal attendants, when the men whom Tarquinius had sent in 

pursuit of the fugitive caught up with Servius and murdered him. 
 

 

 

The pathetic nature of Servius’ assassination is further compounded when, after being 

beaten to death in the streets, his daughter happens upon his corpse on her way back from 

the Forum and drives her carpentum over it. This moral outrage and transgression of filial 

pietas is further discussed in the final section of this chapter. 

 

 

Servum servaque natum: Servius, Augustus, and Social Mobility 

 

In this section, I will examine Livy’s (re)writing of Servius’ life and overthrow in 

detail and suggest that Servius in his life (rather than his death) can be interpreted as a 

model for Imperator Caesar/Augustus.36 I argue that Servius could be seen as a vehicle for 

 
36 N.B.: Cicero’s (Rep. 2.35) description of  Tarquinius Priscus (‘besides, he possessed great affability, and 

he showed the greatest generosity in granting help and assistance, protection, as well as monetary help, to 
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Livy to explore the anxieties surrounding political volatility – specifically, the way in 

which Servius can be seen as a socially mobile founder and the parallels this had with the 

extreme transformations that took place during the civil war, where an individual could 

become an autocrat in the Sullan mould.37 I also look forward to the way that Augustus’ 

emphasis on his humility mirrors the emphasis placed on Servius’ ‘humble’ origins and, 

lastly, explore how Servius’ story can be seen as a signifier for a more general ambivalence 

and concern surrounding social mobility and immigration during the Late Republic and 

early Principate.  

 

That Servius’ ‘humble’ origins were a key part of his identity as well as being the 

catalyst for his death at the hands of the aristocratic Tarquinius is evident from the extant 

sources.38 The traditions surrounding Servius’ origins are complicated. However, it is clear 

from the extant sources that Servius was considered an ‘outsider’ or ‘other’ and that he 

had a strong association with low birth.39 Indeed, Servius’ unusual praenomen marks him 

 
all the citizens’ (erat in eo praeterea summa comitas, summa in omnis civis opis, auxilii, defensionis, 

largiendi etiam benignitas)) is echoed by Sallust’s (Catiline 49.3) description of Caesar (‘because he was 

heavily in debt because of his exceptional generosity as a private citizen and lavish entertainments when in 

office’ (quod is privatim egregia liberalitate, publice maxumis muneribus grandem pecuniam debebat)). 

This association could point to a reading of Augustus as a Servius figure, in particular thinking of the 

indirectness of their association and problematic succession. 
37 N.B.: that whilst Sulla was the first autocrat at Rome (and his autocracy must be understood on its own 

terms as it differs from later comparable autocracies) that ‘subsequent autocracies [at Rome] interacted 

with the memory of the Sullan autocracy’ (Rosenblitt 2019:10).  
38 See Ch.1.,n3 for sources. Livy has Tarquinius say as much (1.47.10-1.48.3). Consider that Accius, in his 

play about L. Junius Brutus (who expelled Tarquinius Superbus), said that Servius ‘had established liberty 

for the citizens’ (Tullius, qui libertatem civibus stabiliverat) (Brutus frag. iv. Klotz), despite the tradition 

that he had seized power illegally, without a public vote. Accius’ works generally depicted kings and 

tyrants as wholly negative figures (cf. Russo 2017:98ff and Baldarelli 2004), and the Brutus had a 

particularly anti-tyrannical focus. We know Accius depicted Tarquinius Superbus as an ‘illegitimate 

usurper of monarchic power’ (Russo 2017:100). Thus, it makes sense that Servius was most likely required 

to be a foil to the illegitimate usurper-cum-tyrant. It is interesting to note, as does Boyle 2006:153, that 

Accius’ description of Servius was ‘metamorphosed into a eulogy’ of Cicero, the ‘modern day Tullius’ by 

Cicero himself (Sest. 123), and that Cicero’s head and hands would later be displayed in the Forum after he 

met a violent end (for L. Accius see Manuwald 2011:216-225). The earliest recorded evidence of the 

tradition of Servius seizing power illegally is Cicero Rep. 2.38. 
39 Servius’ status as an ‘outsider’ does not seem to have negatively affected his reception. In fact, it 

appears to have had the opposite effect: Iulius Bassus (Seneca Controversiae 1.6.4, cf. Seneca 

Controversiae 3.9.) was able to use Servius as an example of how those who were low-born could attain 
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out immediately as different to the other kings – leading to the suggestion that it was his 

praenomen which resulted in the tradition that he was of servile origins (rather than there 

being any truth in the matter).40 For scholars who have attempted to find the ‘truth’ about 

the sixth king, it is the tradition that Servius was an outsider (and not a member of the 

household of Tarquinius Priscus) which has been considered more ‘historical’. This 

tradition, for which the major piece of evidence significantly post-dates Livy, is that 

Servius was either a Latin usurper who served as an interlude between the two Tarquins, 

or that he was an Etruscan mercenary leader named Mastarna.41 The Emperor Claudius,42 

in his speech to the Senate in A.D. 48 in support of the admission of Gauls to the senatorial 

order, told his audience that ‘according to the Etruscans…. [Mastarna, later named Servius 

Tullius] left Etruria … and seized the Caelian Hill… and after changing his name … he 

became king, to the very great advantage of the state’.43 This version, whilst gaining 

endorsement from the Emperor Claudius, is not found in Livy or Dionysius of 

Halicarnassus.44  

 
great honour, stating that it was Servius’ humble name and birth that was his greatest distinction. See also 

Velleius Paterculus’ (2.128) excursus on Seianus including a list of ‘outsiders’ who attained great 

influence in Rome. N.B.: most of the Roman kings were ‘outsiders’– both Tarquinius Priscus and 

Tarquinius Superbus were said to be of Greek / Etruscan descent, Numa was a Sabine, and Ancus was 

half-Sabine.  
40 E.g.: Forsythe 2005:101; Ridley 2014:118. Servius’ name was often riffed upon in the sources, e.g.: the 

second-century satirist Lucilius called the ides of August (Servius’ birthday) ‘that slave’s holiday’ 

(servorum est festus dies hic) (Sat. 6.1.252-3). N.B.: Lucilius’ works are highly fragmentary (we do not 

even have one full poem) and so ‘our grasp of the full range of associations Lucilius’ satires would have 

evoked for his first readers is greatly hindered by the state of the texts’ (Breed, Wallace, and Keitel 

2018:10).  
41 For more on Mastarna: Cornell 1995:130-141. 
42 On why Claudius may be styled ‘Emperor’ but Augustus not: Wiseman 2019:14. 
43 CIL XIII, 1668: ‘si Tuscos Caeli quondam Vi/vennae sodalis fidelissimus omnisque eius casus comes 

post/quam varia fortuna exactus cum omnibus reliquis Caeliani / exercitus Etruria excessit montem 

Caelium occupavit et a duce suo / Caelio ita appellitatus mutatoque nomine nam Tusce Mastarna / ei 

nomen erat ita appellatus est ut dixi et regnum summa cum rei’. Cf. Tacitus Annals 11.24. Even though 

Tacitus omits the mention of Mastarna from his version, it is generally agreed that Tacitus was familiar 

with Claudius’ speech but significantly reworked the Claudian original. See Griffin 1982, 1990; Malloch 

2013:229 nn. 203 and 204, 339-340; and Malloch 2020 on the relationship between CIL XIII, 1668 and 

Tacitus 11.24. See also Ridley 2014:116 arguing that Servius was of Etruscan origin.  
44 Although Dionysius arguably alludes to it. Cf. Ridley 2014:102. See Ridley 2014:105-115 for 

Dionysius’ contributions to the Mastarna debate. Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ narrative of Servius is the 

most elaborate and lengthy account we have (N.B.: Oakley 2019:127 compares the approaches of 

Dionysius and Livy and notes that where Livy takes one book to cover regal Rome, Dionysius takes four). 



  

 61 

Instead, both writers cite the most widely known and earliest extant traditions 

which all hinge on the assertion that Servius was born to a captive woman in Tarquinius’ 

Priscus household (named as Ocrisia in some sources, but not in Livy).45 Depending on 

the tradition, his father is alternatively human or divine. The human candidates are either 

a high-born Latin aristocrat (as in Livy when he is the princeps of Corniculum), or a low-

born Roman (as in Cicero).46 The divine candidates are a Lar of the household or the god 

Vulcan.47 Plutarch (Fort. Rom. 10) gives the most detail for the divine tradition: he states 

that some assert that Ocrisia was a virgin slave in the royal household and that, after she 

gave offerings to the fire one day, a phallus rose from the hearth. Ocrisia was afraid and 

reported the event to Tanaquil who understood the portent and had Ocrisia dressed as a 

bride and left in the room with the divine phallus, resulting in her pregnancy.48  

 

Rather than engaging with any of these variants in his narrative, Livy only 

mentions the tradition that Servius was born a slave, found in Cicero, to explicitly reject it 

(1.39.5).49 This is an interesting detail since Livy is not usually shy about variant traditions 

(as we have already seen) and did not hide the Etruscan origins of the Tarquins or the 

Sabine origins of Numa.50 Livy then produces an elaborate narrative to support his view. 

Livy, in a complex passage, tells readers that Servius could not have been a slave (credere 

prohibit… eorum magis sententiae sum); as Forsythe points out, this passage contains 

 
45 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.1.2; Pliny HN 36.204; Plutarch Fort. Rom. 10. It is interesting that Servius’ 

apparently servile origins attracted so much attention, as most kings of Rome were of plebeian origin, cf. 

Cornell 1995:142.  
46 For aristocrat: Livy 1.39.5; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.1.2-3; Plutarch Fort. Rom. 10. Cf. Festus 182L. For 

low-born Roman: Cicero Rep. 2.37; Plutarch Fort. Rom. 10.  
47 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.2.3; Ovid Fasti 6.630-6. 
48 Ridley 2014:116-117. Ridley has argued that in this version of the tradition Ocrisia is a Vestal, rather 

than a servant or slave in the royal household. 
49 Cicero (Rep. 2.37) is our earliest extant source and states that that ‘they say he was born of a female 

slave in Tarquin’s household and that his father was one of the king’s clients… [and that] he was brought 

up as a slave’ (quem ferunt ex serva Tarquiniense natum, cum esset ex quodam regis cliente conceptus. 

Qui cum famulorum in numero educatus ad epulas regis adsisteret).   
50 Contra Cicero (Rep. 2.35, 37) who states that Tarquinius Priscus was Greek rather than Etruscan. 
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multiple qualifying words and a personal remark of Livy’s.51 Livy insists that because 

Tarquinius Priscus was willing to marry his daughter to Servius that we cannot believe 

that he was of servile origins. Livy offers an alternative version: that Servius was the son 

of a chief and his wife, and when the chief died, his pregnant wife was taken to be a slave 

in Tarquinius Priscus’ household, but when Tanaquil recognised that she was a noble 

woman she was freed from slavery. Livy’s later narrative consolidates his version of events 

and subtly explains why others may have been mistaken and how the tradition that Servius 

was born of a slave may have begun. Ridley is dissatisfied with Livy’s account, arguing 

that even though Livy rejects the tradition of Servius’ birth ‘the rest of his account depends 

on the king’s birth as a slave’ (i.e., the events leading up to his death).52 However, this 

inconsistency could be easily reconciled by arguing that it was a lie designed by Tarquinius 

and his supporters to discredit Servius and imply he was unfit for the throne.  

 

Thus, it is clear from the narrative that Livy is uncomfortable with Servius’ servile 

origins and thought it did not fit with the narrative of a great king of Rome. Whilst Livy’s 

usage of ‘eorum…sententiae’ implies that this anxiety was expressed by at least some of 

his predecessors, the question then becomes what was Livy’s interest in elevating Servius’ 

lineage from slave to municipal noble? One possible answer is that Livy considered it 

better for Servius to be an Italian rather than a slave – raising the possibility that this 

tradition may date back to Gracchan era sources and the debates around who should own 

land in Italy.53 Another answer is that Livy’s elevation and portrayal of Servius raises the 

stakes for his own version of the Servian narrative, and that this may have had more 

 
51 Forsythe 1999:14. 
52 Ridley 2014:95. 
53 Cf. Plutarch Ti. Gracch. 8.7 who states that Tiberius Gracchus became concerned as he passed through 

the countryside and noticed the native Italians had been replaced by ‘barbarian slaves’.  
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resonances for Livy’s first set of readers in light of the ascension of Imperator Caesar / 

Augustus.  

 

 As has already been noted, throughout the Late Republic Servius’ legacy was 

mainly his role as a founder figure on account of his political and social (re)organisation 

of the city of Rome.54 Servius was famous for introducing the first coinage at Rome and 

instituting the nundinae, as well as creating the tribes, the census, and the comitia 

centuriata. His topographical contributions to the city of Rome – which included the so-

called Servian wall, numerous temples to Fortuna, the first extension of the pomerium 

since Romulus, and his splitting of the city into four regions – were significant. To Livy, 

and his first set of readers, then, Servius would have been widely known as a second 

founder.55  

 

Servius’ significance as a founder figure in popular consciousness during the Late 

Republic, when combined with the fact that multiple narratives about him sat comfortably 

cheek by jowl and his ‘outsider’ status, meant that he was an incredibly malleable figure. 

This fact had been recognised by another autocrat some 60 years before Augustus. Sulla 

 
54 See Ch.1, n.3.  
55 For Servian Wall see: Livy 1.44.4; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.13.1 (the wall has since been proven to post-

date Servius, cf. Richmond and Cornell 2016 and Ziółkowski 2016). For Temple of Diana on the Aventine 

see: (Livy 1.45.2-6; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.26.4) – rebuilt by L. Cornificus during the reign of Augustus 

(Suetonius Aug. 29). For temples of Fortuna Brevis, Fortuna Obsequens, Fortuna Primigenia, Fortuna 

Privata, Fortuna Respiciens, Fortuna Virgo, Fortuna Virilis, Fortuna Viscata see: Plutarch Mor. Quaest. 

Rom. 74 and De fort. Rom. 10 (for Fortuna Respiciens see also Dio 42.26.4 and for Fortuna Virilis see also 

Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.27.7). See also the reference to a Fortuna Tulliana (CIL VI.8706). For temple to 

Mater Matuta in the Forum Boarium ascribed to Servius see: Livy 5.19.6 and Ovid Fasti 6.477-480 (cf. the 

Temple of Fortuna in the Forum Boarium, Livy 33.27 and Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.27.7). This temple post-

dates Servius but is traditionally ascribed to him based on his relationship with Fortuna. Originally there 

was one temple which was demolished around the beginning of the fifth century and replaced with twin 

temples to Fortuna and Mater Matuta (see Brocato, Ceci, and Terrenato 2016). For Mater Matuta see: 

Castagnoli 1979; Coarelli 1988; Smith 2000; and Littlewood 2002. Miano 2018:77-98 discusses some of 

these temples in detail. For pomerium see: LTUR IV 96-105. For four regions (Suburana, Esquilina, 

Collina, Palatina – for names see Varro Ling. 5.45), see Livy 1.43.13; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.14.1. 
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had promoted links to Servius in terms of law-giving and topographical reorganisation.56 

In addition, Sulla was able to use Servius to support his oligarchic voting reforms despite 

Servius being a key figure in the plebeian cult of Fortuna (having been a prolific builder 

of temples to the goddess and potentially having had a relationship with her) – a key 

example of Servius’ malleability.57  

 

 
56 Sulla’s desire to present himself as a (quasi) foundational figure certainly meant that Servius, as a 

foundational figure himself (and a pliable exemplum), would have been an appropriate figure with whom 

Sulla could align himself (cf. Lepidus’ speech in Sallust’s Historiae (1.55.5) ‘this sinister Romulus’ 

(scaevos iste Romulus) – see Reggiani 1994). A crucial way that Sulla presented himself as Servius’ heir 

was by being the first to extend the pomerium since Servius had (Livy 1.44.5; on Sulla extending the 

pomerium see Seneca Dial. 10.13.8; Aulus Gellius NA 13.14.4; Tacitus Annals 12.23; Dio 43.50.1). Festus 

(59L) makes the link between the two explicit: the pomerium ‘had been extended by the King Servius, and 

likewise by the dictator Sulla, it seemed King Servius was being imitated’ (protulit id Ser. Tullius rex: item 

L. Cornelius Sulla Dictator imitatus, ut videtur). This extension, accompanied by the increase in the citizen 

body and the pacification of Italy following civil war, served to create an image of Sulla the founder (cf. 

Santangelo 2006:214-223; see also David 2018 and Humm 2018 who argue that the portrayal of Sulla as 

founder also recalled Romulus). Finally, the odd detail that Servius had intended to abdicate (Livy 1.48.9) 

appears to be a newer addition to the tradition and is thought by Ogilvie (1965:185, cf. Ridley 2014:126) to 

reflect the ‘self-righteousness with which Sulla’s retirement was invested’. It is a shame that we have only 

fragments of Sulla’s Memoirs as it would have been interesting to see if Sulla discussed Servius or used 

him as a model at all. For Sulla’s Memoirs: FRMem 23 and Flower 2015a, 2015b. For doxography on 

Sulla’s abdication: Eckert and Thein 2019:2, n.5.  
57 For relationship between Servius and Fortuna: Dumézil 1943 and Miano 2012, 2018. Miano 2012 looks 

at the similarities in the narratives describing the relationships between Timoleon and Tyche/Automatia on 

the one hand and Servius and Fortuna on the other. Miano posits that the mutual source for these similar 

relationships may be Timaeus of Tauromenium (c.350-260, a Sicilian Greek historian) who used the 

biographical topos of the condottiero favoured by Fortuna for both Timoleon and Servius. For temples see: 

Ch.1,n.18. The relationship Servius had with the goddess Fortuna (often associated with those who 

achieved great fame and status) is a key parallel between Servius and Sulla, as Sulla could be considered a 

favourite of the goddess too. On Sulla and Fortuna: Cicero Mur. 38; Velleius Paterculus 2.27.6; Plutarch 

Sulla 34.1-2, Fort. Rom. 4. Cf. Plutarch Fort. Rom. 10 (on Servius). For origins of the cult of Fortuna at 

Rome: Castagnoli 1979:152-4; Champeaux 1982:199-207, 243-443; Richard 1987:209-210; Coarelli 

1988:301-328; Cornell 1995:130-150, 156-172; Vernole 2002; and Miano 2018:124,133-137. Sulla 

accentuated his favoured status and relationship with the gods following his victory in civil war by 

assuming the agnomen Felix (lucky one) or ἐπαφρόδιτος (favourite of Aphrodite). Felix and ἐπαφρόδιτος 

were awarded on account of Sulla’s military successes. Aphrodite and Venus were associated with military 

successes (e.g., Sulla’s dream where Venus appeared to him dressed in armour recorded in Appian BC 

1.97; cf. the Temple of Venus Genetrix in the Forum Iulium). Pliny (HN 7.137) tells us that Sulla was the 

only man to have adopted the agnomen Felix. Appian (BC 1.97) says that ἐπαφρόδιτος (by which he must 

mean Felix) was conferred upon Sulla by a senatus consultum. Cf. Plutarch Sulla 34.2. As Miano 

2018:133-137 (building on Champeaux 1982) reminds us, there is some debate as to whether the name 

Felix was a representation more of felicitas (the concept itself was a goddess in Republican Rome, see 

Miano 2018:133, n.35 for list of sources) or of a relationship to Fortuna.  Champeux argued that it has 

been down to a misunderstanding of Plutarch’s translation of Felix as τύχη which has constructed a 

relationship between Sulla and Fortuna/Tyche. Miano (plausibly) concludes that Sulla had some interest in 

Fortuna (citing Sulla’s restoration of the pavement at the Temple of Fortuna at Praeneste as an example, cf. 

Pliny HN 36.189) but may have avoided too close an association with Fortuna precisely because of the 

plebeian associations of her cult. On Sulla’s felicitas: Balsdon 1951; Keaveney 1983; Thein 2009; and 

Eckert 2016. For Aphrodite’s military role: Kousser 2008:19ff. For Venus’ military role: Schilling 1954 

and Orlin 2010:71-82 (discussing Venus Erycina). 
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Like Sulla before him, Imperator Caesar / Augustus could also be represented as 

another founder, following on from Romulus, Servius, and Camillus. Whilst Augustus is 

most famous for his extensive contributions to the topography of the city following the 

consolidation of his power in 27 (i.e., after the publication of the First Pentad) – such as 

his reorganisation of Rome into 14 regions in 7 (the names of which survived to structure 

the late antique Regionary Catalogue)58 – we must not forget that Imperator Caesar was 

already contributing to the topography of the city during the Triumviral period when Livy 

was writing the First Pentad.59 Thus, we can see how the idea of Imperator Caesar / 

Augustus as a re-founder would have been in dialogue with Servius’ legacy – both on its 

own terms and because Sulla, another autocrat, had done something similar a few 

generations ago. In the light of this, we can see why Livy’s readers may have interpreted 

his Servius through the lens of their current experience and how Livy’s elevation of 

Servius served to amplify any resemblances between the two men.  

 

Augustus, born C. Octavius Thurinus, was from a recent senatorial family from 

Velletri (a town some 25 miles from Rome). His father, Gaius Octavius, was a senator and 

his mother, Atia, was the niece of Iulius Caesar.60 He was raised by Julia, Caesar’s sister, 

for some time after the death of his father. Whilst he gained some notoriety for delivering 

the funeral oration at Julia’s funeral at the age of 12,61 it was his posthumous adoption by 

Iulius Caesar in 44 that began his journey from municipal elite to Augustus.62 As Livy was 

 
58 On the regions: Suetonius Aug. 30.1; Dio 55.8.7. That Augustus is more famous for his later works is 

most likely the result of Augustus’ own emphasis on his topographical contributions in the Res Gestae, 

published after his death (RG 19-21, cf. Suetonius Aug. 28.2-30). For Augustan building programme see 

Favro 1996.  
59 For building programmes of the Triumviral period, including a list of projects, see Maschek 2020.  
60 Suetonius Aug. 3-4.  
61 Suetonius Aug. 8.1; Quintilian Institutio Oratioria 12.6.1. Contra Nic. Dam. 4 who gives his age as nine.  
62 Cicero reproached C. Caesar’s modest origins in his attempts to belittle him and prevent him from 

annexing Iulius Caesar’s name, e.g.: Cicero Att. 14.12 where he says that although C. Octavius Thurinus 

has assumed the name C. Iulius Caesar Octavianus (after having been adopted in 44) and whilst others call 
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writing the First Pentad, this rapid and extreme transformation of one individual’s life 

story was in full swing, and the Battle of Actium in 31 effectively removed any opposition 

to Imperator Caesar’s sole rule, making the life story of Servius a good one ‘to think with’ 

for contemporary historians – particularly in terms of legitimacy. Servius’ journey from 

relative obscurity to king would have allowed for dialogue between the regal past and a 

post-Actium present, and it is notable that Livy chooses to elevate Servius’ lineage from 

that of the slave king to the son of a Latin noble – giving Servius the same lineage as 

Imperator Caesar.63  

 

In this way, then, Livy’s Servian narrative – that of humble birth (and being 

brought into an elite family by quasi-adoption) to autocratic ruler – finds parallels in 

Imperator Caesar’s own story. The idea of a good and just autocratic ruler whose origins 

as the son of a Latin noble and problematic assumption of power does not have an adverse 

effect on their reputation calls to mind Augustus, particularly considering the time when 

the First Pentad was written and published (c.27). Indeed, if Livy felt that Servius was 

‘good to think with’ when it came to political supremacy in Rome and legitimacy, then his 

elevation to the son of a Latin noble makes sense. Livy’s judgement of Servius as a ‘good’ 

king (1.48.8) then creates scope within his political framework for a man to seize power 

illegally, or through unconventional means, and still become a founder and lawgiver for 

the city. As such, for Livy to be re-writing the Servian narrative around 27, particularly in 

 
him C. Caesar, Cicero will not as Octavian’s stepfather (L. Marcius Philippus) does not. In the same letter 

Cicero refers to C. Caesar as ‘the boy’ (puer). Cf. the language attributed to Cicero in Cicero Fam. 11.20 

(adolescentem). Similarly, Cicero Phil. 13.11.24 reports a comment of Antonius’ that Octavian owed 

everything to Iulius Caesar’s name.  
63 Cf. Virgil’s usage of the fire omen in the Aeneid (see Ch.1,n.17) which could be another piece of 

evidence to suggest that Servius was being ‘rebranded’ positively over the 20s. The Aeneid is thought to 

have been written between 29 and 19, so it is not impossible for Virgil to have read or heard some of the 

AUC (particularly if one supports an earlier publication date for the AUC). Indeed, Woodman 2012:147-

161 posits that Virgil wrote Aeneid 8.626-662 with Livy’s First Pentad in mind. For parallels between Livy 

and Virgil: Woodman 2012:151 n.17.  
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a way which distanced Servius from his alleged slave origins and ennobled him, sends a 

positive message about the new socio-political order in Rome.  

 

It is interesting to look forward, briefly, to the way that Augustus would later strive 

to project an almost ostentatious ‘down-to-earth’ and simple lifestyle.64 This projected 

humility may have served to align Augustus with Servius further, whose very name was a 

reminder of his humble origins. As Wardle succinctly states, Augustus’ modesty ‘was 

paraded as ostentatiously as others’ luxury’.65 Suetonius (Aug. 72.1) described Augustus 

as ‘extremely temperate’ (continentissimum) and, his Palatine dwelling, the former house 

of the famous orator Hortensius, as ‘modest’ (sed nihilo minus aedibus modicis 

Hortensianis).66 In addition, prior to living in the house of Hortensius, Imperator Caesar 

was living in another modest house near the Forum Romanum that had belonged to the 

orator Calvus. Suetonius (Aug. 72.3) goes on to recount a time when Augustus is said to 

have demolished a lavish house that his daughter Julia built, because he disliked large and 

sumptuous country houses.67 Similarly, Suetonius (Aug. 73) describes the simplicity of 

Augustus’ furniture, including his ‘low and sparsely furnished bed’ (toro quidem cubuisse 

aiunt nisi humili et modice instrato), and his plain clothing (domesticus) – spun by the 

 
64 N.B.: the language used by contemporary Anglo-American politicians to project humble identities to the 

voting public: for example, Sadiq Khan’s 2016 election campaign for the Mayorship of London often 

focused on the fact that he was the son of immigrants and that his father had been a bus driver (e.g.: 

Sparrow 2015; Grice 2016; Randall 2016; Webber 2016). Similarly, Sajid Javid and Sayeeda Warsi have 

focused on the fact that they are the children of immigrants and that their fathers were bus-drivers. One 

commentator described Javid’s ‘story [as one] of rags to riches to political power’ (Akhtar 2018, cf. Parker 

2014). Other UK politicians who have emphasised their working-class identities include Alan Johnson, 

John Prescott, John McDonnell, and Angela Rayner. This focus on working-class origins (a signifier for 

humble and down to earth – see Smith 2015) is signified in the repeated focus on the blue-collar 

occupations of either the candidates or their parents.  
65 Wardle 2014:455. 
66 Cf. Pliny HN 36.3. Wardle 2014:453 states that ‘Aug[ustus] cultivated a deliberate contrast with the 

extravagances’ of other members of the elite. Cf. Wiseman 2019:19ff.  
67 Cf. Ovid Fasti 6.642 praising Augustus for tearing down the luxurious house of Vedius Pollio. Wardle 

2014:457 points out that the demolition of Julia’s house is more likely to have something to do with her 

disgrace in 2 B.C. and could be interpreted rather as a form of damnatio memoriae.   
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female members of his household.68 Augustus’ desire for his Palatine home to be near the 

humble ‘hut of Romulus’ was another way of projecting this image, as well as linking him 

to the founder.69 Suetonius (Aug. 76-78) continues to describe Augustus’ daily routine, 

emphasising that it was modest and temperate. The emphasis on Augustus’ simple lifestyle 

may have been bound up in the ancient cyclical ideas of history where extravagant and 

luxurious lifestyles were usually followed by a period of self-destruction and warfare, 

which, in turn, would be followed by ostentatious austerity.70 

 

Servius and Social Mobility  

This section moves beyond the Augustan resonances that Livy’s Servian narrative 

may have had and offers a reading of Livy’s Servian narrative as exploring the anxieties 

which the violent social upheaval of the recent civil wars and the establishment of a single 

autocratic ruler provoked, and how Livy engaged with it through his (re)telling of the 

Servian story. Specifically, the drama of the assassination, when viewed through the lens 

of Servius’ status as an outsider, can be understood as a symbolic expression of anxiety 

about social mobility that was characteristic of the period.  

 
68 Cf. Suetonius Aug. 64.2. N.B.: Augustus’ homespun clothing was as much an attempt to assert the 

modesty and chastity of the female members of the imperial household as it was to do with projecting 

humility. See Larsson Lovén 1998; Wood 1999:77; Milnor 2005; and Boëls-Janssen 2006 on the 

relationship between wool-working and female virtue.   
69 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 79.11 describes how the hut of Romulus was still standing to his day and that it 

was regularly maintained and restored (see McEwan 2003:81 on meaning of Romulus’ hut for ‘educated’ 

Romans and Wiseman 2019 on the ‘Romulus paradigm’). Cf. Vitruvius 2.1.5 who cites the hut of 

Romulus’ thatched roof as a good example of ancient habits; Virgil Aeneid. 8.654; Plutarch Romulus 20.4; 

Dio 53.16.5. Propertius (4.1.9) associated it with Remus. The hut may have been one of the eighth-century 

structures found between the Temple of Magna Mater and Augustus’ house. See LTUR I 241-242. Balland 

1984:58 argues that the casa Romuli cannot be located. For a recent discussion of the casa Romuli see 

Siwicki 2019 (see n.47 for a bibliography of scholars who view the hut as integral to Augustan ideology). 
70 Cf. Polybius 6.57 and Sallust’s (Cat. 7-12, BJ 41.2) view of moral decline as coming from the wealth 

that flowed into the city and resultant greed following Rome’s destruction of Carthage in 146 (an external 

influence that had kept Rome in check). See also Polybius 31.25 (quoting Cato); Cicero Off. 1.106, Rep. 

2.8; and Pliny HN 17.38 (quoting Piso = FRHist 9 F40). Tacitus Annals 3.55 deploys this idea too. For 

trope of moral decay in Roman historiography: Lintott 1972; Miles 1987; and Malik 2019. For cycle of 

Roman history in Livy’s First Pentad: Miles 1986.  



  

 69 

The particular acts of violence enacted on the body of Servius as he is overthrown 

(i.e. being thrown down the steps and having his body run over by his daughter) could be 

seen as evidence of the ‘ambivalence we see in the work of Livy and Dionysius of 

Halicarnassus concerning immigration, mobility and cultural fusion’, as pointed out by 

Dench.71 Dench believes that this ambivalence and concern surrounding immigration and 

social mobility (two significant elements of the Servius story, and key reasons given by 

Tarquinius for his deposition) is a product of the contemporary socio-political milieu of 

the authors, stating that: 

[t]he end of the Republic, and particularly the civil wars, had fostered anxieties 

about status, about cultural and political models, about what happened when 

‘normal’ models of patronage were massively inflated in the drift towards 

monarchy. Amidst these comparatively familiar themes, we should not forget the 

momentous changes involved in the changed and changing reality of Italy.72 

 

 

Whilst Livy judged Servius a ‘good’ king, he is nevertheless subject to devastating 

physical violence at the hands of Tarquinius and social (and physical) violence under the 

wheels of Tullia’s carpentum. In this way, Livy allows for Servius to be a good king, but 

also for his tyrannical tendencies (as seen in his illegal usurpation) and upward social 

mobility to not go unchallenged and unpunished in some regard.73 

 

Tarquinius throwing Servius down the steps is a symbolic way of returning Servius 

to the lowly origins from which he is alleged to have come (although not by Livy himself). 

As Reiss argues, ‘[w]hoever dominates another person or exerts violence against him … 

 
71 Dench 2005:25 (cf. Keegan 2021:163 who suggests that Livy’s elevation of Servius’ birth is designed to 

confer legitimacy whilst ameliorating contemporary anxieties surrounding vertical social mobility). Cf. 

Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.22.4 on Servius’ regularisation of the positions of freedmen. 
72 Dench 2005:25. 
73 A different treatment of Servius (one more focused on his illegal seizure of power and the negative 

aspects of kingship) could have engaged with the topos of a dubious character being redeemed in death by 

an uplifting ending (e.g., Mezentius – see Cato Origines 1 FRHist 5 F6 (=Servius Aeneid 1.267-268), F7 

(=Servius Aeneid 4.620 and 9.745-746), F8 (=Servius Aeneid 6.760), F9 (=Macrobius 3.5.10); Virgil 

Aeneid 7-10; Ovid Fasti 4.877-900) and have redeemed a ‘bad’ Servius by a ‘good death’. It is possible 

that this could have even been the origin for his death story.  
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is often physically and maybe also socially and economically superior and, thus, constructs 

the victim as weaker and inferior’.74 Therefore, for Tarquinius to throw Servius down the 

steps and enact physical violence upon Servius’ body displays the dual symbolism of 

placing Servius physically beneath Tarquinius and also rearticulating the relationship 

between the two men by signifying that Servius is the inferior. In other words, Tarquinius, 

as the ‘doer’, asserts his symbolic power as the individual demonstrably and literally 

holding agency. 

 

Servius’ story was one that demonstrated enormous social mobility, and during the 

end of the Republic (from the civil wars of Sulla and Marius through to the Triumvirate) 

and the Augustan era it could have spoken to the anxieties of a society reacting to and 

recovering from multiple conflicts: the Social War, the resultant integration of the Italians 

into Roman society, and the civil wars.75 The second proscriptions particularly would have 

disrupted socio-cultural norms and were a time when slaves could gain status and wealth 

from informing on masters and when senators’ and equestrians’ lives were dependent on 

the good will of their slaves, clients, wives, and children.76 Imperator Caesar himself had 

been at the centre of the proscriptions and the most recent civil war, and it was from this 

legacy that he had become the sole ruler of Rome. This must have caused an uncomfortable 

friction, since the man who ended the internecine warfare had done so through 

problematic, socially disruptive, and violent means.  

 

 
74 Reiss 2016:3.  
75 On the social war: Gabba 1954, 1992; Brunt 1965; Mouritsen 1998; Keaveney 2005; Bispham 2007, 

2016, 2018; Dart 2014; and Bradley 2019. For a thorough literature review and discussion of the ancient 

sources: Dart 2014 chapters 1 and 2 respectively. For exploration of ethnographies and Roman citizenship 

following the social war, the ‘idea’ of Italy, and how this was re-written after the Social War: Dench 2005. 
76 See Intro,n.21.   
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A new future (in the form of the new political, legal, geographical, and social 

realities brought about by the establishment of the Principate under Augustus) necessitated 

a new past.77 This new past allowed the contemporary elite to process and explore both 

their new present and their new future.78 Livy’s AUC was part of this project, and his First 

Pentad artfully retold famous mytho-historic Roman narratives in such a way as to 

accommodate not only this new future, but also the anxieties that this change may have 

brought about.  

 

The following two sections of this chapter will discuss the role of violence and the 

threat of it in Livy’s narrative and how Livy uses it to explore and speak to the anxieties 

of the contemporary elite. The next section interrogates the role of violence and the threat 

of violence in the Forum in Livy’s Servian narrative in the context of the political violence 

of the Late Republic. The last section of this chapter explores the way which Livy presents 

the physical violence done to Servius by Tullia, and how Livy’s presentation evokes the 

conditions of civil war and the proscriptions and raises the question of morality in 

internecine conflict.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
77 Cf. Zanker 1988 on the ‘new mythology’.  
78 This feeling of ‘uncertainty’ created by the changing political system is arguably replicated in Livy, as 

argued by Domainko 2018. Domainko (2018:174) suggests that Livy ‘explicitly crafts his work as a 

guiding system to secure the future in a time of upheaval’. Cf. Rosenblitt 2019 on Sullan instability in 

Sallust.  
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Stipatus agmine armatorum in forum inrupit: Violence and its 

Absence in the Forum Romanum 

 

This section focuses on the utilisation of threat by Tarquinius in the Forum 

Romanum, and on where Livy’s narrative of the overthrow of Servius sits in the wider 

contemporary tradition of political violence and the threat of it from the Late Republic to 

the early Principate. I suggest that Livy, when recounting the overthrow of Servius, 

represents Tarquinius’ power grab in a manner that reflects the contemporary experience 

– which was that in recent memory, power struggles between elites were being worked out 

through violence in public spaces (with the Forum and the curia being hotspots). In 

addition to the general contemporary relevance that narratives of violence in the Forum 

must have held for Livy and his first set of readers, I argue that Livy’s deft handling of the 

concept of violence and the threat of it in his narrative may have also recalled two very 

recent events where Imperator Caesar utilised the threat of violence in the curia (the 

‘purge’ of Antonius’ supporters in 32 and the revision of the senatorial roll in 28) and 

explore what it means if Livy was alluding to Augustus in his portrayal of Tarquinius. 

 

In the passage quoted above (1.47.8), Livy explicitly states that Tarquinius invaded 

(inrupit) the Forum with a column of armed men (agmine armatorum). For Livy’s 

audience, the imagery of Tarquinius gathering a band of armed men and entering the 

Forum would have recalled various incidents in the (relatively) recent past as in the past 

century there had been many significant outbreaks of violence in and around the Forum.79 

 
79 Cf. Millar 1998:125 who argues that in the 50s ‘physical domination of the Forum became a crucial 

weapon in politics’ and that political violence was ‘focused on the Forum’. N.B.: the murders of the two 
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In 100, L. Appuleius Saturninus and C. Servilius Glaucia and their supporters were 

murdered in the Forum. In 88, the praetor Aulus Sempronius Asellio was murdered there 

by creditors for ruling in favour of the debtors.80 The following year, in 87, the opposing 

supporters of the consuls L. Cornelius Cinna and Cn. Octavius wore concealed daggers to 

the Forum during a vote over the tribal distribution of the new citizens81 and, when 

violence broke out between the factions, Cn. Octavius descended on the Forum with an 

armed band of supporters who attacked and killed many of the new citizens. In 81, 

Lucretius Afella was murdered in the Forum (allegedly on the orders of Sulla – who 

watched from the Temple of Castor in the Forum – because Afella dared to stand for the 

consulship). In the 50s, there were the infamous events that surrounded the behaviour and 

death of P. Clodius Pulcher (including Clodius’ use of the Temple of Castor to store 

weapons, the violent suppression of a bill to recall Cicero from exile in 57, and his inciting 

of a crowd to riot during the trial of P. Vatinius) and the subsequent burning of the Curia 

Hostilia (and Milo’s trial). And, in 44, there had been the aftermath of Antonius’ funeral 

oration for Caesar. 

 

Throughout the Late Republic, the Forum Romanum was a regular locus for 

explosions of collective political violence and this would have changed the quality of the 

space in the perception of contemporaries (to paraphrase Reiss).82 It was not only a locus 

of collective political violence (such as the burning of the Curia Hostilia in 52 and the riots 

 
Gracchi can be seen as the beginning of this pattern – Tiberius Gracchus was murdered near the Forum in 

133 on the Capitol (see Osgood 2016:212-213 on the relevance of space and place to Ti. Gracchus’ 

murder. On the legal implications of Ti. Gracchus’ murder see Gaughan 2010:110-117) and the events 

preceding the death of Gaius Gracchus in 121 took place in the Forum. 
80 Livy Per. 74; Valerius Maximus 9.7.4; Appian B.C. 1.54.  
81 On the ramifications of the enfranchisement of the new citizens see: Bispham 2007, 2018 and Dart 2014. 
82 Reiss 2016:3. Reiss gives Tiananmen Square and Ground Zero as more recent examples of spaces that 

have been changed in public perception by the violence that occurred there. See Osgood 2016:214-221 for 

a history of the role of space and place in political murders in the Late Republic. For a timeline of acts of 

political violence at Rome: Lintott 1999 appendix A.  
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after Caesar’s assassination in 44),83 but also a site where individual elites could enact 

violence on political rivals publicly.84 This violence was not limited to people, but also 

was directed against structures85 – in addition to the well-known examples of the damage 

to the curia during the various incidents described above are the events of 122 (when G. 

Gracchus ordered his supporters to tear down wooden seating which had been erected in 

the Forum for wealthy spectators to view the gladiatorial games so that the poor could 

watch too),86 of 100 (when Quintus Caepio broke the voting pontes and threw away the 

ballot boxes),87 and 58 (when Clodius commandeered the Temple of Castor, his supporters 

are alleged to have broken the doors to the temple and damaged its steps).88  

 

It was not just the Forum Romanum and its environs that were a focal point for 

violence, but also the curia(e) of Rome itself (Tarquinius’ target). In particular, the murder 

of L. Appuleius Saturninus and his supporters in 100 (detained in the curia by C. Marius, 

ostensibly for their own protection, and stoned to death with the curia’s roof tiles by an 

angry mob),89 served to ‘reassert senatorial authority’.90 In a similar vein, those who 

 
83 On the funeral of Caesar and the aftermath: Weinstock 1971:346-355. It is thought that the crowd, 

having not been allowed to bury the body in the cella of the Temple of Jupiter Optimus Maximus 

Capitolinus came back to the Forum and made a makeshift funeral pyre including using the ‘judgement 

benches’ – a highly symbolic gesture (Suetonius Iul. 84.3 and Appian BC 2.146).  
84 Cf. Davies 2018:490. See also Osgood 2016:209 and Fagan 2016:232 who discusses how violence 

committed in certain places has a different moral complexion to violence committed in other spaces: 

violence in an inherently ‘immoral’ place, such as a brothel or cookshop, was not considered ‘as bad’ as 

violence in an impressive public space such as the Forum Romanum or a garden. 
85 For more: Davies 2019.  
86 Plutarch C. Gracchus 12.3-4.  
87 Ad Herennium 1.21.  
88 Cicero Dom. 54, Sest. 34, Pis. 23. On which stairs Clodius’ supporters allegedly damaged: Cerutti 1998.  
89 Appian BC 1.32.  
90 Osgood 2016:216. Osgood details how the events of 100 meant that the assassination of ‘politically 

important individuals’ became a ‘part of Rome’s political culture’. He describes how justifications were 

found for the deaths of three men accused of aiming at kingship from Roman history following 100: the 

stories of Spurius Cassius, Spurius Maelius, and Marcus Manlius were retold to indicate that the ‘Roman’ 

thing to do was to kill those who aimed at kingship. He traces this new tradition down to the way that 

Cicero (Cat. 4.4), in his fourth oration during the Catilinarian conspiracy, appealed to these stories and the 

murders of the Gracchi brothers and L. Appuleius Saturninus and C. Servilius Glaucia as support for his 

belief that Catiline and his co-conspirators should be executed without trial (although not before using 

them in the first oration as examples of historical precedents which contrasted with the current inaction of 
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planned to kill Caesar did so in full acknowledgement of the long history of political 

violence in Rome, and the Forum, and the effect that this had had on the socio-political 

and psycho-geographical topography of the city.91 Their choice of a curia was designed to 

‘enhance both its immediate reception and later memory of’ the assassination and 

(re)assert the authority of the Senate – not to mention the connotations of it being Cn. 

Pompeius’ curia.92 

 

Yet, although Livy consciously directs readers’ attention to the armed men using 

the attention-grabbing alliterative phrase ‘agmine armatorum’ (and all the implications 

that holds outlined above) and uses the violent inrumpere to describe their actions, there 

is no description of violence during the moment that Tarquinius actually seizes power. 

This is an unusual move on Livy’s part. Livy’s readers would have known (from recent 

experience as much as anything else) that power grabs were ordinarily violent and that the 

amassing of armed men in the Forum usually precipitated violence. However, what is 

particularly interesting is that Livy, contrary to readers’ expectations, defers the moment 

of violence. Once Tarquinius enters the curia, fighting does not ensue – rather Tarquinius 

utilises the threat of violence to cow the Senate (at least those members who were not 

already in on the act). Moreover, as Chapter 3 explains, the politically significant act (i.e., 

the moment in the narrative when Tarquinius becomes king) are completely non-violent.  

 
the Senate – that is, as paradoxical exempla for why Catiline was still alive – Cat. 1.4, 1.29). For 

assassination of Saturninus: Gaughan 2010:121-124 and Fagan 2016:236. 
91 N.B.: the Forum (and the curia particularly) did not suddenly cease to be a locus of collective political 

violence – or the threat of it – following Actium. In 22 a grain shortage prompted the Roman people to 

demand that Augustus be elected dictator (RG 5, cf. Suetonius Aug. 52.1) and by ‘shutting the senators up 

in their meeting-place, they forced them to vote this measure by threatening to burn down the building 

over their heads’ (καὶ τήν τε βουλὴν κατακλείσαντες ἐς τὸ συνέδριον ἐπηνάγκασαν τοῦτο ψηφίσασθαι, 

ἀπειλοῦντές σφας καταπρήσειν) (Dio 54.1.3). 
92 Osgood 2016:218. Davies 2018:495 reminds us that implicit in the complex was Pompeius’ status as 

Venus’ favourite. Sulla had called himself Ἐπαφρόδιτος (beloved of Aphrodite) and Caesar had claimed 

descent from her.  
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After Tarquinius’ arrives in the Forum, he enters the curia when ‘all had been 

overpowered by panic’ (inde omnibus perculsis pavore) (1.47.8).93 The juxtaposition of 

‘perculsis pavore’ is punchy and alliterative. The physical imagery of beating contained 

in the verb percello is surely no accident and underscores the threat of violence inherent 

in the episode. The assembled senators and people are thus ‘beaten’ or ‘struck down’ by 

fear. For Livy, percello was a verb generally associated with military violence and battle, 

making it an interesting choice for 1.47.8 which sees Tarquinius enter the curia without 

any explicit threats or violence.94 At this point, Tarquinius seats himself on the regia sedes 

(the seat of the king) and convokes the Senate: he is now King Tarquinius (regem 

Tarquinium) (1.47.9).95 After summoning the rest of the Senate, Tarquinius begins to 

lambast Servius to those present.96 He covers Servius’ family and his lineage, saying he 

was born of a slave woman and that he had seized power from Tarquinius Priscus illegally. 

He rebukes him not only for the lack of a popular election and approval by the Senate, but 

also for coming by the throne through a ‘woman’s gift’ (muliebri dono regnum occupasse) 

(1.47.10). Tarquinius accuses Servius of abetting the lowest denominator of society and 

hating the nobility and (perhaps unexpectedly) includes the introduction of the census as 

an example of his contempt for the wealthy in society – by arguing that he did this to single 

out the wealthy for envy and to make their fortunes available for redistribution (1.47.12).  

 

 
93 The LCL (B. O. Foster 1919) translates this as ‘amidst the general consternation which ensued’, thus 

minimising the violence even more than Livy does.   
94 E.g.: army using violence to inspire terror: 21.33.11, 39.34.5, 39.35.4, 42.54.7; retreating armies: 2.65.2-

3, 39.30.3, 42.66.8; the terror of battle: 22.5.1, 27.42.6, 29.2.16, 29.4.8, 30.33.13, 30.33.16, 40.58.6; 

inflicting defeat on enemies literally: 35.27.9; inflicting political defeat on rivals: 3.11.9, 3.14.2. 
95 This is relevant as it appears that only the king would have had the authority to convoke the Senate – 

discussed more in Chapter 3. 
96 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.38.2 which reads even more explicitly like violent regime change, although 

Dionysius places more emphasis on the royal regalia rather than the regia sedes and the space of the curia. 

Tarquinius summons the Senate from outside the curia, in the comitium, and not inside. The positioning of 

intimates who were ‘in the know’ has echoes of Augustus giving up power in the Senate in January 27 (as 

described by Dio 53.2.7).  
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Tarquinius’ usage of the threat of violence in the curia to cow the Senate is thrown 

into a new light when one considers two relatively recent (in terms of publication) 

interactions between Imperator Caesar and the Senate. The first of these events was the 

purge of 32. Unfortunately, our main sources for the purge are Suetonius and Dio.97 The 

purge is mentioned by Suetonius (Aug. 17.2), who claims to have had access to Augustus’ 

memoirs (Aug. 2.3), but the fullest account is found in Dio.98 Since Dio’s account was 

written some two centuries after the events he describes, there is the distinct possibility 

that Dio wrote his narrative in dialogue with and/or alluding to Livy’s AUC or using an 

intermediary who had done that.99 Dio’s narrative of the purge in 32 (or an intermediary’s) 

could have been inspired, and underpinned, by Livy’s description of Tarquinius’ 

behaviour. Either way, there was a historiographical tradition of the purge. It is likely that 

Livy covered it in the AUC and gave it an apologetic treatment, meaning that both 

Suetonius and Dio could have drawn on Livy’s own narrative of the events directly or 

indirectly.100 

 

In 32 Imperator Caesar ‘purged’ Antonius’ faction from the Senate101 before 

reading Antonius’ will in the curia.102 Earlier in the year, Antonius had divorced Octavia103 

 
97 We no longer have Livy’s account for 32 and Per. 132-133 do not provide any information. It would 

have been interesting to see how Livy himself handled the episode when he came to write it, some years 

into the Augustan regime. 
98 Wardle 2014:149 states that Suetonius ‘follows the pro-Augustan tradition’ which concealed the flight 

of the consuls and up to 400 senators in February 32. Indeed, the use of remisit implies that Imperator 

Caesar was doing them a favour. For Suetonius’ sources: Wardle 2014:18-28.   
99 Millar 1964:34 points out that Dio claimed to have read ‘nearly all works on Roman history’ and 

references Livy at 67.12.4. Cf. Van Stekelenberg 1971:31-35, 63 and 1976:47; Aalders 1986:293; Rich 

1990:7; Simons 2009:152; and Rees 2011 who all argue that Dio used Livy.   
100 Cf. Wardle 2014:27. 
101 Suetonius Aug. 17.2; Dio 50.2. 
102 Plutarch Antony 58.2-4; Suetonius Aug. 17.1; Dio 50.3.3-5. 
103 Plutarch Antony 57.2. 
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and it was clear that Imperator Caesar and Antonius would be going to war.104 The consuls 

for 32 were Cn. Domitius and C. Sosius. Dio tells us that: 

ὁ μὲν Δομίτιος οὐδὲν φανερῶς, ὥς γε καὶ συμφορῶν πολλῶν πεπειραμένος, 

ἐνεόχμωσεν: ὁ δὲ δὴ Σόσσιος, οἷα κακῶν ἄπειρος ὤν, πολλὰ μὲν τὸν Ἀντώνιον ἐν 

αὐτῇ εὐθὺς τῇ νουμηνίᾳ ἐπῄνεσε, πολλὰ δὲ καὶ τὸν Καίσαρα κατέδραμε. κἂν 

παραχρῆμα ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ τι ἐχρημάτισεν, εἰ μὴ Νώνιος Βάλβος δημαρχῶν ἐκώλυσεν. 

ὁ γὰρ Καῖσαρ ὑποτοπήσας τὸ μέλλον ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ γενήσεσθαι, καὶ μήτε περιιδεῖν 

αὐτὸ μήτ᾽ αὖ ἐναντιωθεὶς προκατάρχειν τοῦ πολέμου δόξαι ἐθελήσας, τότε μὲν 

οὔτε ἐς τὸ βουλευτήριον ἐσῆλθεν οὔθ᾽ ὅλως ἐν τῇ πόλει διῃτήθη, ἀλλά τινα αἰτίαν 

πλασάμενος ἐξεδήμησε, διά τε ταῦτα καὶ ἵνα κατὰ σχολὴν πρὸς τὰ ἀγγελθέντα οἱ 

βουλευσάμενοςτὸ δέον ἐκ πλείονος λογισμοῦ πράξῃ: ὕστερον δὲ ἐπανελθὼν τήν 

τε γερουσίαν ἤθροισε φρουρὰν τῶν τε στρατιωτῶν καὶ τῶν φίλων ἐγχειρίδια 

κρύφα ἐχόντων περιβαλόμενος, καὶ ἐν μέσῳ τῶν ὑπάτων ἐπὶ δίφρου ἀρχικοῦ 

ἱζήσας, πολλὰ μὲν αὐτόθεν ἐκ τῆς ἕδρας καὶ μέτρια ὑπὲρ ἑαυτοῦ διελέχθη, πολλὰ 

δὲ καὶ τοῦ Σοσσίου τοῦ τε Ἀντωνίου κατηγόρησεν. ἐπειδή τε οὔτε ἄλλος τις οὔτ᾽ 

αὐτῶν τῶν ὑπάτων οὐδέτερος φθέγξασθαί τι ἐτόλμησεν, ἐκέλευσέ σφας ἐν ῥητῇ 

ἡμέρᾳ αὖθις συνελθεῖν ὡς καὶ διὰ γραμμάτων τινῶν ἀδικοῦντα τὸν Ἀντώνιον 

ἐξελέγξων. οἱ οὖν ὕπατοι μήτ᾽ ἀντειπεῖν αὐτῷ θαρσοῦντες μήτε σιωπῆσαι 

ὑπομένοντες τῆς τε πόλεως λάθρᾳ προεξεχώρησαν καὶ μετὰ τοῦτο πρὸς τὸν 

Ἀντώνιον ἀπῆλθον, καί σφισι καὶ τῶν ἄλλων βουλευτῶν οὐκ ὀλίγοι 

συνεφέσποντο. μαθὼν δὲ τοῦτο ὁ Καῖσαρ ἑκών τε αὐτοὺς ἐκπεπομφέναι ἔφασκεν, 

ἵνα μὴ καὶ ὡς ἀδικῶν τι ἐγκαταλελεῖφθαι ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν δοκῇ, καὶ ἐπιτρέπειν καὶ τοῖς 

ἄλλοις τοῖς ἐθέλουσι πρὸς τὸν Ἀντώνιον μετὰ ἀδείας ἀπᾶραι. (Dio 50.2.3-7)  

 

Domitius did not openly attempt any revolutionary measures since he had 

experienced many disasters. Sosius, however, had had no experience with 

misfortunes, and so on the very first day of the year he said much in praise of 

Antony and inveighed much against Caesar. Indeed, he would have introduced 

measures immediately against the latter, had not Nonius Balbus, a tribune, 

prevented it. Caesar, it seems, had suspected what he was going to do and wished 

neither to ignore it nor by offering opposition to appear to be beginning the war; 

hence he did not enter the Senate at this time nor even live in the city at all, but 

invented some excuse which kept him out of town, not only for the reasons given, 

but also in order that he might deliberate at his leisure according to the reports 

brought to him and then act, after mature reflection, as necessity dictated. But 

afterwards he returned and convened the Senate, surrounding himself with a guard 

of soldiers and friends who carried concealed daggers; and sitting with the consuls 

upon his chair of state, he spoke from there at length and with moderation in 

defence of himself, and brought many accusations against Sosius and Antony. And 

when neither of the consuls themselves nor anyone else ventured to utter a word, 

he bade the senators come together again on a specified day, giving them to 

understand that he would prove by certain documents that Antony was in the 

wrong. The consuls, accordingly, as they did not dare to reply to him and could not 

endure to be silent, left the city secretly before the day appointed and later made 

their way to Antony, followed by not a few of the other senators. And when Caesar 

learned this he declared that he had sent them away by mutual consent, hoping thus 

 
104 Dio 50.2.1. 
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that it might not be thought that they had abandoned him because of some wrong-

doing on his part, and added that he granted the rest who so wished permission to 

depart unmolested to Antony.105 

 

The evidence that Imperator Caesar was to return with was Antonius’ will, which he had 

taken forcibly from the Temple of Vesta.106 It is clear from Dio’s narrative that there was 

something in Antonius’ will that worried his supporters enough to flee Rome, and that 

Imperator Caesar knew this and took advantage of it as part of his war against Antonius.107 

Yet it was not just the will that prompted the exodus. Dio’s narrative states that Imperator 

Caesar convened the Senate and entered the curia not only with a ‘guard of soldiers’ but 

also with a group of ‘friends who carried concealed daggers’. He sat himself upon his 

curule chair and began to speak ‘at length and with moderation’ not only of his own 

reputation and behaviour108 but also about all the misdemeanours of the consul Sosius and 

Antonius. Whilst the situations differ in various respects, and the narratives of Livy and 

Dio are necessarily separated chronologically, I believe that there are some parallels with 

Tarquinius’ behaviour in Livy (1.47.8), and that Livy’s writing of the confrontation 

between Servius and Tarquinius reflects the conflict between Antonius and Imperator 

Caesar following the expiration of the Triumvirate in 33.  

 

Dio’s narrative then states that the assembled Senate and consuls were too 

frightened to say a word, and so Imperator Caesar told them he would bring proof when 

they would meet again. In the meantime, the consuls and the other supporters of Antonius 

 
105 Adapted.   
106 Plutarch Antony 58.3. Cf. Dio 50.3.4  
107 The authenticity of the will read by Imperator Caesar has been debated. Crook 1957 and 1989 argues 

that the will was a falsification, following the assessment of Syme 1939:282. Contra Johnson 1976, repub. 

1978 and Reinhold 1988:91. Alternatively, Sirianni 1984:241 (cf. Wardle 2014:147 argues Imperator 

Caesar added false clauses to the real document to make a partial forgery. 
108 Perhaps reminiscent of Sulla (Plutarch Sulla 34.2).  
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fled Rome.109 Imperator Caesar responded by saying that anyone else who wished to join 

them could (and perhaps should) do so.110 Here, the implicit threat of violence was used 

by Imperator Caesar as he made a show of being reasonable: that is, convening the Senate 

to denounce Antonius and offering to provide proof.  

 

Following Servius’ arrival in the curia, and his challenge to Tarquinius, Livy tells 

us that shouts arose from senators who supported either side and the people rushed into 

the curia (1.48.2). Livy states that ‘it was obvious that the one who won would be king’ 

(apparebatque regnaturum qui vicisset).111 The use of hysteron proteron makes the phrase 

even more striking, whilst vinco both indicates the temporary victory for the victor of the 

verbal debate between the two men and also prefigures the later violence. Just as it was 

clear to the senators present in the curia during the verbal struggle between Servius and 

Tarquinius that he who won there would be king, it was clear to the consuls of 32 (and the 

rest of Antonius’ faction) which way the wind was blowing and that the man who won the 

wider power-struggle would have supreme power over Rome and Italy. Imperator Caesar 

had no official position at this point, like Tarquinius, but had the authority to convene the 

Senate (again, like Tarquinius). At the same time, the flight of Antonius’ senatorial 

supporters served to wrest some legitimacy from Antonius. This is clear from the 

behaviour of the defectors, Munatius Plancus and his nephew M. Titius.112 It was they who 

told Imperator Caesar about the contents and location of Antonius’ will,113 and it was 

Munatius Plancus who would later propose Augustus as an honorary title and name for 

 
109 Cf. Livy’s (1.48.4) vivid description of Servius’s flight from the curia (fit fuga regis apparitorum atque 

comitum). 
110 Cf. Suetonius Aug. 17.2.  
111 Cf. the augury competition between Romulus and Remus, specifically Ennius Annales 1.77 Skutsch as 

quoted in Cicero (Div. 1.107) ‘[t]heir contest would decide the city's name | [a]s Rome or Remora’ 

(certabant urbem Romam Remoramne uocarent).  
112 For a new perspective on Plancus: Mitchell 2019. 
113 Plutarch Antonius 58.2; Dio 50.3.3.  
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Imperator Caesar.114 The purge of the supporters of Antonius, including the flight of the 

consuls, and the build-up to the confrontation at Actium must have been a particularly 

tense time for the senatorial elite at Rome, a group already traumatised by prolonged bouts 

of civil warfare and the recent proscriptions.  

 

The purge of Antonius’ supporters is not the only senatorial ‘purge’ that is recalled 

by the clash between Tarquinius and Servius. There are distinct parallels in both the 

narratives of Tarquinius’ and Servius’ illegal usurpation of the throne (combined with the 

use of an armed guard when conducting business of state – considered to be the act of a 

tyrant) that recall the revision of the senatorial roll by Imperator Caesar and Agrippa in 

28. When Servius took the throne, one of his first actions was to sit in the sedes regia too 

(1.41.6). Alongside the symbolic (re)organisation of space demonstrated by the usage of 

the sedes regia, Servius dressed himself in the appropriate royal regalia and was 

accompanied by lictors (cum trabea et lictoribus prodit). In addition to this, when it was 

finally made known to the citizenry that Tarquinius Priscus had died, Servius went about 

with an armed guard as a precaution since he knew he ruled without the authorisation of 

the people.  

 

Suetonius (Aug. 35.1) states that during the senatorial roll revision when Imperator 

Caesar entered the curia, ‘it is thought that he wore a coat of mail under his tunic as he 

presided, and a sword by his side, while ten of the most robust of his friends among the 

senators stood by his chair’ (quo tempore existimatur lorica sub veste munitus ferroque 

cinctus praesedisse decem valentissimis senatorii ordinis amicis sellam suam 

 
114 Suetonius Aug. 7.2. See Wardle 2014:105.  
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circumstantibus).115 Wardle argues that existimatur ‘distances Suet[onius] from the full-

blown allegation’ that Augustus had lost the loyalty of some members of the Senate.116 

Such an allegation would have put Suetonius at risk of labelling Augustus a tyrant: after 

all, the last man who had lost the loyalty of some members of the Senate had done so 

because he was considered a tyrant. Thus, through existimatur, it appears that Suetonius is 

trying to mitigate the topos of the tyrant using an armed guard to enforce his illegitimate 

rule – despite telling readers that Imperator Caesar did enter the curia armed and with a 

group of armed supporters. By comparison, Livy employs the same topos in his narratives 

of Servius’ and Tarquinius’ respective accessions. The effect of Livy’s linking both 

Servius’ and Tarquinius’ accessions to the curia and his usage of the tyrannical topos 

outlined above is to leave the possibility in reader’s minds of a broad thematic overlap 

between Tarquinius and Augustus.  

 

Whilst Livy’s deferral of violence and subsequent usage of threat allows him to 

explore the rich possibilities for contemporary relevance as outlined above, it is just that – 

a deferral. Livy could not remove violence from the story completely. Thus, when violence 

does come Livy ensures it has maximum impact on multiple levels. Whilst Servius’ death 

is full of pathos and evocative of recent political murders, it is notable that Livy associates 

the violence with named individuals (rather than an anonymous collective group of ‘armed 

men’) as well as to the morally significant act(s) of Tarquinius throwing Servius down the 

steps and Tullia running over his corpse. By associating the violence with named 

individuals Livy not only links the violence to the recent power struggles between 

 
115 Wardle 2014:281 suggests that this is confusion on Suetonius’ part and that Dio 54.12.3 connects 

Augustus’ wearing of armour under his clothing to worries about conspiracies in 18. However, Wardle 

does mention that wearing a breastplate signalled to the plebeians that their patron faced danger in the 

Senate (e.g., the deaths of Romulus and Caesar). Cf. Plutarch Cicero. 14.5-6 who states that Cicero did the 

same at the height of the Catilinarian Conspiracy.    
116 Wardle 2014:281. 
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powerful individuals, but also makes Servius’ family the focus of the narrative. In this 

way, Servius’ downfall becomes a story of filial pietas – or rather the lack of it – and a 

story of familial breakdown. A key aspect of this, though, is that Livy firmly locates this 

story of familial breakdown within a civil war setting – thereby allowing Servius’ family 

to function, in one way, as a commentary on the contemporary experience.   

 

Following the confrontation in the curia, Servius is thrown down the steps, his 

attendants scatter speedily, and Servius attempts to make his way home with difficulty 

because of the injuries he has sustained (1.48.4). The abandonment of the king by his 

retainers is itself an expressive point ensuring that his death is full of pathos. It is after this 

that Livy delivers to audiences the moment they know (from recent experience) is coming 

– devastating politically-motivated physical violence. Livy states that Tarquinus sent men 

to hunt down Servius and beat him to death in the streets (1.48.4)117: a scene particularly 

evocative of the murder of P. Clodius Pulcher118, as well as that of Ti. Gracchus119 and 

other such violent assaults.120 It is noteworthy that Livy links the violence more closely to 

the moral issues at play (i.e., pietas) rather than the moment of political significance, which 

is tied much more to space. The most shocking and vividly described violence done to 

Servius is the defilement of his corpse by his daughter, Tullia. This violence, in real terms, 

has little bearing on the mechanics of the usurpation as, by this point, Tarquinius has 

already been hailed king but displays a contempt for Servius as predecessor. How a new 

regime treats a displaced predecessor is important, as one can see from Imperator Caesar’s 

 
117 N.B.: the rex had the right to kill (Gaughan 2010:9-22) – implying there was something significant in 

the action of killing another person. Thus, it is possible that Tarquinius is reiterating the fact that he is now 

king by ordering Servius to be killed.  
118 Asconius 31-32 C. 
119 Cf. Plutarch Tiberius Gracchus 19; Appian BC 1.2.1. 
120 Wolf 2006:22 makes the point that political classes at Rome murdered people themselves and generally 

did not use slaves to do the job for them. E.g.: Sulla’s use of the army in 88 was seen as an ‘ugly shadow’ 

and considered different from others before it. Thus, the use of attendants to murder Servius adds to the 

immorality of Tarquinius’ act for contemporary readers.  
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treatment of Antonius’ reputation after Actium and the tradition of damnatio memoriae in 

the ancient world.  

 

Considering this history of violence and its relationship to space and place in the 

Late Republic, we see that Servius’ overthrow is yet another area of the Servian narrative 

(alongside the traditions of his birth and origins) that can be used to reach out 

anachronistically beyond its immediate context. These anachronistic possibilities may be 

a reason for the renewed interest in Servius towards the end of the Republic. As Lintott 

has argued, violence was recognised as a political weapon during the Late Republic and 

was considered necessary when civil mechanisms appeared to have failed.121 Servius was 

a king who had originally seized power illegally, and, in a way, Tarquinius is behaving in 

accordance with the political norms of the Late Republic in seeking to overthrow him 

through the means of violence and assassination and to do so in an important political 

space.122 Note that Tarquinius had already tried other (non-violent) means by which to 

overthrow the king and had been unsuccessful. Yet, Livy (appearing to mirror Cicero’s 

assessment)123 is emphatic that Servius was a good king, indeed that ‘just and lawful 

kingship died with him’ (1.48.8), and it is Tarquinius who is cast as a tyrant.124 Tarquinius’ 

subsequent overthrow by L. Junius Brutus is portrayed as a tyrannicide.  

 
121 Lintott 1999:175.  
122 That is not to say that these norms were not necessarily regretted, as Linttot loc. cit. states ‘a man like 

Cicero, who possessed … a horror of internecine strife, encouraged violence, if it was undertaken by the 

boni in defence of the established order against the audaces and improbi who sought to disturb it’. Thus, 

whilst political violence became more a part of the Roman political landscape that did not mean the 

Romans had become desensitised to it. Cf. Velleius Paterculus 2.47.4 who called the murder of Clodius ‘a 

harmful precedent, but in itself a service to the state’ (exemplo inutili, facto salutari rei publicae).  
123 Cicero Rep. 2.39-44. 
124 Cf. Cicero Rep. 2.44-52. Johner 1996:25 argues that for Tarquinius (as with Manlius) their 

transgressions are part of the political domain: one represents the perversion of democracy that is 

demagogic agitation and the other the degradation of royalty that constitutes tyranny and that they both 

threaten the existence of the City and its values as well as their predecessors. Tarquinius himself represents 

the permanent transgression – he embodies the tyrant, the usurper who pollutes all political and social 

relations and who, by his violence, ushers in the reign of barbarism and inhumanitas. Cf. Scapini 

2015:277-279 on Livy’s Tarquinius as a tyrant. 
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The use of threats of and actual physical political violence was considered a 

defining feature of Roman society in the Late Republic and the Triumvirate, and this is 

acknowledged in the way that Livy writes the overthrow of Servius as being without 

violence initially – instead utilising the threat of violence and the skilful manipulation of 

space. This is seen in the conscious choice of both actors (i.e., Tarquinius and Imperator 

Caesar) to locate a contest for power within the curia and the wider Forum Romanum in 

front of the eyes of senators. In this way, the overthrow of Servius (as written by Livy), 

the purge of 32, and the roll revision of 28 are episodes that illustrate the spatiality of 

power and the fundamental role space and place play in any exercise of power. Chapter 3 

will explore this idea in more detail and demonstrate that when violence invades a public 

space it upsets it, but it also proscribes, categorises, hierarchises, and (re)organises it.  

 

It is important that Livy’s narrative locates the contest for kingship between 

Servius and Tarquinius within the curia and the wider Forum Romanum as it allows Livy 

to articulate the contemporary relationship between political power and space. Both 

Tarquinius and Imperator Caesar interrupt the space of the curia and (re)organise the 

socio-political hierarchies and realities of that space with the threat of violence in the 

presence of senators. In both cases, the violence is later realised upon the individual they 

are challenging. Thus, Livy’s narrative serves to implicitly demonstrate how that 

relationship had become inherently violent in the Late Republic, and that the enaction of 

violence upon political rivals – or the threat of violence – was now deeply bound up with 

the socio-political topography of the city.125 To put it another way, because power 

struggles between powerful individuals got worked out through violence in public spaces 

 
125 Cf. Cicero’s (Att. 4.3) account of his escape from a Clodian gang in 57.  



  

 86 

in recent memory, with the Forum and curia being a common locus, it made sense for Livy 

to cast the death of Servius in that mould.  

 

If indeed Livy was alluding to the behaviour of Imperator Caesar in his portrayal 

of Tarquinius, this would have been a high stakes game. Any implications that Livy was 

portraying Augustus either as a tyrant or as someone who had lost the confidence of the 

Senate surely would not have been well received at the Palatine. However, that the 

conflicting Servian traditions sat (for the most part) comfortably side by side in the Roman 

historiographical tradition ensured Servius was a malleable figure and ‘good to think’ with 

in various ways. Thus, Livy can portray Servius’ accession as having aspects of a 

tyrannical, illegal seizure of power but that does not preclude him from judging Servius to 

be ‘a good king’ whose role as a second founder and important lawgiver is emphasised in 

the AUC.126 If there is room for Servius to be seen as a model for Augustus (with all the 

implications therein), there is room for Imperator Caesar to be a Tarquinius.127  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
126 Cf. Ogilvie 1965:186. 
127 See Ver Eecke 2008:348 for Servius as model for Augustus.  
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Foedum inhumanumque…. scelus: Tullia, parricide, and the 

proscriptions 

 

This next section will explore Tullia’s role in the AUC by looking at how Livy uses 

the common Roman historiographical trope by which transitions of power get boiled down 

into perversions of family relationships and the way that Livy uses Tullia to explore the 

socio-political ramifications of the proscriptions and their upheaval of the Roman familial 

structure. 

 

The most gruesome and shocking part of the Servian tradition is generally 

considered to be the defilement of his corpse by his own daughter, Tullia. It is worth 

quoting here in full:  

Creditur, quia non abhorret a cetero scelere, admonitu Tulliae id factum. Carpento 

certe, id quod satis constat, in forum invecta nec reverita coetum virorum euocavit 

virum e curia regemque prima appellavit. A quo facessere iussa ex tanto tumultu 

cum se domum reciperet pervenissetque ad summum Cyprium vicum, ubi Dianium 

nuper fuit, flectenti carpentum dextra in Vrbium clivum ut in collem Esquiliarum 

eueheretur, restitit pavidus atque inhibuit frenos is qui iumenta agebat iacentemque 

dominae Seruium trucidatum ostendit. Foedum inhumanumque inde traditur scelus 

monumentoque locus est — Sceleratum vicum vocant — quo amens, agitantibus 

furiis sororis ac uiri, Tullia per patris corpus carpentum egisse fertur, partemque 

sanguinis ac caedis paternae cruento vehiculo, contaminata ipsa respersaque, 

tulisse ad penates suos uirique sui (1.48.5-7) 

 

It is believed, because it is not inconsistent with the rest of her crimes, that this was 

suggested by Tullia. It is widely known, however, that she was driven in her 

carpentum into the Forum and, with no respect for the crowd of men, summoned 

her husband from the curia and was the first to address him as king. Tarquinius 

commanded her to get away from all the turmoil. On her way home, she reached 

the top of the Vicus Cyprius, where the shrine of Diana used to be, and her 

carpentum was turning to the right into the Clivus Urbius, to bring her up the 

Esquiline Hill, when the driver started and was panic-struck, and pulling up the 

reins of the mule he pointed out to his mistress the prostrate corpse of Servius. 

Gruesome and inhuman was the crime that is said to have happened there, which 

the place commemorates — it is called Accursed Street —for there, out of her mind 

and driven mad by the avenging spirits of her sister and her former husband, they 

say that Tullia drove her carriage over her father's body, and, herself polluted and 
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blood-spattered, carried away some of her slaughtered father's blood on her blood-

spattered carpentum to her and her husband's Penates. 

 

Livy’s use of the verb creditur raises the possibility that it was Tullia who suggested that 

Tarquinius send men to hunt down and murder her father. If it was Tullia’s idea to murder 

Servius, then to the crime of regicide is added parricide by proxy. Johner argues that 

Servius’ death is without glory and is staged in the mode of pathos: the cruel execution of 

an old man, who has been humiliated by his son-in-law, is not a heroic death but rather 

recalls the shameful death of the helpless elderly man, as typified by Priam.128 In this way, 

Servius could be seen as a model for Priam’s infamous arming and death scenes in 

Virgil.129 As with Priam, Johner argues that Servius’ inherent majesty indicates that he 

deserves a dignified end rather than death at the hands of Tarquinius’ hired thugs. To add 

insult to injury, Tarquinius and Tullia do not afford Servius a proper burial – in fact, Tullia 

severely mistreats and violates her father’s corpse.130 However, whilst there are parallels 

with the death of Priam in Virgil’s later epic, Livy uses tragic qualities to underpin his 

narrative and distinguish it from those that had gone before.131  

 

Livy emphasizes the dramatic elements of Servius’ narrative as soon as he accedes 

to the throne – Livy highlights how Servius’ efforts to avoid the animosity of L. and Arruns 

Tarquinius (the sons of Tarquinius Priscus) were futile human attempts to trick the forces 

of destiny (nec rupit tamen fati necessitatem humanis consiliis) (1.42.2). Livy presages 

Servius’ death by saying that he could not avoid envy (invidia), treachery (infida), or 

hostility (infesta) from his own family (quin invidia regni etiam inter domesticos infida 

 
128 Johner 1996:26. 
129 Virgil Aeneid 2 486-558. Cf. Ovid Fasti 6.599.  
130 Cf. pseudo-Seneca Octavia 304-309 where the chorus highlight Tullia’s impiety in driving her ‘cruel 

chariot over the body of her father’ and denying ‘the accustomed funeral pile to the mutilated remains of 

the old man’.  
131 Ogilvie 1965:185.  
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omnia atque infesta faceret) (1.42.2).132 Livy revisits and reaffirms this foreshadowing 

when the narrative comes to the beginning of the end of Servius’ reign by telling his 

audience that ‘the Roman royal house produced an example of a tragic crime, as others 

had done’ (tulit enim et Romana regia sceleris tragici exemplum, ut taedio regum) 

(1.46.3). Livy’s use of ‘tragic crime’ (sceleris tragici) coupled with his direct reference to 

the stories of Atreus and Oedipus has led scholars to believe that Servius’ murder has been 

deliberately written to allude to tragic crimes from Greek tragedies or fabulae praetextae 

that his audience would have known.133 This view is supported by the prominence of 

dramatic elements throughout Book One and the First Pentad. However, as Scapini has 

aptly warned, ‘[m]a occorre tracciare un’importante distinzione: un conto è parlare di 

stile da tragedia, un altro di temi tragici veri e propri’.134 Thus, before specifically looking 

at the role of Tullia, let us explore this idea a little further. 

 

In the narrative, Livy clearly sets a tragic ‘stage’ upon which families implode and 

collapse – a common trope in Greek tragedy (it is also worth noting, as Feldherr does, that 

‘the Roman tragic stage was … the representation of a royal palace’135). First, there is the 

implied breakdown of relationship between Tarquinius Priscus and his two sons L. and 

Arruns Tarquinius, leading to Servius being the favoured successor, next there is the 

inversion of gender roles with two women acting as kingmakers (Tanaquil and then 

Tullia), there is the disintegration of any relationship Servius and his daughter Tullia and 

his son-in-law Tarquinius may have had, and finally there is the failure of filial 

 
132 Cf. Ridley 2014:95.  
133 Cf. Ogilvie 1965:186. Contra OCD4 (Drummond) which suggests that the narrative goes back to Fabius 

Pictor (cf. FRHist I F11 and F13). See also FRHist III 29.  
134 Scapini 2018:315.  
135 Feldherr 1998:187 (cf. Scapini 2018:316). 
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relationships when both Tullia and Tarquinius turn on their siblings and murder them.136 

The result of the royal family falling apart is visceral and terrible: the unthinkable social 

crimes of fratricide (when both Tarquinius and Tullia kill their siblings in order to marry 

each other) and parricide (both Tarquinius and Tullia are implicated in this crime). 

 

Some specific elements of the narrative raise the question as to whether Livy may 

either be engaging with known versions of the House of Atreus tragedies directly or casting 

the death of Servius as a reworking of the themes found in these tragedies.137 For example, 

the way that Tarquinius sits on the throne after forcing his way into the curia with an armed 

guard (at the urging of Tullia) is arguably hubristic in the same way that Agamemnon’s 

walking on the red carpet (at the urging of Clytemnestra) in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon is. 

Tullia can also be cast as a Clytemnestra figure in the way she gets her first husband 

murdered for the political benefit of her lover whom she then marries.138 There are further 

similarities, as Hallet and Klaiber Hersch have pointed out: both Tarquinius Superbus and 

Aegisthus are close kin to the first husbands and both are suggested by the women to have 

been unjustly robbed of their political inheritance.139 Similarly, the theme of the two sisters 

(such as Servius’ two daughters) was a popular one and can be seen in Electra and 

Chrysothemis (the daughters of Agamemnon), Antigone and Ismene (from the royal house 

of Thebes), and Medea and Chalkiope (from the royal house of Colchis).140 Although the 

 
136 On Livy’s presentation of Tanaquil: Hallett and Klaiber Hersch 2021 (esp. the parallels with Jocasta) 

and Keegan 2021:160-169.  
137 We know there were Roman plays on these episodes too, not just Greek, e.g., Ennius’ Medea (Exul) 

(see Falcone 2012 and Manuwald 2015:16-17); Accius’ Atreus (see Boyle 2006:145, n.8 and Davis 2015), 

Clytemnestra (Cicero Fam. 7.1.2), and Medea sive Argonautae (see Erasmo 2004 and Falcone 2012); and 

Atilius’ Electra (Cicero Fin. 1.2; Suetonius Iul. 84.2). Note also that young elites ‘dabbled’ in the writing 

of tragedies (cf. Boyle 2006:145 and Kohn 2015:95), e.g., Caesar’s Oedipus which Augustus would later 

ask Pompeius Macer to remove (amongst other works of Caesar) from circulation (Suetonius Iul. 56.7).  
138 Cf. Saulnier 1980:95.  
139 Hallet and Klaiber Hersch 2021:495. For treatment of royal women in Greek tragedy: Roisman 2021. 
140 Ridley 2014:97 ‘[t]he sisters unequally married also reappear in the motivation of the Licianian-Sextian 

legislation (Livy 6.34)’. 
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two sisters in Livy had a different relationship from those found in tragedy, Livy can still 

be seen to be playing with the trope. As Ridley states, the ‘dramatic possibilities of the 

reign were fully realised’ by Late Republican writers. 141 For example, Varro (according 

to Aulus Gellius NA 18.12.9) stated that: ‘what a difference can be seen between the two 

princesses Antigone and Tullia’ (inter duas filias regum quid mutet, inter Antigonam et 

Tulliam, est animadvertere).142 Thus, it is clear that Livy was working with an established 

tradition when he was writing of Servius’ life and death, and that the possibilities for links 

between the tradition of Servius’ death in particular and known Greek or Roman tragedies 

were not lost on Livy or his Late Republican contemporaries. Another possibility is that 

Livy is setting out to create the flavour of a staged drama or tragedy without necessarily 

drawing on a specific model, as Ogilvie argues.143 Ogilvie believes that Livy did not utilise 

an actual play (such as Aeschylus’ Agamemnon) as a model, but that he has ‘written his 

own tragedy[:] L. Tarquinius is a less scrupulous Orestes, Tullia a less noble Electra, and 

so Servius has to be the Aegisthus, the intruder’.144 Ogilvie takes this casting of Servius as 

the villain (Aegisthus) to be a counter-balance (and perhaps evidence of the ‘older 

pejorative view’) to the parts of the narrative that draw on the rehabilitated Sullan Servian 

tradition.145 

 

 
141 Ridley 2014:93 (cf. Ogilvie 1965:186). 
142 Aulus Gellius is quoting from the Res divinae part of Varro’s Antiquitates to illustrate a grammatical 

point (for Aulus Gellius’ interest in the grammar see Probert 2019:167-169). Unfortunately, this leaves us 

devoid of context. We can presume that Varro is commenting on how Tullia is the antithesis of Antigone 

(who was known for her devotion to her father and burying her brother in defiance of Creon), as Hudson 

2016:225 explains: ‘Tullia’s role is encapsulated in the word filia. Just as Antigone had become 

paradigmatic of familial devotion, so Tullia becomes exemplary for impietas, as an undevoted daughter’.  
143 On Livy and the ‘emergence of Roman dramatic literature’: Manuwald 2011:30–34. 
144 Ogilvie 1965:186.  
145 Loc. cit. (cf. 185).  
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In addition to the demonstrable influences of Greek (or Roman) tragedy, there is 

the possibility that Livy drew inspiration from a fabula praetexta.146 The fabula praetexta 

was a ‘genre of historical drama … which expressed the Romans’ sense of their own 

identity’ that emerged in Rome around the Middle Republic.147 Indeed, Varro famously 

said that ‘the toga praetexta … enlightened the people’ (toga praetexta… docuit 

populum).148 Wiseman has argued for the importance of the fabula praetexta to the 

historiographical tradition and pointed out that Romans were proud of their past and that 

‘recent events were a popular subject’.149 We do know of at least one praetexta by L. 

Accius that covered the deposition of Tarquinius Superbus by L. Junius Brutus and there 

may have been others on the Tarquinii that touched upon Servius.150 Additionally, there 

may have been a praetexta that recounted the story of another famous member of the gens 

Tullia – specifically, Ridley has speculated that the death of a consul of 500 after falling 

from his chariot in his circus inspired Livy.151 This is not impossible as there was a Roman 

belief that ancestors shared certain traits and fates,152 however there is no evidence to 

support the existence of a praetexta and nor is it certain that this consul was even the same 

branch of the Tullii.153 Indeed, the evidence of known fabula praetextae demonstrate they 

were few and far between.154 Despite the existence of Accius’ Brutus, it is difficult to label 

 
146 Derived from the term toga praetexta (as worn by a curule magistrate) and as opposed to fabulae 

palliatae which covered Greek subjects. For a thorough discussion of the origin of the term fabula 

praetexta see Manuwald 2001:14-52; cf. Flower 1995:171. 
147 Wiseman 1998:2. Cf. Manuwald 2001:9-13 (see also for overview of scholarship on fabula praetextae 

and extant fragments with commentaries) and Flower 1995:170. 
148 Ling. 6.18. 
149 Wiseman 1998:2. 
150 See Manuwald 2001:220-237, 2011:216-217; for L. Accius see Manuwald 2011:217-225; for Cassius’ 

Brutus see Manuwald 2001:327-243. 
151 Ridley 2014:116. On the consul see Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 5.57.5 
152 See Baroin 2010. 
153 N.B.: Cicero Tusc. 1.16 calls Servius Tullius a member of the same gens (meo regnante gentili), 

Douglas 1985:104 dismisses this as a joke (cf. Cicero Brutus 62) stating that the Tullii of Arpinum had no 

connexion with Servius nor the patrician consular Tullii of the Early Republic. Livy 1.30.2 lists several 

Alban families starting with the Tullii or the Julii, Ogilvie 1965:122 and the LCL edition both emend Iulios 

for Tullios.  
154 See table in Flower 1995:189.  
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suggestions of Livy drawing inspiration from fabulae pratextae as anything but conjectural 

based on the available evidence.  

 

Feldherr has explored the way that Livy portrays the rise of Tarquinius as a form 

of tragic drama, emphasising that Livy ‘explicitly connects the excesses of dramatic 

performances with monarchy’.155 Indeed, Feldherr argues that Livy’s representation of the 

Tarquins ‘focuses especially on the interaction between the family and the state as two 

social entities’156 and that it is the Tarquins’ focus on family power over the wellbeing of 

the state that is emphasised. Thus, Livy’s usage of the private domus of the royal family 

to explore public life lends itself to tragedy. It is bearing in mind Livy’s choice to portray 

the rise of Tarquinius in a ‘tragic’ manner that we now turn our attention to Livy’s Tullia.   

 

When one looks at the extant sources and considers the palimpsestic nature of 

Roman regal history, it is feasible that Livy amplified the role of Tullia in the AUC – not 

least because of the frisson of outrage it adds to a well-known mytho-historical narrative. 

For example, Tullia could be seen as a ‘poor man’s’ Medea when one takes into account 

the tradition of Tullia’s (ab)use of the carpentum (a covered carriage awarded to Roman 

matrons for ‘outstanding behaviour’) and the fact that Medea was notorious for killing 

members of her own family and escaped via chariot.157 Thus, Tullia’s actions see her ‘entre 

au pantheon des héroïnes monstrueuses du théâtre’.158 When one looks at the pre-Livian 

 
155 Feldherr 1998:187-193. Cf. Ogilvie 1965:185-186, for more recent work on Livy and ‘tragic  

historiography’ see Scapini 2018 (esp. p.314. n.40). 
156 Feldherr 1998:189. Cf. Fox 1996:133-136. 
157 On Tullia and the carpentum specifically, and how this intersects with gender and Tullia’s role as a 

powerful woman within the narrative, see Hudson 2016, esp.233.  
158 Johner 1996:26. Littlewood 2006:181 (cf. Hudson 2016) argues that the word carpentum had a 

‘resonance of moral laxity’ for Ovid on account of his description of the Carmentis (Fasti 1.620-628, see 

Green 2004:282-283) where the women of Rome decide to not give birth or abort their foetuses in protest 

at having the right to ride in carpenta taken away from them.  
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versions of Servius’ death, it is clear that Livy was reworking a well-known story and 

wished to create the atmosphere of a tense staged drama.159 

 

The earliest surviving source we have for how Servius died is a fragment of 

Diodorus Siculus,160 which covers Tarquinius throwing Servius down the steps of the curia 

by his arm but does not mention Tullia at all: 

ὅτι Σερούιος Τύλλιος Ταρκυνίου ἐπιθεμένου παραγενηθεὶς εἰς τὸ βουλευτήριον, 

καὶ θεασάμενος τὴν καθ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ παρασκευήν, τοσοῦτον μόνον εἶπε, τίς ἡ τόλμα, 

Ταρκύνιε; ὁ δὲ ὑπολαβών, ἡ μὲν οὖν σή, φησί, τίς, ὃς δουλέκδουλος161 ὢν 

Ῥωμαίων βασιλεύειν ἐτόλμησας καὶ τῆς τοῦ πατρὸς ἡγεμονίας ἡμῖν προσηκούσης 

παρὰ νόμους ἀφείλου τὴν οὐδὲ καθ᾽ ἕνα σοι τρόπον ἐπιβάλλουσαν ἀρχήν; ταῦτα 

λέγων ἅμα προσέδραμε καὶ δραξάμενος τῆς τοῦ Τυλλίου χειρὸς ἔρριψεν αὐτὸν 

κατὰ τῆς κρηπῖδος. καὶ διαναστὰς καὶ χωλεύων διὰ τὸ πτῶμα ἐπεχείρησε φυγεῖν, 

ἀπεκτάνθη δέ. (Const. Exc. 4, p.293162) (10.1) 

 

Servius Tullius, on the uprising of Tarquinius, came into the Senate, and when he 

saw the extent of the intrigue against him, he did no more than to say, ‘What 

presumption, O Tarquinius, is this?’ Tarquinius replied, ‘Nay, what presumption 

is yours, who, though slave and son of a slave, have presumed to rule as king over 

the Romans, and who, although the leadership my father had belongs to me, have 

illegally taken from me the rule to which you in no single respect have a claim?’ 

With these words he rushed at Tullius and seizing him by the arm he hurled him 

down the steps. Tullius picked himself up and, limping from the fall, endeavoured 

to flee, but was put to death.  

 
159 Other examples of Livy reworking a well-known story include: the death of Romulus (1.26.); the Gallic 

sack (5.41); and T. Manlius and the Gaul (7.9-10). 
160 Stylianou 1998:21 believes that Diodorus began writing ‘sometime in the late 40s at the earliest, with 

the initial intention of bringing his work down to 46/5’ and that 30 years is much too long a time for the 

work to have been completed in as ‘[t]he Bibliotheke is entirely derivative and Diodorus’ methods 

slipshod, so much so that the work could have been dashed off in a very few years’. Contra Rubincam 

1987:324 and Sacks 1991:161. It is interesting that the one surviving fragment from Diodorus’ work that 

covers Servius (10.1-2), happens to be the king’s death and not his reforms, which are the most popular 

parts of his reign to be preserved in pre-Livian sources otherwise (see Ch.1, n.4). The narrative is broadly 

similar to Livy’s (and Dionysius’), but it is doubtful that Livy used Diodorus himself, considering that 

Diodorus’ work appears to have been published at roughly the same time that Livy began to write his First 

Pentad. Thus, even though we are unable to substantiate the possible sources for Diodorus’ narrative in 

10.1-2, it appears that there was a common tradition with which Diodorus, Livy, and Dionysius were all 

familiar. On relationship between Diodorus’ Bibliotheke and the Roman civil wars see Muntz 2017:215-

247. For introduction to Diodorus and the history of Diodoran scholarship see: Schwartz 1903; Sacks 

1990; Ambaglio 1995; Ambaglio, Landucci Gattioni, and Bravi 2008; Scanlon 2015:241-245; Hau 

2016:73-124; Muntz 2017. For Diodorus’ sources see Stylianou 1998:25-132. 
161 This wordplay works in Latin (cf. Livy 1.40.3 ‘servus serva natus’ and 1.47.10 ‘servum servaque 

natum’) in a way that it cannot in Greek. However, it is still part of Diodorus’ narrative, suggesting that 

this (translingual) wordplay may have been integral to the story.  
162 See Pfuntner 2015:266 (esp. n.29) and Mallan 2019 on the Excerpta. For a (more) recent look at the 

problems with the Diodoran fragments see Muntz 2017:14-24 (following Brunt 1980). Cf. Yarrow 

2006:103-122.  
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Of course, it is possible that Diodorus may have focused on Tullia elsewhere in his work 

or in a preceding passage and it is difficult to know quite to what extent Diodorus’ work 

has been excerpted.163 The δουλέκδουλος locution could suggest that Livy and Diodorus 

were drawing on a common source, at least in part. If this is the case, when one looks at 

Diodorus’ version, it appears that Livy may have added his own touches to the narrative. 

Whereas Diodorus has Servius only say ‘what presumption is this?’ and makes no mention 

of Tarquinius sitting on the regia sedes nor his summoning the senators (Livy 1.47.8), 

Livy’s Servius has a longer speech that focuses on the symbolic aspects of kingship 

(1.48.1). Diodorus does not provide us with the motive for Tarquinius’ violence towards 

Servius, whereas Livy explains that Tarquinius acts out of a necessity to ‘go on boldly to 

the end’ (1.48.3). The violence in Diodorus’ version is less dramatic as, instead of being 

bodily picked up and hurled down the steps (as seen in Livy and Dionysius of 

Halicarnassus), Servius is thrown down the steps by his arm. Finally, Livy’s version 

includes specific elements to imply a violent overthrow – such as the column of armed 

men (1.47.8), the furore in the Senate following Servius’ challenge to Tarquinius (1.481-

3), and the ordering of others to go and beat Servius to death in the street (1.48.4). 

 

However, there is one extant pre-Livian source that does describe Tullia riding 

over the corpse in her carpentem. Varro mentioned the location briefly in de Lingua Latina 

(composed between 47 and 45, and published c.43164): 

Prope hunc Vicus Sceleratus, dictus a Tullia Tarquini Superbi uxore, quod ibi cum 

iaceret pater occisus, supra eum carpentum mulio et inigeret iussit. (Ling. 5.159) 

 

 
163 Hau 2016:80 believes that ‘the majority of Diodoran fragments have been preserved by excerptors who 

were more interested in moralising anecdotes and sound bites than in historical narrative’. Thus, if Servius’ 

death had been excerpted for this purpose, then the episode may well have been reasonably well-preserved. 

On moralising in Diodorus’ Bibliotheke see Hau 2016.  
164 De Melo 2019:4-5.  
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Near this is the Vicus Sceleratus (Accursed Street), named for Tullia wife of 

Tarquin the Proud, because when her father was lying dead there, she ordered her 

mule driver to drive her carriage over his corpse.165 

 

Out of the various vici (streets) that Varro mentions in de Lingua Latina, he does not give 

an etymological explanation for the Vicus Sceleratus, but rather an aetiological one 

detailing the story of Servius being ran over by Tullia.166 It is clear that the tradition of 

Tullia riding over Servius’ body pre-dates the publication of both de Lingua Latina and 

the AUC, yet it is unclear by how long. Varro himself lived through the civil war between 

Caesar and Pompeius and was close to the latter. He did not approve of the informal 

alliance between him and Caesar and Crassus, despite being a member of the board of 20 

that saw through Caesar’s agrarian laws (59-55).167 When civil war broke out in 49, he 

joined Pompeius’ army as his legate in Spain, but was later pardoned by Caesar despite 

backing the losing side.168 Following Caesar’s assassination in 44, Varro was proscribed 

by Antonius during the Triumvirate and his life saved by his friend Quintius Fufius 

Calenus.169 It is interesting that the earliest extant reference to the defilement of Servius’ 

corpse by his daughter is found in a work that was written during the height of Caesar’s 

and Pompeius’ civil war, a time when intra-familial conflict had become commonplace 

(and a father-in-law and son-in-law were at war), and by a man who would later himself 

live through the Triumvirate and the proscriptions.  

 

The AUC includes the aetiology of the Vicus Sceleratus too, embellishing upon 

Varro’s explanation: Livy states that Tullia’s carriage driver started and pointed out the 

‘prostrate corpse of the slaughtered Servius to his mistress’ (iacentemque dominae 

 
165 Author’s translation.   
166 Cf. De Melo 2019:785.  
167 De Melo 2019:2 and Nelsestuen 2015:5. 
168 De Melo 2019:2.  
169 Appian BC 4.6.47.  
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Servium trucidatum ostendit) (1.49.6).170 Livy then says that because of the ‘inhuman and 

repugnant crime’ (foedum inhumanumque… scelus) of Tullia choosing to run her carriage 

over her father’s corpse the wheels of her carriage ended up carrying her father’s blood to 

her household and penates, defiling them.171 This crime is why the street was renamed 

Vicus Sceleratus.172 

 

Whilst there are strong indications from the extant sources that key elements of the 

Servian narrative had already been established before Livy was writing, such as the 

overthrow of Servius by Tarquinius and the aetiology of the Vicus Sceleratus which was 

firmly attributed to the actions of Tullia (suggesting that a ‘Tullia’ role pre-dated Varro), 

it would appear that the first extant source to suggest that Tullia urged Tarquinius to kill 

Servius is Livy. If it is the case that this is a Livian embellishment of an existing tradition, 

this is an important addition to the narrative – for it makes Tullia a parricide (and regicide) 

by proxy. The addition of this detail would tie in with the presentation of the Servian 

narrative as a tragic drama – for it adds another layer to the breakdown of the family 

relationships already outlined above. Particularly as parricide was the ultimate metonym 

for the breakdown of the family. Ultimately, it appears that the tragic resonances in Livy’s 

portrayal of Tullia’s actions gained traction during the early Principate and became 

canonical: the urging on of the assassination (creating a narrative of parricide by proxy) 

combined with the violation of the corpse had resonance for those who had experienced 

 
170 Syme 1959:56; Ogilvie 1965:6, 701; Luce 1977:160 (including c.33); and Ridley 2013:47 who argue 

that Livy did not use Varro. Contra Waszink 1948; Homeyer 1960; and Wiseman 2016:117 n.31.  
171 Cf. the concern in Virgil Aeneid 2.293 
172 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.39.5 that the street was ‘thereafter named Vicus Sceleratus, formerly [the] 

Vicus Orbius’. 
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the recent internecine warfare, the ‘threat’ of Cleopatra,173 and the reign of Augustus that 

was the result. 

 

For example, the Augustan historian Dionysius of Halicarnassus also states that 

Tullia encouraged Tarquinius to depose her father.174 In the Antiquitates Romanae, Tullia 

happens across her father’s corpse in the middle of a road, after leaving the Forum. 

Whereas Livy makes the specific point that Tullia is ‘crazed by the spirits of her sister and 

her sister’s husband’175 – a portrayal that echoes the pursuit of Orestes by the Furies in 

Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers following his parricide and indicates a deliberate engagement 

with tragic stereotypes, as well as implying that Tullia would have had to be in an agitated 

state of mind for her to behave in such an impious way – Dionysius omits all of these 

details.176 In Dionysius’ narrative, Tullia’s decision to drive over her father’s body appears 

to be motivated by anger at her mule driver rather than outside forces: 

ἔτι δὲ νεοσφαγοῦς ἐρριμμένου τοῦ σώματος καὶ σπαίροντος ἡ θυγάτηρ παρῆν. 

στενοῦ δ᾽ ὄντος πάνυ τοῦ στενωποῦ, δι᾽ οὗ τὴν ἀπήνην ἔδει διελθεῖν, αἱ ἡμίονοι 

τὸ πτῶμα ἰδοῦσαι διεταράχθησαν, καὶ ὁ προηγούμενος αὐτῶν ὀρεοκόμος παθών 

τι πρὸς τὸ τῆς ὄψεως ἐλεεινὸν ἐπέστη καὶ πρὸς τὴν δέσποιναν ἀπέβλεψε. 

πυνθανομένης δ᾽ ἐκείνης, τί παθὼν οὐκ ἄγει τὸ ζεῦγος: οὐχ ὁρᾷς, εἶπεν, ὦ Τυλλία, 

τὸν πατέρα σου νεκρὸν κείμενον καὶ πάροδον οὐκ οὖσαν ἄλλην, εἰ μὴ διὰ τοῦ 

πτώματος; ἡ δ᾽ ἐκπικρανθεῖσα καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν ποδῶν τὸ βάθρον ἁρπάσασα βάλλει 

 
173 For relationship between Livy’s Tullia and Cleopatra see Hallet and Klaiber Hersch 2021:496, 

especially their noting of the parallels in Cleopatra’s ‘alleged involvements in the murder of her own 

brothers, one of whom, Ptolemy XIV, was also her husband, and indeed that of her own sister Arsinöe IV’ 

and the intertext with Horace’s (Odes 1.37) depiction of Cleopatra. Cf. Plutarch Caesar 49.10, see Pelling 

2011:389 who points out that Caesar (B. Alex. 31.6) portrayed Ptolemy XVIII’s death as an accident. 
174 N.B.: the first part of the Ant. Rom. was published in 8/7 some 20 years after the First Pentad of the 

AUC (see Ridley 2014:101; De Jonge and Hunter 2019:1). This raises the possibility that Dionysius had 

read Livy’s First Pentad, a theory that had been previously ruled out by scholars but has received more 

interest recently: e.g., Cornell 1995:2. See also debate about whether Dionysius knew Livy’s work: Gabba 

1991:95; De Jonge and Hunter 2019:11; Oakley 2019:127-160. Schultze (2019:169), when discussing the 

story of Lucretia (another popular exemplum from the Regal period that is similar in both authors), argued 

that it is ‘chronologically quite feasible’ to ‘assume that Dionysius had read Livy … but that he did not 

mention having done so’. Cf. Oakley 2019:127-160 who also believes Dionysius had read Livy’s work. 
175 ‘amens, agitantibus furiis sororis ac viri’. As previously noted, both Tullia and Tarquinius murdered 

their respective spouses (Livy 1.46.9, 1.47.1). Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.30.2 who does not explicitly say 

that they murdered their spouses (although it is implied). 
176 Ogilvie (1965:186) called Dionysius’ narrative ‘more diffuse, more uneven, and less critical of the 

unrealistic and the grotesque’ than Livy’s, stating that ‘[Dionysius] is blind to the actualities of motive and 

psychology (48.2 n.); he has no eye for a scene or a situation’. 
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τὸν ὀρεοκόμον καί φησιν: οὐκ ἄξεις, ἀλιτήριε, καὶ διὰ τοῦ νεκροῦ; κἀκεῖνος ἐπὶ 

τῷ πάθει μᾶλλον ἢ τῇ πληγῇ στενάξας ἄγει βίᾳ τὰς ἡμιόνους κατὰ τοῦ πτώματος. 

(Ant. Rom. 4.39.3-5) 

 

While his body lay freshly slain and quivering where it had been flung, his daughter 

arrived; and, the street through which her carriage was obliged to pass being very 

narrow, the mules became fractious at the sight of the body, and the groom who 

was leading them, moved by the piteous spectacle, stopped short and looked at his 

mistress. Upon her asking what possessed him not to lead the team on, he said: ‘Do 

you not see your father lying dead, Tullia, and that there is no other way but over 

his body?’ This angered her to such a degree that she snatched up the stool from 

under her feet and hurled it at the groom, saying ‘Will you not lead on, accursed 

wretch, even over the body?’ Thereupon the groom, with lamentations caused more 

by the shocking deed than by the blow, led the mules forcibly over the body. 

 

Comparison of the two accounts highlights the dramatic qualities of Livy’s narrative and 

the way that Dionysius’ Tullia is more ‘grotesque’ but less ‘tragic’ (to borrow Ogilvie’s 

terminology). Dionysius’ Tullia is almost angrier than Livy’s and does not have the 

‘excuse’ of being driven mad by avenging furies pursuing her as a reason for her behaviour 

(1.49.6). Striking, too, is the detail in Dionysius about the narrowness of the Vicus 

Sceleratus – providing some rationale for having to drive the carpentum over the corpse, 

a practical detail that is not found in Livy, for if the street had been wide the whole event 

may not have happened. Dionysius’ typical rationalisation does not exonerate Tullia but 

introduces a layer of logical nuance to the narrative which is missing from Livy’s. Livy 

makes no specific mention of the driver’s feelings and does not have him remind Tullia of 

her obligations to her father by direct speech (Ant. Rom. 4.39.4).177 Likewise, Livy’s Tullia 

is not given any direct speech by which she urges the driver and the carpentum to drive 

over her father.  

 

Another example of how Tullia’s role in the assassination of Servius (as 

emphasised by Livy) became canonical during the early Principate is Ovid’s treatment of 

 
177 Cf. Ovid Fasti 6.605-606.  
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Servius in Fasti 6 (569-636) which relies heavily on Livy.178 Ovid’s Fasti 6 is clearly in 

dialogue with Livy’s historical narrative at multiple points, as Littlewood points out in her 

commentary.179 First, Ovid (Fasti 6.569-586) discusses the veiled cult statue in the Temple 

of Fortuna, believed to have been built by Servius.180 Ovid posits that the statue is of 

Servius (571)181 and that there are three possible reasons for the veil: firstly that Fortuna 

veiled the king’s face as she was ashamed of her love for a mortal (575-580), secondly 

that the king’s face was veiled after his assassination because of the depth of the plebeians’ 

grief (581-584),182 and finally he suggests that it is because, following Servius’ 

assassination and Tullia riding over his corpse, Tullia dared to touch the Temple of Fortuna 

and the statue of Servius asked for its face to be hidden lest it should have to look upon 

Tullia’s face (585-616). 

 

Ovid’s treatment of the third suggestion is the longest (as he himself notes) and is, 

rightly, considered to be a direct descendant of Livy’s narrative. However, the key part of 

the episode, when Ovid covers Tullia’s defilement of the corpse, appears to have more in 

common with the grotesquery of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ version: 

 
178 Ogilvie 1965:186 and Littlewood 2016:lxxv-lxxix. Fasti 2 and 6 relied heavily on Livy. Cf. Fox 

1996:182-228; Fantham 1998:34, 2012:229; Miller 2012:177; and Heyworth 2018:28. 
179 Littlewood 2006:lxxv. Ovid covers the deposition of Servius (Livy 1.47-48) and the Gallic Sack (5.39-

43) in Fasti 6, both key moments in Livy’s First Pentad. Cf. the way that Ovid plays with Livy’s version of 

the Rape of the Sabine Women in the Ars (1.101-130), see Watson 2012:152-154 for a comparison of the 

two accounts.  
180 See Fox 1996:205-210 for Ovid’s treatment of the statue.  
181 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.40.7; Valerius Maximus 1.8.11. Contra Pliny HN 8.194; Dio 58.7.2; Varro 

Non. 278L who all believe it is a statue of Fortuna.  
182 Perhaps this tradition dates to an older Servian narrative which sees Servius as a champion of the 

plebeians. E.g.: Ridley (2014:125; building on Gabba 1961, cf. Richard 1987) believes that a ‘democratic’ 

Servian tradition originated around the Gracchan era. Ridley’s argument is built on somewhat shaky 

ground, considering the three texts he offers as proof are all fragmentary. However, there is some evidence 

first century B.C. that could be seen as evidence of the legacies of the lives and deaths of the Gracchi 

brothers – which is that Cicero (Rep. 2.40), Livy (1.44.3-5, 1.45.1), and Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 4.9.8) all 

attributed agrarian laws to Servius. An example of this attitude filtering through these first-century sources 

is that Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 4.38.2) states that Tarquinius specifically waited until people were dispersed 

around the countryside before acting against Servius, casting Servius as a popularis and echoing Appian’s 

(BC 1.13-14) later narrative of the fall of Tiberius Gracchus. Although, one may argue that it was hard to 

write about agrarian laws after the Gracchi and avoid any Gracchan allusions. 
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filia carpento, patrios initura penates,   

      ibat per medias alta feroxque vias. 

corpus ut aspexit, lacrimis auriga profusis               605 

     restitit; hunc tali corripit illa sono: 

‘vadis, an exspectas pretium pietatis amarum? 

     duc, inquam, invitas ipsa per ora rotas.’           

      Ovid Fasti 6.603-608. 

 

Driving in a carriage to her father’s home, his daughter went along the middle of 

the streets, erect and defiant. When he saw her father’s corpse, the driver burst into 

tears and stopped. She rebuked him in these terms: ‘Will you drive on, or are you 

hoping to reap the bitter reward of your loyalty? Drive, I say, the reluctant wheels 

across his very face!’183 

 

Ovid reminds his readers how Tullia should respond to seeing her father’s corpse in the 

street through the driver’s grief.184 The loyalty and affection of the driver, realised through 

his tears, echoes Ovid’s second suggestion for the veiling of Servius’ statue.185 Instead of 

grieving for the pitiable state of her father, Tullia disregards filial pietas and urges the 

driver to drive the wheels over Servius’ very face. This direct speech is similar to that in 

Dionysius (Ant. Rom. 4.39.5), where Tullia is angered by her driver’s distress and throws 

her footstool at him whilst telling him to drive on. As Littlewood points out, Ovid’s use of 

‘pietatis’ (loyalty) in line 607 drawers the reader’s attention to Tullia’s own lack of pietas, 

and the ‘brutal language’ used (duc … ora rotas) in line 608 leaves readers in no doubt 

about Tullia’s lack of humanity.186 As with Dionysius, Ovid makes no mention of 

avenging furies, removing one of the tragic elements of Livy’s narrative. Ovid’s narrative 

echoes Livy’s ‘moralising slant’,187 and holds Tullia up as an exemplum of an impious and 

transgressive woman and daughter.188 Livy’s narrative provided Ovid with ‘not only the 

 
183 Author’s translation. 
184 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4. 39.4.  
185 Cf. Ovid Fasti 6.589. 
186 Littlewood 2006:182.  
187 Loc. cit. lxxv. 
188 Cf. Ovid’s treatment of Lucretia (Fasti 2 685-855). Ovid’s juxtaposition of Tullia and Lucretia mirrors 

Livy’s treatment of both women.  
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reference work for factual detail but also with a foil’,189 and this is particularly clear in 

Ovid’s treatment of Tullia as the instigator of the assassination (587-596)190 and defiling 

the corpse of her father (605-609). As is typical of Ovid, who was writing some 30 years 

after the publication of the AUC, he has expanded the parts of the story neglected by 

previous writers: in this case, the parricide and impiety of Tullia, rather than the behaviour 

of Tarquinius.191 Littlewood argues that contemporary anxieties surrounding gender are at 

play in Ovid’s narrative.192 These gendered anxieties can be seen in the Livian narrative 

also, as Livy (alongside his emphasis on Tullia’s incitement to regicide and parricide) 

elevated Tullia’s role in the AUC by making her a secondary kingmaker (second to the 

physical space itself).193 

 

After Livy’s Tarquinius enters the Forum, he sits on the regia sedes, and convokes 

the Senate (which then heeds his summons). As will be discussed in Chapter 3, these 

actions are all symbolic of his hubristic assumption of the kingship before Servius has 

been assassinated and indicate the relationship of space to power. However, it is Tullia 

who first vocalises what the senators and other spectators already know to be true when 

she arrogates to herself the right to hail Tarquinius as king (1.48.5).194 Not only is Tullia 

the first to name the seventh king of Rome, but she has the power to summon him from 

the curia. Tullia’s actions in summoning Tarquinius from the curia are transgressive and 

 
189 Loc. cit. lxxv. 
190 Littlewood (2006:178) argues that Ovid gives Tullia an extended passage of direct speech (589-596) to 

minimise the role of Tarquinius in the narrative and make Tullia entirely responsible for the assassination, 

which then becomes a (proxy) parricide. 
191 Littlewood (2006:177) refers to the episode as ‘Tullia’s parricide: a Roman tragedy’, highlighting the 

emphasis Ovid puts on Tullia as the instigator of the crime and main actor. 
192 Littlewood 2006:177 ‘Ovid’s reiteration of the theme of goading women in this passage (cf. instinctus, 

597) serves as a reminder here, in the context of women’s cult, of women’s influence in the promotion or 

destruction of civic order’. Similarly, Littlewood (2006:178) notes that in Augustan Rome marital murder 

‘took on the heightened significance of a barbaric and unnatural crime’. 
193 On Livy’s use of women as precipitators of change in early Roman history see Keegan 2021, esp. 

pp.169-178 on Tullia. 
194 As Keegan 2021:177 n.215 argues this is also an ‘abrogation of auctoribus patribus iussu populi’.  
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imply a degree of power over the people in the curia and the right to recognise someone 

as a legal ruler – in this way her actions place her firmly in the political sphere.195 Livy’s 

unique characterisation of Tullia is highlighted when one compares Livy’s narrative with 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ as there are a few key differences. For example, whilst 

Dionysius has Tullia as kingmaker in the sense that she is the first to hail Tarquinius as 

king (as in Livy), Tullia does not summon him from the curia – he is already on the steps 

(4.39.1). Dionysius’ choice to not have Tullia summon Tarquinius from the curia is not 

surprising as there is less emphasis on space in the Servian narrative of the Antiquitates 

Romanae than in the AUC. In addition to this, Dionysius adds a small speech to the episode 

whereby Tullia explicitly tells Tarquinius to send men after her father, and why this must 

be done (4.39.2). Thus, Dionysius does not distance himself from the tradition of Tullia as 

a proxy-parricide, unlike Livy who uses the impersonal verb ‘creditur’ which suggests 

that Livy is either relying on a different source from Dionysius, that the sources showed 

some reticence which Dionysius dismissed, or that Livy is attempting to distance himself 

from distasteful material.196 Finally, whereas Livy has Tarquinius order Tullia to leave the 

Forum (1.48.6), Dionysius has Tullia leave the Forum of her own volition after hailing 

Tarquinius as king (4.39.3). This behaviour is consistent with Tullia’s later urgency in 

getting her driver to drive over Servius and possibly another sign that Dionysius is more 

 
195 Whilst the intrusion of Tullia into the public sphere and politics is portrayed as exceptional by Livy (cf. 

Boatwright 2011:109 who states that the literary evidence for women in the Forum Romanum represents 

what authors thought was appropriate rather than reality), it probably was less so for contemporaries, e.g., 

the women surrounding Iulius Caesar and their use for legitimisation, as seen in Caesar’s eulogy for his 

aunt Julia including her being descended from gods and kings (Suetonius Iul. 6.1, see Boatwright 2011:114 

n.28). Thus, one is led to the conclusion that Livy is saying either that women should not be used to lend 

legitimacy to male claims to power (note that Imperator Caesar granted his sister Octavia and wife Livia 

the unusual honour of public statues in 35 according to Dio 49.38.1), or that they can only lend legitimacy 

in prescribed (read: passive) ways. N.B.: as Boatwright 2011:128 points out, that Augustus’ daughter 

Julia’s alleged sexual misbehaviours are (most likely falsely) located in the Forum by Seneca (Ben. 

6.32.1), Pliny (HN 21.9), and Dio (55.10.12) to ‘underscore her transgression’ as the Forum was 

considered a masculine space. For women and the Forum over time see Boatwright 2011. 
196 Cf. Ovid Fasti 6.587-596 who similarly does not equivocate and has Tullia urge Tarquinius to kill 

Servius.  
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interested in a plausible narrative than trying to make sure his readers get an exact 

topography of Rome. 

 

It is clear from the works of Varro, Livy, and Dionysius that Tullia’s running over 

Servius’ corpse was a staple of the storyline in the Late Republic and early Principate. Its 

popularity did not abate, as following the publication of the AUC, Tullia’s part in the 

narrative was emphasised by Augustan and Tiberian writers, such as Ovid (Fasti 6.569-

636) and Valerius Maximus (4.11). The distribution of the extant earlier sources and 

fragments is suggestive in that they exclusively cover Servius’ reforms, while the later 

sources almost exclusively cover his death at the hands of Tarquinius and Tullia (ranging 

from Varro to Florus).197 Whilst the aetiological account Varro provides does not 

specifically mention the death of Servius, he does allude to it – suggesting that Varro must 

be alluding to a well-known event and that the role of a ‘Tullia’ figure existed at the time 

of writing.198 This would indicate either those earlier traditions of Servius’ death were 

usurped by the later ones (such as Livy’s), meaning that they were not preserved, or that 

Servius’ death was not a focal point for these earlier sources. Either way, the interesting 

question then becomes why did the story of Servius’ death take on a special interest in the 

Augustan era (and beyond)?  

 

Whilst the story of Servius’ death is a sensational story that is grimly fascinating 

in its own right, one possible answer as to why it took on a special relevance in the early 

 
197 Extant post-Livian sources for Servius are: Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.28–40 covering Servius’ life; Ovid 

Fasti 6.569-636 on Servius’ death; Valerius Maximus 4.11 on Tullia running over her father’s body; 

Plutarch Fort. Rom. 10 on the portent of the fire; Lucian Octogenaris 8 on Servius living more than 80 

years; Appian Reg. 1.2 (= Photius Bibliotheca 57) states that Servius was murdered; Dio 2.10 (= Zonaras 

7, 9) on his deposition and assassination; Florus 1.1.7.1-5 on his deposition and assassination; Augustine 

De Civitate Dei Contra Paganos 3.15 on his assassination. 
198 FRHist III 29 suggests that Fabius Pictor was aware of the ‘main elements’ of the Servius ‘domestic 

drama’ (presumably including his murder); it is possible that Calpurnius Piso (FRHist 9 F18 (= Dion. Hal. 

Ant. Rom. 4.7.1-5)) had also written about the episode.  
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Principate could be found in its importance for the survivors of the proscriptions, political 

assassinations, and internecine violence.199 To this end, we might perhaps consider the fact 

that the first extant fragment referencing Tullia’s involvement is from Varro, who fought 

in the civil war of 49-45. As Rea has stated: ‘[t]he bloodshed, civil strife, and memories 

of battles fought, violent and brutal conflicts in which Romans clashed with their fellow 

Romans, could never be forgotten, but the memories of recent war could be placed into 

context by using events from Rome’s more distant past to demonstrate the city’s 

resilience’.200 When one compares Livy’s narrative with Dionysius’ and Ovid’s, it is clear 

that Livy’s blending of tragic elements with contemporaneous socio-political concerns is 

what made the First Pentad of the AUC’s narrative distinctive and allowed Livy to safely 

explore the anxieties of the recent past though Rome’s quasi-mythical past.201 

 

Even within the First Pentad, Tullia’s story stands out as ‘“hyper”-tragic’ due to 

the fusion of the tragic quality of vehicles with the marked tragic ‘ingredients’ already 

embedded in the Livian narrative according to Hudson.202 As Hudson points out: ‘the best-

known ancient stories about vehicles tend to end very badly’203 – citing as examples the 

tragic narratives of Phaethon, Hippolytus, Oedipus, Oenomaus and Myrtilus, and Hector. 

To those examples we may add Medea. Hudson sees this ‘as evidence of an attempt by a 

 
199 Cf. the idea of the Senate being ‘drained’ by the internecine violence in Seneca Controversiae 7.3 and 

Suasoriae 6.1. 
200 Rea 2007:3-4. Cf. Seneca Controversiae 10.3 where Labienus says that ‘the best defence against civil 

war is to forget it’ (optima civilis belli defensio oblivio est); however, it is clear from Seneca’s writings 

that this was not easily done. N.B.: Labienus earned the nickname Rabienus for his invective, and was 

known to sympathise with Pompeius, and so is unlikely to have said this.  
201 It is a shame that we do not have accounts of Servius’ death from the Sullan historians. It could well be 

that Livy’s treatment of the Servian death-narrative – and his use of the Tullia figure – is indebted to 

Sullan writers. 
202 Hudson 2016:221. 
203 Loc. cit. 



  

 106 

culture to act out linguistically and narratively its most deep-seated concerns’, which he 

relates to the concerns surrounding gender.204 

 

In a similar vein, I believe the use of tragic elements is a medium for exploring the 

anxieties caused by recent events, in this case the proscriptions and the way they turned 

the Roman familial structure of the Republic on its head. For example, the use of the 

avenging furies to ‘turn’ Tullia mad has some resonances with the idea of civil war as 

madness,205 a topos that ran through Latin literature of the Late Republic and Principate.206 

Similarly, the defilement and violation of Servius’ body following his flight, at the hands 

of his daughter, shares a theme with Cicero’s decapitation in Roman literature of the early 

Principate. As Porter and Richlin argue, Cicero’s decapitation by Popilius became a 

poignant symbol of a particularly violent episode of Roman history – the Triumviral 

proscriptions – because it condensed some of the ‘key ideological meanings’ that 

resonated with contemporaries.207 One of these was the violation of the citizen(’s) body. 

Thus, when Tullia violates the body of her father she is not too remote from Popilius 

violating the body of the pater patriae, Cicero.208 

 

As has already been discussed, the trauma of the recent civil war and proscriptions 

meant that Livy and his contemporaries had ‘seen it all’. Thus, to make an impact on 

audiences, a narrative (particularly one including intrafamilial conflict and murder) would 

 
204 Loc. cit. 
205 Cf. the fury Alecto in Virgil Aeneid 7.341-405 sent by Juno to destroy the Trojans, who takes over the 

body of Queen Amata of the Latins and calls for a war between the two peoples. 
206 Cf. Cicero Cat. 2.25; Sallust Iug. 5.2; Virgil Aeneid 1.294; Horace Odes 3.24.25-26; Seneca 

Controversiae 1, praef. 11; Lucan Pharsalia 1.8, 550-556. For Lucan’s Pharsalia and the way it deals with 

‘the madness of the civil war’ see Hershkowitz 1998:197-246. 
207 Porter 1999:9 and Richlin 1999; see also Butler 2002 on the importance of Antony’s order to amputate 

Cicero’s hand as well as his head. For immediate reception of Cicero’s death: Keeline 2018:102-146. 
208 Seneca Controversiae 2 alludes to Popilius as a parricide, on account of Cicero having defended 

Popilius against a parricide charge previously. In both cases pietas is violated. 
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have had to be emotive in the right way: hence the use of tragic elements. In the 

embellished or new aspects of the tradition as seen in the AUC, where his son-in-law, 

Tarquinius, on the urging of his daughter Tullia, throws Servius down the steps bodily and 

his daughter then defiles his corpse on the way to claim his house, the king becomes a 

victim of his own family.209 The murder and defilement is a gross inversion of the societal 

norm and the right of the paterfamilias. This inversion recalled and re-enacted the recent 

civil wars and (second) proscriptions. The most common horror stories of the proscriptions 

that have survived in later sources were tales of sons and slaves turning on their fathers 

and masters, and here the horror is taken one step further: it is the son-in-law and, most 

importantly, the daughter. As Hudson points out, Livy’s narrative contains the ‘implicit 

suggestion that Tullia’s role as a wife poses a terrible threat to her identity as a daughter’210 

and clearly emphasises Tullia’s transgression as a daughter over her behaviour as a 

tyrannical wife.211 The matronly carpentum underlines this anxiety as it could be seen to 

represent the transition from daughter to wife. In particular, Hudson argues, the narrative’s 

focus on Tullia’s impious usage of the carpentum encapsulates anxieties about women’s 

role in public life and their movements between the roles of daughter and wife and between 

domestic and public space.212 This emphasis of Tullia’s transgression as a daughter (over 

her behaviour as a tyrannical wife) can be seen in Livy’s use of creditur at 1.48.5 to qualify 

 
209 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.30.6, 4.38.2. N.B.: that Pompeius and Caesar were father-in-law / son-in-law 

(and on different sides), as were Cicero and P. Cornelius Dolabella.  
210 Hudson 2016:225.  
211 Whilst marriage itself may have been a threat to the identity of a woman as a daughter, it is not 

unreasonable to suggest that a daughter would be expected to continue to demonstrate filial pietas toward 

her father – e.g., Livy’s (1.13) narrative of the Sabine women who display pietas to both their husbands 

and fathers in their attempt to stop armed conflict. Indeed, Augustus’ introduction of lex Iulia de adulteriis 

coercendis in 18 which gave a woman’s father (but not her husband) the right to kill her and her lover if 

they were caught in the act of adultery implies that despite the daughter’s move to a new agnatic unit, she 

was still considered to be a member (in some form) of her original family and was governed by the ius 

occidendi aspect of her father’s patria potestas. For lex Iulia de aulteriis coercendis and wider Augustan 

social legislation see Frank 1975; Raditsa 1980; Galinsky 1981; Wallace-Hadrill 1981; Treggiari 1991, 

1996; McGinn 2002, 2003; Severy 2003; Benke 2012.  
212 Hudson 2016:233.  



  

 108 

the belief that Tullia urged Tarquinius to kill Servius, as opposed to his usage of id quod 

satis constat (i.e., the suggestion that even if other details of the story were debated that 

this gruesome act was not) to preface Tullia’s carpentum running over Servius’ corpse. 

The wickedness of Tullia’s impious crime is in stark contrast to the Antigone of tragedy, 

who defies Creon to bury her brother Polynices.213 In addition to the use of tragic tropes, 

Livy played on gender stereotypes to push boundaries for the audience.214 Livy’s message 

is clear when he tells audiences that: ‘evil was drawn to evil, but the woman took the lead’ 

(malum malo aptissimum; sed initium turbandi omnia a femina ortum est) (1.46.7). 

 

Gaughan has boldly stated that in the Roman Republic ‘murder was not a crime’, 

and there was no Latin word for ‘murder’.215 However, it is clear that parricide was a crime 

that could be prosecuted in court216 as well as a very serious moral infringement that was 

considered ‘so terrible that it was incomprehensible’.217 It is perhaps surprising that in 

Rome, a state founded on the fratricide of Romulus, found parricide to be such an 

atrocity.218 Yet, parricide was considered deeply shocking to Roman sensibilities.219 If 

parricide was a potential inversion of the right of the paterfamilias’ potestas vitae ac 

 
213 Cf. Aulus Gellius NA 18.12.9 (quoting Varro).  
214 Cf. Tacitus Annals 1.3, 5, 6 where the way in which Livia ‘gets her hands dirty’ (rather than Augustus 

or Tiberius) recalls the way Livy’s Tarquinius has a band of thugs do the dirty work of murdering Servius 

and it is Tullia who gets her hands (or, rather, wheels) dirty by running over the body. Tacitus’ Annals 1 is 

arguably a replay of the regal period and owes much to Book One of the AUC. See Bauman 1994; Santoro 

L’hoir 2006:49-50; and Martin 2010:224 who note that Tacitus’ language when describing the death of 

Augustus alludes to Livy’s account of Tanaquil hiding the death of Tarquinius Priscus. 
215 Gaughan 2010:3. 
216 Livy Per. 68 states that the infamous punishment for parricide (i.e., being sewn into a sack) was first 

used in 102. Cf. Cicero Inv. rhet. 2.149 and Rosc. Am. 70. See Gaughan 2010:84 –87 on parricide. 
217 Gaughan 2010:86. Cf. Seneca Controversiae 10.3 where Labienus states that ‘war is easier to forgive 

than parricide’ (facilius est ignoscere bello quam parricidio). See Ch.1,n.200 on Labienus. 
218 Cf. Lucan Pharsalia 1.95-96 ‘[t]he first walls were steeped in fraternal blood. Nor then was the reward 

for such madness the land and the sea: a small sanctuary set its masters against one another’ (fraterno 

primi maduerunt sanguine muri. | nec pretium tanti tellus pontusque furoris | tunc erat: exiguum dominos 

commisit asylum). Hershkowitz 1998:206 comments that ‘[t]he civil war which Lucan recounts is a 

product of specifically Roman madness. Rome’s foundation itself was based on a mad act of fratricide’.  
219 Plutarch Romulus 22 claims that Romulus did not write a law about parricide because it was 

inconceivable to him that such an offense would be committed. Cf. Seneca Controversiae 10.3. Many of 

the Controversiae cover parricide.  
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necisque (commonly translated as ‘the power of life and death’),220 then Tarquinius and 

Tullia’s actions when they killed their own siblings could be interpreted an infringement 

of Servius’ rights and an indication that both individuals were prepared to trespass further 

upon (and usurp) his rights as paterfamilias and, perhaps more obviously, as rex. 

Furthermore, since the penalty for parricide used to be in the hands of the family of the 

victim,221 Tullia further transgresses societal mores when she runs over her father’s corpse 

rather than avenging him. Tullia’s behaviour compounds the danger to the community 

from the pollution associated with parricide. Tullia’s actions are an example of the 

breakdown of the familial unit and its descent into internecine violence writ large and, as 

Gaughan argues, the stability of individual familial groups was necessary for the stability 

of the Republic.222 If a paterfamilias lost control of the behaviour of his family members 

(either because he was killed or there was intra-familial conflict that resulted in death) then 

his familial unit was no longer a stable part of the socio-political fabric of the Republic. 

Thus, when the intra-familial conflict inherent to the civil war and the proscriptions rocked 

the stability of Roman familial units it also rocked the stability of the Republic. In this 

context, it is possible that Livy’s exploration of a well-known mytho-historical intra-

familial conflict may have taken on heightened relevance in light of the breakdown of the 

collegiate system of governance headed by the consuls in the Late Republic, as individuals 

 
220 The potestas vitae ac necisque is a murky area – it may have included the ius occendi, but more broadly 

it entitled a pater familias (under his patria potestas) to punish his children – and theoretically included a 

right to kill them in extreme cases where there was iusta causa. A father held patria potestas over a child 

born in lawful matrimony or that was adopted. It was not voided until either the death of the father or if the 

father decided to emancipate their child. A married woman remained in her father’s patria potestas unless 

it was a marriage cum manu. The issues with the modern internalisation of this right (a set out by Dion. 

Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.26.4, with the accompanying stipulations as set out at 2.15.2) without question are 

outlined in Shaw 2001. Shaw concludes that the potestas vitae ac necisque ‘has the legitimacy of being a 

genuine Roman construction – one deeply believed in by its citizens, high and low. By anchoring this 

power in their foundation myth as a primordial power regulated by Romulus, they meant to guarantee its 

unquestioned status’. Contra Carlà-Uhink 2017 who argues that the potestas vitae ac necisque was not a 

myth.  
221 Lintott 1999:38. 
222 Gaughan 2010:87 and Carlà-Uhink 2017:61-62.  
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were being allowed to accrue enormous amounts of political and economic power, 

contrary to the basic tenets of the system. Following Actium, after a great deal of violence, 

Augustus was to regain control and some stability returned to Roman society and the 

familial unit. Augustus’ emphasis on the stability of the familial unit can be seen in the 

various laws he promulgated and was arguably epitomised in his assumption of the role of 

paterfamilias for all.223 

 

Lobur has suggested that for contemporaries, narrating the atrocities of the Sullan 

proscriptions ‘became a convenient medium for decrying present circumstances’.224 By 

couching any condemnation of the second proscriptions in criticism of their Sullan 

progenitors, authors were able to create a safe distance between themselves and material 

which may have upset the autocrat Imperator Caesar/Augustus. I suggest that Livy 

redeploys the infamous Tullia narrative in the same vein. Specifically, it is significant that 

Livy focuses on Tullia and her filial impiety and transgressions, considering the recent 

damage done to the role of the paterfamilias and the Roman family during the civil wars, 

and in particular, the Triumviral proscriptions.225  

 

Tullia’s complete disregard for filial piety reflects what happened during the 

proscriptions, or, at least what was feared by the male elite: a reversal of the traditional 

social hierarchy which meant that a man’s dependents (wives and children) and slaves held 

 
223 E.g.: the lex Iulia de Maritandis Ordinibus (18 B.C.); lex Iulia de Adulteriis Coercendis (18); lex Papia 

Poppaea (A.D. 9); and possibly the ‘phantom marriage law’ of 28/7 (see Badian 1985). Cf. RG 8.5. The 

Senate awarded Augustus the title pater patriae in 2 (some 25 years after the publication of the First 

Pentad), which brought with it connotations of the patria potestas that was inherent to the role of the 

paterfamilias, but which had been challenged by the civil wars. For Augustan social legislation see 

Ch.1,n.211. 
224 Lobur 2008:66.  
225 Cf. Hershkowitz 1998:209: ‘Pietas, that most fundamental of Roman characteristics, is the one most 

violated by the furor of civil war’. See Hershkowitz 1998:209-211 on the way that Lucan uses pietas in 

opposition to furor.  
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the power of life and death over him and were no longer in his control.226 For example, 

Valerius Maximus (9.11.5-7) records three such examples of failures of pietas during the 

proscriptions – described by him as ‘outrageous words or criminal deeds’ (dicta inproba 

et facta scelerata).227 Tellingly he opens the section by saying ‘[w]here to begin rather 

than with Tullia? For in time this is the most ancient example, in conscience nefarious, in 

word monstrous’ (unde autem potius quam a Tullia ordiar, quia tempore vetustissimum, 

conscientia nefarium, voce monstri simile exemplum est?). Valerius Maximus describes 

the first two examples as parricides. The first is that of an ex-Praetor who was proscribed 

and whose son (a partisan of the triumvirs) told the centurions of his hiding place, age, and 

distinguishing features so they could find and murder him. The second is the son of L. 

Villius Annalis who led the soldiers to him. The son is described by Valerius Maximus as 

‘twice a parricide, first by intent and again by eyewitness’ (bis parricida, consilio prius, 

iterum spectaculo).228  

 

The discourse on filial piety was not limited to exempla in texts, such as that of 

Valerius Maximus. Rather, it was a ‘live’ issue during the Late Republic, Triumvirate, and 

proscriptions. In 47/6, Caesar put out a coin type with Venus wearing a diadem on the 

obverse and Aeneas carrying the palladium and Anchises on the reverse.229 In 42, two 

years following Caesar’s assassination, L. Livineius Regulus issued a very similar coin 

 
226 Appian BC 4.13. Cf. Valerius Maximus 6.8.7 who describes Antius Restio noticing that all his slaves 

started looting his house once he had been proscribed. The ancient narratives of the proscriptions of the 

Triumvirate contain a fascination with stories of ‘inverted status’ (i.e., with men at the mercy of their 

sons/wives/slaves or with those who had to pretend to be slaves to escape) and that this fascination is 

counter-balanced (or soothed) by the fascination with stories that provide exempla of the wives/sons/slaves 

who attempted to or did save the proscribed (cf. Lobur 2008:68-69). N.B.: that women participated in the 

proscriptions not just as hinderers or helpers, but as buyers, cf. Sulla’s wife Caecilia Metella described as a 

sectrix proscriptionum (Pliny HN 36.116). 
227 Valerius Maximus was a reader of Livy (see Briscoe 2019:6ff) and so it is possible that some of these 

examples may have come from Livy.  
228 The last example is that of Vettius Salassus whose wife handed him over. 
229 RRC 458. 
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type carrying a portrait of Gaius Caesar on the obverse and Aeneas running from pursuers 

whilst carrying Anchises on the reverse (Fig.1).230 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1. RRC 494/3a  

Gold aureus of Gaius Caesar, 42. 

Obverse: C·CAESAR III·VIR·R·P·C Reverse: L·REGVLVS IIII·VIR·A·P·F 

 

During the proscriptions, as we have seen, sons turned their fathers in (and slaves their 

masters) for their money and land,231 and so the stories of bravery that stand out in later 

sources are those that provide positive exempla.232 By depicting the antithesis of an 

exemplary woman, Livy’s narrative became a caveat: an illustration of what horrors 

happened when moral decay was left unchecked.233  

 

In particular, Livy’s narrative explored the ramifications for Roman society (or, 

rather, the status quo) of immorality in women – apparently another issue which took on 

a heightened relevance during the proscriptions.234 For example, Appian dedicates a 

portion of his Triumviral proscriptions narrative to women who ‘committed the sin of 

 
230 For Livineus Regulus see RRC 494 pp.502-511.  
231 E.g.: Velleius Paterculus 2.67.2-4 and Dio 47. 3.1-2, 5-6, 9-10. Cf. the shocking nature of Catiline’s 

plan for sons to kill fathers (Sallust Cat. 43.2). 
232 E.g.: Seneca Controversiae 4.8. 
233 Cf. Hershkowitz 1998:205 ‘[m]uch of the madness of civil war [according to Lucan] is the lack of 

social stability, which leads to impious atrocities’. 
234 The comparison between Tullia and ‘Turia’ is as stark as that between Tullia and Antigone, whereas 

Tullia commits parricide, ‘Turia’ avenges her parents. 

 

The image originally presented here cannot be made 

freely available via ORA because of copyright. See 

caption for the original source of the image. 
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plotting against their husbands’.235 Appian gives three examples. First, he tells of a woman 

who requests that Antonius proscribe her husband (Septimus) so that she can marry her 

lover (who was a friend of the triumvir). Septimus (ignorant of his wife’s machinations) 

flees to her when he discovers he is proscribed, and she delays him so that he may be found 

by soldiers. Appian ends the story by saying that she celebrated her wedding to her lover 

on the same day her husband was murdered. The next example is the wife of Salassus, 

whose house had been sold whilst he was on the run. He asks a former slave, who agreed 

to shelter him, to fetch his wife but she pretends she is too afraid to come immediately as 

it is night. Instead, in the morning she brings the centurions to find him. The final example 

is that of Fulvius, who chooses to hide with a slave who had been his former concubine – 

she then is then said to have betrayed him on account of her jealousy toward his wife.  

 

The anxiety surrounding these ‘bad’ women and slaves is also demonstrated by the 

fascination with their inverse – the ‘good’ women (and slaves) who saved their husbands 

(and masters) lives.236  The epitome of a ‘good’ woman who saved her husband is the 

subject of the Laudatio Turiae – one of the main contemporary sources for the 

proscriptions.237 The inscription is a laudatio funebris for a man’s dead wife, celebrating 

her life and her behaviour – in particular, her actions saving him from death and securing 

his ability to return despite being proscribed. As Langlands has demonstrated, exempla 

 
235 Cf. Appian BC 4.23-24. 
236 E.g.: Valerius Maximus 6.7 (on loyal wives) and 6.8 (on loyal slaves). 
237 CIL 6.41062 (2a). For laudatio Turiae see Osgood 2014. Cf. Seneca Controversiae 6.4 who describes a 

case of a wife who, when she finds her proscribed husband about to drink poison, asks to share the poison 

with him as she does not want to live without him, and Controversiae 10.3, which describes a woman who 

stayed loyal to her husband, even though he was on the opposite side of the civil war to her father and 

brother. After her husband is killed and his side defeated, she returns to her father’s house. The father 

refuses to accept her and tells her that to make amends she must die. The daughter hangs herself and the 

son accuses their father of insanity. See also Appian BC 4.23: Ligarius’ wife conceals him but is betrayed 

by her servant, so she turns herself in to the triumvirs. The triumvirs spare her life, so she starves herself to 

death and BC 4.44 where Lucretius is hidden by his wife in the roof until his name is removed from the 

proscription lists. 
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that concerned women and slaves, such as that of Lucretia (or, indeed, ‘Turia’), served the 

needs of husbands and masters.238 Accordingly, the proscriptions were a horrifying 

glimpse into what life could be like if those exempla were not followed and the status quo 

were to be disrupted or overturned, giving slaves and wives the power of life and death (in 

essence patria potestas) over their masters and husbands.239  

 

As we can see from the evidence, familial disloyalty (including the murder of the 

paterfamilias) was a big part of the reality of the civil war and Triumviral period for many. 

Thus, civil war became typified as being intra-familial conflict – a trope that endured well 

into the Imperial period (as can be seen from later sources such as Valerius Maximus and 

Appian). In this way, Livy’s Tullia-story is not only an edifying and tragic take on the fall 

of the sixth king of Rome but is also an exploration of the anxieties that had been aroused 

during the civil war and proscriptions, when the very role of the paterfamilias had been 

attacked and was vulnerable. To put it another way, Livy’s portrayal of a Roman royal 

family intersected with the image of the Roman family (and especially the leading families 

of the state) at a time when recent internecine warfare had caused inter-familial 

relationships not only to break down but also potentially end in murder.240 Livy’s narrative 

used the trope of the family to make sense of transitional moments in power structures (in 

this instance, the rise to prominence of Imperator Caesar and the end of the Republic). 

This trope is emphasised through Livy’s use of the tragic mode. Thus, complex socio-

political moments of transition can be reduced in a historical narrative to a transgression 

or crisis within the family – making it more accessible for audiences and distancing the 

 
238 See Langlands 2018:68-69 and Parker 1998. 
239 Looking forward, Tullia as a paradigm of unrestrained female violence may have evoked Cleopatra for 

Livy’s readers. 
240 See Feldherr 1998:189-190 on how Livy focuses on the interaction between the family and the state as 

two social entities and what the consequences of that are.  
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author from accusations of providing a direct commentary on contemporary political 

events. If the family can be seen as a synecdoche for society, then its implosion and 

destruction, both in terms of the royal family of Servius and the senatorial families during 

the second proscriptions (and the power structures of the Roman family during the Late 

Republic more broadly), can be understood as the destruction of society and moral values.  

 

As such, the serious implications of Tullia’s actions mean that she can be shown 

no mercy. This is seen in the way that Livy and later authors write Tullia as having no 

redeeming features whatsoever, a striking aspect of her character. For example, even 

Virgil’s Mezentius, the king of Caere, who is portrayed as a bloodthirsty and impious 

tyrant in the Aeneid, is allowed a moment of poignancy and redemption at the end of the 

narrative when he is given the opportunity to engage in the discourse of paternal pietas.241 

This dialogue with contemporary anxieties could go some way towards explaining the 

enduring popularity of Livy’s narrative of the deposition during the Augustan and Tiberian 

periods. This is particularly true when one considers Augustus’ continued attempts to 

elevate the Imperial family and present a particular image and the difficult lines that 

Imperial women were required to tread in order to remain ‘good’ women. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
241 For sources see Ch.1,n.73. Mezentius takes up the fight against Aeneas when Turnus is lured to safety 

by Juno (Virgil Aeneid 10.606-688); this results in Mezentius being killed by Aeneas (Virgil Aeneid 

10.833-908). His redeeming moment is when he laments the death of his son (Virgil Aeneid 10.755-832), 

and requests to be buried with him rather than begging Aeneas for mercy (as Turnus will later do Virgil 

Aeneid 12.887-952). 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 

 

One of the overarching threads that runs through the AUC’s Servian narrative is 

Livy’s interest in legitimacy. As we have seen, Servius’ reign itself is bookended by 

questions of legitimacy, and in particular hereditary legitimacy. In both cases, the struggle 

for legitimacy sees the ruler murdered by those who claim legitimacy on grounds of birth 

and in both cases the perpetrators eventually end up languishing in exile. Servius’ reign 

begins with the grievances of Ancus’ sons, the fourth king of Rome and the predecessor 

to Tarquinius Priscus. The two shepherds they hired to murder Tarquinius could possibly 

be seen to be representing old ‘Romulean Rome’ – particularly as they later rail against 

Servius for not being worthy to follow in Romulus’ footsteps. They are indignant that, 

following the ignominy of being ruled by Tarquinius, Rome would stoop even lower to be 

ruled by a slave and son of a slave (Servius). This is contrasted sharply with the fact that 

only a century before Romulus ‘son of a god and a god himself’ (deo prognatus deus ipse) 

had ruled. Livy says that they believed that this would not only be a disgrace to Rome, but 

particularly to their own house for the palace to be open to strangers and slaves. Once 

Servius seizes power (through the machinations of Tanaquil) Ancus’ sons go into 

voluntary exile at Suessa Pometia (1.41.7).  

 

Similar arguments are brought up by Tarquinius throughout his campaign against 

Servius as we have seen above. However, there is one key difference between Ancus’ sons 

and Tarquinius (as told by Livy). That is that the former do not campaign for support 

amongst the plebeians or the patricians – unlike Tarquinius. Tarquinius attempts to turn 

the plebeians against Servius first but is unsuccessful (which is unsurprising given the 
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significance of Servius to plebeians) and eventually must turn to the gentes minores to 

orchestrate support for his actions. The struggle for legitimacy yet again descends into 

violence and ends with murder.  

 

When one looks at the Servian narrative it appears that Livy is stating that you need 

three things to be a legitimate ruler:242 to be a good general (Servius defeats the Etruscans 

three times),243 the consent of the plebeians (Servius holds a vote and the plebeians declare 

him king ‘with such unanimity that none before had experienced’),244 and the consent of 

the Senate (the lack of this is what aids Servius’ downfall). It is arguable that the dialogue 

which suggests that these three elements are required for legitimacy is a lesson to 

Imperator Caesar. In particular, the concept of consensus which is introduced by the need 

for support both amongst the plebeians and the Senate. Considering the proscriptions and 

the later purge of the supporters of Antonius from the Senate – and all the elites who went 

to Sextus Pompeius – there were multiple points where it might have been feared that 

consensus would never be achieved. Indeed, looking forward, Augustus’ model of 

consensus and concordia (including through the reintegration of the senatorial remnants 

of the other factions) is what ‘anchored the transition from Republic to Empire’, and made 

the early Principate successful. 245 

 

Indeed, ultimately, it would appear from the AUC that Livy disapproves of 

hereditary legitimacy and is questioning the validity of dynastic legitimacy.246 This would 

 
242 Cf. 1.46.1 where Livy states unequivocally that ‘there was no doubt that Servius now had a right to 

possess the kingship’ (Servius quamquam iam usu haud dubie regnum possederat).  
243 See Ch.1,n.28.   
244 1.41.1 ‘tantoque consensus quanto haud quisquam alius ante rex est declaratus’.  
245 Lobur 2008:209. For consensus and its role in the formation of Roman Imperial ideology see Lobur 

2008 generally.  
246 Cf. Cicero Rep. 2.24 ‘yet our ancestors, rustics though they even then were, saw that kingly virtue and 

wisdom, not royal ancestry, were the qualities to be sought’ (nostri illi etiam tum agrestes viderunt 

virtutem et sapientiam regalem, non progeniem, quaeri oportere). 
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have been difficult to divorce from its context, and what this meant in relation to the fact 

that Imperator Caesar’s claims to legitimacy (initially) stemmed from his role as heir to 

Caesar. If one supports the later publication date of 27-25, then this would also touch upon 

the beginning of the domus Augusta and the promotion of M. Claudius Marcellus. 

Marcellus, the son of Augustus’ sister Octavia, was engaged to Augustus’ daughter Julia 

in 27 and married to her in 25. By 27, Julia had possibly already been engaged twice – 

first to a son of Antonius and then to King Cotiso. This anxiety surrounding a hereditary 

dynastic legitimacy also touches upon anxieties around gender – as the elevation of the 

domus necessarily involved the elevation of women who, as seen through the women who 

bookend the Servian narrative (Tanaquil and Tullia), could then move to usurp male 

political prerogatives (as Livia was portrayed to have done). This impression of the 

building of a dynasty (which used hereditary claims to Iulius Caesar as a basis of its 

legitimacy) would have been strengthened by the various building projects that had a 

dynastic ‘bent’ – the Curia Iulia, the Temple of Divus Iulius with its adjoining rostra (both 

inaugurated in 29), and the Mausoleum of Augustus (inaugurated 28).247 However, whilst 

there are elements of the narrative which lend themselves to a disapproving reading of 

hereditary legitimacy, as usual, Livy’s approach is more subtle.  

 

Following Servius’ assassination, and despite his illegal usurpation of the throne, 

Livy summarises his life and judges him to have been a ‘good’ king (1.48.8-9). In doing 

so, Livy reminds his audiences that even one who may have usurped the throne illegally 

could be a good and just ruler. This is meaningful considering that the First Pentad was 

written in the aftermath of the Triumvirate and Actium and following a prolonged period 

 
247 For Curia Iulia and Temple of Divus Iulius: RG 19 and Dio 51.22.1-2. For Mausoleum: Suetonius Aug. 

100 and Davies 2004:13-19.  
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of civil warfare that had seen various individuals become de facto autocratic leaders. Livy 

praises Servius by saying that even a ‘good and moderate’ (bono…moderatoque) 

successor would have found it difficult to emulate him. As it stands, a tyrant was to follow 

him, and one who would bring an end to kingship at Rome and the beginning of the 

Republic. The passage sums up Livy’s approach to the episode neatly and encapsulates 

the themes this chapter has focused on: the focus on the actions of Servius’ family 

underscores Livy’s treatment of the family as a synecdoche for the Roman state, and his 

use of the familial unit to explore and understand transitional moments of power. 

Similarly, the reference to ‘the crime’ (scelus) of his family member refers to the tragic 

elements of Livy’s narrative and to 1.48.9 when Tullia’s ‘crime’ (foedum 

inhumanumque… scelus) is described in detail. The Servian tradition was evidently a 

malleable one in the early and middle Republics. Livy built on the existing Servian 

tradition and pushed particular themes strongly – themes that would resonate with the 

survivors of the proscriptions. The interest of Livy’s first set of readers in familial 

relationships makes a lot of sense given that they had just lived through a period of intense 

internecine conflict and civil war. Thus, Livy’s decision to suggest that Tullia was the 

possible instigator of Tarquinius’ takeover and Servius’ assassination spoke directly to the 

experience of Livy’s contemporary audience who had experienced the upending of 

traditional familial structures during the civil wars and proscriptions. It would also hold a 

continued relevance for later writers considering the Augustan elevation of Imperial 

women and the fall of Julia following 2 B.C. In addition to this, depictions of unrestrained 

female violence may have evoked Cleopatra (who got rid of her brother-husband) for 

Livy’s first readers.248 

 

 
248 See Ch.1,n.173.  
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Livy’s narrative is the earliest extant ‘full’ version of the life and reign of Servius 

and, as such, it is difficult to surmise to what extent the tradition that follows has been 

influenced by Livy’s own additions to the tradition. It appears that Livy embellished the 

tradition and that his version gained popularity among his contemporaries, and later writers 

and audiences. I proposed that this was because of how Livy’s version of the overthrow 

and assassination of Servius spoke to contemporary anxieties. For example, Tullia became 

‘good to think with’ during the early Principate, as seen in the works of Dionysius of 

Halicarnassus, Ovid, and Valerius Maximus among others. In addition to this, when one 

surveys the extant post-Livian narratives of Servius, it becomes apparent that nearly all of 

them exclusively focus on the king’s death at the hands of his daughter and son-in-law. As 

has already been said, familial disloyalty (including the murder of the paterfamilias) was 

a big part of the reality of civil war and the Triumviral period for many. It makes sense, 

then, that civil war became typified as being conflict within the family. In this way, Livy’s 

Tarquinius and Tullia can be said to embody the abiding trauma of the civil war and 

proscriptions when intra-familial violence was rife.   

 

Throughout this chapter I have explored how Livy offers Servius as a way for 

contemporary audiences to think with and about the political violence of the recent past, 

and particularly the internecine violence associated with constitutional change. I focused 

on the Livian narrative of the overthrow and assassination of Servius, in part because the 

key location is the curia: as will be discussed in Part II of this thesis, the curia was an 

evocative location and Livy’s use of the curia was part of the way that he collapsed and 

telescoped Triumviral, civil war, and (early) Augustan realities into the regal period and 

early Republic. Through this use of anachronism, Livy’s narrative creates a dialogue with 

his contemporary socio-political reality, and I have argued that this was part of an attempt 
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by contemporaries to process and cope with the changes in socio-cultural identities and 

realities that followed a period of bloody and intense internecine conflicts. These conflicts 

had caused the breakdown not only of the relationships between the elite (such as between 

the dictator Caesar and the wider senatorial body), but also within the fabric of the Roman 

family. Livy’s narrative spoke to these anxieties and traumas and enabled him to build a 

bridge between Rome’s quasi-legendary regal past and the Augustan present. 
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CHAPTER 2: 

THE INVASION OF ROME AND THE MASSACRE OF 

THE SENATORS 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Nemo sapienter de re publica nostra cogitavit, iam inde a principio 

huius imperii, quin Galliam maxime timendam huic imperio putaret. 

 

No-one, from the beginning of this empire, has ever sensibly reflected on our republic, 

who has not believed Gaul to be the biggest threat to this empire 1 

 

 

 

The sack of Rome in 390 was an infamous and significant episode in Roman 

history and cultural memory.2 For example, Livy (6.1.1-2) stated that many of the early 

documents and buildings had been lost in the fires set by the Gauls during their occupation 

of Rome.3 Both Livy (5.55.4-5, 6.1.2) and Diodorus Siculus (14.116.8-9) attributed 

Rome’s chaotic street plan to the need quickly to rebuild the city following the end of the 

occupation. It was an episode of Roman history that had been told, re-told, and re-imagined 

 
1 Cicero De Provinciis Consularibus 33. Author’s translation.  
2 The Gallic invasion of Rome occurred in either 390 or 387, depending on whether one follows the 

Varronian or Greek chronology. I have used the Varronian chronology as it matches the chronology used 

in the LCL editions of the AUC. For debate about the date: Lentzsch 2017:129, esp. n.8.  
3 Kraus’ (1994:26) commentary ‘[t]he burning of the real Rome also saw the burning of her history: the 

fresh start in 390 redraws the limit of the historically verifiable… In all senses, then, we are starting over 

again’. Cf. Plutarch Moralia 326a, Numa 1.1, and Justin 20.5. Contra: Oakley 1999:39 who argues that the 

quality of Livy’s evidence did not notably improve from Book Five to Six. 
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by many ancient historians.4 It has been said that Livy’s account of the sack of Rome ‘has 

been accorded a certain canonical status’5 and Luce described the second half of Book 

Five as ‘one of the most polished and carefully written parts of the history’.6 It is not 

difficult to see why, as Livy’s version of events revisited a moment of existential threat in 

Rome’s past at a time when its socio-political elite were having to establish a new identity 

following an intense period internecine conflict. A key group of these elites were the 

senators, whose roles were being redefined whilst Livy was writing the First Pentad of the 

AUC. Livy would have been aware that he needed to tell the story in a novel manner to 

capture his audience’s attention, re-telling a familiar story in an unfamiliar way. Livy could 

not change any of the fundamental aspects of the narrative, and the episode had to end 

with the recalling of Camillus and the re-founding of Rome for his wider narrative arc. So, 

Livy chose to play with the beginning of the narrative. It is in light of this that Livy’s 

insertion of the massacre of the senators into the episode is noteworthy. The present 

chapter takes its title from Ogilvie’s commentary on the AUC and is the heading he uses 

 
4 Sources for the Gallic invasion of Rome: Theopompus FGrHist 115 F317 (=Pliny HN 3.57); Heracleides 

Ponticus FGrHist 840 F23 (= Plutarch Camillus 22.2-3); Aristotle FGrHist 840 F23 (= Plutarch Camillus 

22.3); Cato FRHist 5 T8 (= Livy 34.5.7-10); Polybius 2.17-18; L. Cassius Hemina FRHist 6 F22 (=Appian 

Gall. 6); Q. Claudius Quadrigarius FRHist 24 F1 (= Aulus Gellius 17.2.24), FRHist 24 F2 (=Aulus Gellius 

17.2.26); Diodorus Siculus 14.115-117; Livy 5.39-43; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 13.6-12; Strabo Geog. 5.2.3; 

Pliny HN 12.4; Plutarch Camillus 15, 20-22; Dio 7.25; Justinus 20.5.7, 24.4.1. The question of Livy’s 

sources for 390 can mostly only be answered with non liquet, bar three points. Unfortunately, not even 

Dionysius is able to help us. Book 13 of the Antiquitates Romanae is fragmentary and the extant narrative 

of the Gallic sack (Ant. Rom. 13.12.2) is brief, making any attempt to draw out information from the extant 

text speculation. However, the key points are as follows: first is that, contrary to Ogilvie’s (1965:6) belief 

‘that at any moment Livy is following one authority and one only’, it is apparent that Livy used a variety 

of earlier writers flexibly as the FRHist I 299 states. As Oakley (1999:17) argues the assumption that Livy 

only followed one authority at any one time seems to originate from Livy’s use of Polybius in the Third 

Decade. Oakley sums up what we can confidently say: ‘[w]e know that [Livy] had read at least six 

versions of early Roman history; and even if he chose to follow one as his main source, it is very likely 

that details from others found their way into his narrative’. Second is that, based on the available evidence, 

I believe that the most probable candidates for the authors that Livy consulted, either directly or indirectly, 

for the invasion of Rome are Fabius Pictor (who was probably Polybius’ source and may have been a 

shared source with Diodorus), Cato, and Polybius (who may have covered the event in more detail 

elsewhere). If Claudius Quadrigarius, Antias, Macer, and Tubero covered the events, presumably Livy 

would have referred to them also (as the consensus firmly believes them to be his main sources in other 

pentads). Third, there is a shared source with Diodorus as demonstrated in the appendix. 
5 Richardson 2004:284. 
6 Luce 1971:268.  
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to summarise 5.41, the moment that the Gauls, following victory at the Allia in 390, enter 

Rome. Ogilvie describes it as a ‘stirring tale’ and, by using it as the heading for the entire 

section of commentary, he effectively prioritises it over the Gauls’ entry into Rome (i.e., 

the actual invasion) and recognises it as a vital part of Livy’s narrative of 390.7 

 

Throughout the AUC, Livy makes much of the exemplarity of history and the way 

that it could serve his contemporary audience. This has been demonstrated ably by scholars 

such as Chaplin, who argues that exempla are ‘complex vehicles of Livy’s view of 

history’8 and, more recently, Roller and Langlands whose monographs discuss exempla 

and their role in Roman society.9 Moralistic writing necessitates exemplarity and the 

author’s desire to have his examples remain relevant and relatable for his audience will, 

more often than not, lead him into anachronism and scholars must bear this in mind when 

exploring the Triumviral resonances in Livy’s First Pentad. However, it is important to 

understand that exempla were not merely a tool in the arsenal of the individual ancient 

author prone to moralising, such as Livy. As Langlands has aptly demonstrated, exempla 

were also part of the way that the elite maintained their socio-political hegemony and they 

‘were often used to promote the interests of leading families or the imperial household 

among the Roman people, and to disseminate their ideologies’.10 In this context, Livy’s 

use of exempla is more complex than that of an individual project aimed at providing 

lessons for his audience, it was also a valid mechanism for Livy to engage in social 

commentary and one that was well received by the literary elite.  

 

 
7 Ogilvie 1965:725.  
8 Chaplin 2000:31. 
9 Langlands 2018; Roller 2018.   
10 Langlands 2018:74.  
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Chapter 2 aims to provide a new interpretation of an (in)famous episode in both 

Rome’s history and Livy’s Rome, the Gallic sack. It focuses on identifying and analysing 

the dialogues Livy creates between the Gallic sack and the Triumviral period and 

demonstrating how Livy’s writing can be seen as a cultural mirror for the shared 

experience of Livy’s generation who lived through this period. This analysis takes as its 

starting point that Livy was writing the First Pentad of the AUC at a time when the 

structures of the Roman Republic were unravelling, and new ones were forming with one 

man at their centre. In other words, Livy was (re)writing, (re)imagining, and 

(re)constructing Rome’s history at a time of great change for the elites of Rome because 

of Imperator Caesar’s (later Augustus’) ascendency. Thus, Livy, in beginning to write the 

AUC during the late 30s was writing his new history at a time when Roman society was 

reeling from decades of internecine conflicts and there was a potential new future on the 

horizon. Livy was perfectly placed to play with established historical (and 

historiographical) canon and with evocations and intertexts with other times and moments 

(written, oral, ‘mythical’, or ‘real’) in Rome’s history.  

 

I will argue that Livy’s (re)writing of the Gallic sack, conceived of as one of 

Rome’s greatest defeats, not only creates a dialogue with the recent civil war(s) but also 

softens the defeat by demonstrating that valuable exempla can come from defeat. For 

example, through his writing out of the allies at the Allia and his treatment of the senators’ 

deaths at the hands of the Gauls, Livy took a counterfactual approach to the historical 

narrative, and that this is a restorative act at a time when Roman identity had been in flux.  

 

This chapter presents an interpretation of the Livian Gallic invasion and the 

massacre of the senators that emphasises the Triumviral resonances throughout the 
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narrative and recognises the nuanced and ambiguous nature of Livy’s text. Throughout, I 

consider how Livy wrote the Gallic invasion of Rome and the massacre of the senators, 

and what he did differently from other versions. I argue that Livy’s new, therapeutic, and 

restorative history was a necessary response to the social violence of Rome’s recent past, 

and Rome’s new future with Imperator Caesar at the helm. This chapter aims to illustrate 

that it is impossible to discern whether Livy provided a ‘personal view’ on Imperator 

Caesar, his civil war(s), and the proscriptions without the survival of the later books; 

rather, Livy’s skill lies in his ability to write an ambiguous history in which many different 

dialectical strands can be discerned and interpreted, often simultaneously. 

 

The structure of this chapter is tripartite. The first section provides an overview of 

Livy’s narrative of 390 and sets out the events that led up to the Gallic invasion of Rome 

according to Livy, offering an analysis of the passage (5.41). The second section begins to 

examine the specifics of the Livian narrative, first looking at the characterisation of the 

Gauls more generally, and then at the role of Brennus in particular. The third, and final, 

section investigates Livy’s portrayal of the Romans. It looks at the abandonment of Rome 

by her people and explores Ogilvie’s suggestion that the senators performed devotio. 

Lastly, I suggest that Livy’s inspiration for the massacre of the senators came from the 

murder of a sitting consul during the civil war of Marius and Cinna, and that this exemplary 

episode from the (relatively) recent past allowed Livy to avoid references to the more 

recent past of the proscriptions. The chapter ends with a consideration of the manifold 

purposes the episode serves for Livy’s narrative. It picks up on Ogilvie’s claim that for 

Livy ‘the whole tale [of the massacre of the senators] is not a religious act but an example 

of Roman virtus’, by examining in what ways this is the case.11 The conclusion argues that 

 
11 Ogilvie 1965:725.  
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the episode creates a restorative narrative in the face of such a shameful defeat. In addition, 

it enables Livy to remind his audience of the recent civil conflict and bloodshed in a less 

disturbing manner. 

 

 

 

Setting the scene: Livy 5.39-41 

 

In 390 the Senones,12 shocked by their easy victory over the Romans at the Battle 

of Allia (5.39.1),13 marched on Rome.14 Upon their arrival at Rome, their scouts found the 

city gates wide open and without guards, and no sentries could be seen patrolling the city 

walls (5.39.2).15 This turn of events so surprised the Senones that they retreated, made 

camp nearby, and sent patrols to find out what was happening at Rome (5.39.3). 

Meanwhile, the remainder of the Roman army, following the Allia, had fled to Veii 

(5.38.9). Those in the right wing made for Rome and ‘not even stopping to shut the city 

gates, sought refuge in the Citadel (arx)’ (ne clausis quidem portis urbis in arcem 

confugerunt) (5.38.10). The citizens remaining at Rome were terrified following the Allia 

and spent the night panic-stricken. Yet, when dawn came, they were able to regroup and 

 
12 On Gallic invasion of Italy (which predates the Battle of Allia and the invasion of Rome): Williams 

2001:100-139; alternatively termed the Gallic migration (Ogilvie 1965:701). N.B.: Carena, Manfredini, 

and Piccirilli 1996:316-317 that there is no evidence that it was the Senones who invaded Rome, citing the 

fact that neither Aristotle nor Heracleides Ponticus name the tribe (FGrHist 840 F23 = Plutarch Camillus 

22.2-3). See also Luce 1971 on design and structure in Livy 5.32-55. 
13 For Battle of Allia see Polybius 1.6.1; Q. Claudius Quadrigarius FRHist 24 F24 (=Aulus Gellius 

17.2.12); Diodorus Siculus 14.113-115; Livy 5.37-38; Plutarch Camillus 18-19. For events that led up to 

the battle in the AUC specifically, see Livy 5.34-36; it is pertinent to note that, of our extant sources, Livy 

offers the most thorough account of the events that preceded the invasion. 
14 N.B.: there are few extant sources for the Gallic invasion of Rome, especially in the FRHist, despite its 

prominent place both in Roman cultural memory and the history of the city of Rome. For a thoughtful 

discussion on the sources: Williams 2001:142-150. 
15 Cf. Plutarch Camillus 22.1. 
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resolve upon a course of action to defend the city. It was decided that the military men and 

the healthy senators would retreat to the arx, along with their families, arms, and 

provisions (5.39.9-10). The flamen and the priestesses of Vesta and the sacred objects of 

the state (sacra publica) were evacuated to keep them safe from the invaders and pollution 

by bloodshed (5.39.11). The infirm and elderly men were left in the city, outside the arx, 

to reduce the burden upon those in the arx, as it was thought they would ‘die in any case’ 

(5.39.12).16 At this point in the narrative Livy presents this as a (possible) rationale behind 

the abandonment of the elderly, without necessarily endorsing the behaviour, presuming 

that the people of Rome were worried that the city would not survive, and, if it did, the 

sacrifice of old plebeian men would be easy to bear. 

 

Then, Livy takes time to single out the exemplary actions of the older senators and 

generals; specifically, those who had been consuls and enjoyed triumphs (triumphatores). 

These men, Livy tells us, publicly declared that they would stay behind in the city with the 

plebeians and die by their sides (5.39.12-13). They did this so that the plebeian men who 

had already been slated to die could face their deaths with composure, and so that they 

would further reduce the burden on the defending forces in the arx.17 

 

The narrative goes on to relate how when the rest of the inhabitants of Rome had 

either made their way to the arx or left the City in search of refuge, and the sacred objects 

had been buried and the priestesses evacuated, the old men returned to their homes and 

 
16 Cf. Livy 10.34.12.  
17 The implication of this passage ‘et quo id aequiore animo de plebe multitudo ferret, senes triumphales 

consularesque simul se cum illis palam dicere obituros, nec his corporibus, quibus non arma ferre, non 

tueri patriam possent, oneraturos inopiam armatorum’ is that these celebrated old men had the option of 

going to the arx and chose not to for the benefit of the plebeians and the fatherland (patria). Cf. Horace 

Odes 3.5 where readers see similar altruism in play when the consul M. Atilius Regulus tells the Senate not 

to make peace with Carthage, despite being released by Carthage to negotiate a peace treaty. Since he had 

broken his word, Regulus returned to Carthage knowing he would be executed. See Leach 2014 for an 

exploration of how a post-Polybian tradition of Regulus turned ‘defeat into victory’. 
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those who had been senators or generals put on their ceremonial or triumphal robes and 

seated themselves on their curule chairs in the atria of their houses (5.41.1-2).18  

 

 

Sine ira: Livy’s characterisation of the Senones in 5.41 

 

When the narrative returns to the Senones, it is the morning after they originally 

arrived at the gates, and it is in a state of bewilderment and awe rather than bloodlust that 

the army enters Rome:  

sine ira, sine ardore animorum ingressi postero die urbem patente Collina 

porta in forum perveniunt, circumferentes oculos ad templa deum 

arcemque solam belli speciem tenentem. Inde, modico relicto praesidio ne 

quis in dissipatos ex arce aut Capitolio impetus fieret, dilapsi ad praedam 

vacuis occursu hominum viis, pars in proxima quaeque tectorum agmine 

ruunt, pars ultima, velut ea demum intacta et referta praeda, petunt; inde  

rursus ipsa solitudine absterriti, ne qua fraus hostilis vagos exciperet, in 

forum ac propinqua foro loca conglobati redibant; ubi eos, plebis aedificiis 

obseratis, patentibus atriis principum, maior prope cunctatio tenebat aperta 

quam clausa invadendi; adeo haud secus quam venerabundi intuebantur in 

aedium vestibulis sedentes viros, praeter ornatum habitumque humano 

augustiorem, maiestate etiam quam voltus gravitasque oris prae se ferebat 

simillimos dis. Ad eos velut simulacra versi cum starent, M. Papirius, unus 

ex iis, dicitur Gallo barbam suam, ut tum omnibus promissa erat, 

permulcenti scipione eburneo in caput incusso iram movisse, atque ab eo 

initium caedis ortum, ceteros in sedibus suis trucidatos; post principum 

caedum nulli deinde mortalium parci, diripi tecta, exhaustis inici ignes. 

(5.41.4-10) 

 

It was therefore without anger and fire in their hearts that they advanced 

on Rome the next day, through the Colline Gate19 (which stood open) and 

 
18 Ogilvie 1965:725-26 highlights Livy’s allusion to the toga picta (augustissima vestis), emphasising the 

triumphal dress of the senators. Ogilvie states that it was ‘allegedly the traditional dress of kings’ and 

argues that the detail of the senators’ dress alluded to the ‘custom of burying magistrates in their full robes 

of office’. Alternatively, Kraus 1994a:277 argues that the representation of the senators in their triumphal 

robes seated upon curule chairs is an allusion to Priam. Both intertexts are visible and can happily coexist 

in Livy’s narrative. The intertext to the Roman funeral (Polybius 6.53) that Ogilvie hints at is particularly 

compelling.  
19 The Porta Collina’s construction was attributed to Servius Tullius. Livy mentions the gate three more 

times in the extant AUC: 4.21.8 (the site of the Roman defence against the Veientes and Fidenates); 

26.10.1-3 (mentioned as one of the places where the consuls should pitch camp as Hannibal marches on 
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reaching the Forum, casting about their eyes to the temples of the gods and 

the Citadel, which alone held the appearance of battle. Then, having left 

behind a modest garrison in case an attack was made on their scattered 

forces from the Citadel or Capitoline, they slipped away in search of loot 

through streets empty of men to resist them, some charging in a crowd to 

whatever house was nearest, and the others making for the houses furthest 

away – as if only those were untouched and crammed full of spoils. But, 

having been frightened off by the very solitude of these, they turned back 

and went back to the Forum. They crowded together in the places near the 

Forum, lest the enemy by any trickery should take them out as they were 

wandering. There, they found the buildings of the plebs bolted up, but the 

atria of the leading citizens standing open. Their hesitation almost greater 

to enter those houses that had been kept open than those that had been 

locked up – they stared at the men sitting in the vestibules with religious 

awe to such a degree that, besides the fact that their adornments and 

clothes were more majestic than belonged to humankind, they now too 

each considered the grandeur of their faces and dignity of their expressions 

to very much resemble the gods. Whilst they stood turned toward them, as 

if they had been statues, it is said that a Gaul gently touched the beard of 

one of them, Marcus Papirius, which he wore long, as everyone did then, 

and so the Roman struck him over the head with his ivory mace, and, 

provoking the Gaul’s indignation, was the first to be slaughtered; after that, 

the rest were butchered in their seats; and when the leading citizens had 

been massacred, there was no mercy then shown to any living being; the 

houses were ransacked and, having been emptied, were burnt.  

 

 

One of the ways that Livy signals that he is writing a new history is through his 

treatment of the Gauls during the invasion of Rome. How Livy chooses to begin the 

invasion of Rome is striking: ‘without anger and without fire in their hearts’ (sine ira, sine 

ardore animorum).20 Burck highlights the vividness of the capture of the city as described 

from the Gauls’ point of view.21 By taking this unusual approach Livy is ‘disarming the 

reader’ – and ‘heightening the tension’ – by signalling at the outset that this invasion is 

different from the norm.22 Livy’s use of fire imagery, embedded in the word ardore, is 

ironic and perhaps foreshadows the fact that the Gauls will end up burning the city and 

 
Rome, and where Hannibal advances toward before engaging with Fulvius Flaccus); and Per. 88 (Sulla’s 

victory over the Marian forces). See LTUR III 326 (Porta Collina) for further information. N.B.: most 

ancient references to the Porta Collina listed in the LTUR are from Livy (13 out of 18). 
20 Cf. Livy 5.41.4. See also Burck 1934:123-128 (esp.127-128).  
21 Burck 1934:127.  
22 Paul 1982:153. See Paul 1982 generally on Livy’s description of captured cities.  
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much of her history. In addition to the ironic use of fire imagery, Livy subverts audience 

expectations by the lack of violent imagery or language when discussing the invasion of 

Rome.23 As will be discussed in more detail later, Livy’s opening ‘sine ira, sine ardore’ 

couches the invasion in unequivocally non-violent terms. This is a typically Livian 

narrative method – to draw readers in by surprising them. Whereas the idea of Rome 

abandoned by her people runs through the (extant) sources,24 it is only Livy who 

paradoxically starts the narrative of one of the most violent episodes in the city’s history 

without any violence at all. Thus, it appears that Livy was the first to stray from the 

formulaic narrative associated with captured cities in ancient literature. 

 

Comparison with other accounts helps to clarify Livy’s unexpected approach here. 

For example, Polybius’ treatment is brief, but highlights the violence one would expect 

from a military invasion and occupation: ‘[n]ot long afterward they defeated the Romans 

and their allies in a pitched battle, and pursuing the fugitives, occupied, three days after 

the battle, the whole of Rome with the exception of the Capitol’ (μετὰ δέ τινα χρόνον μάχῃ 

νικήσαντες Ῥωμαίους καὶ τοὺς μετὰ τούτων παραταξαμένους, ἑπόμενοι τοῖς φεύγουσι τρισὶ 

τῆς μάχης ἡμέραις ὕστερον κατέσχον αὐτὴν τὴν Ῥώμην πλὴν τοῦ Καπετωλίου) (2.18.2-3).25 

 
23 Polybius (10.15.4-9) describing Scipio Aemilianus’ sack of New Carthage in 146 makes it clear that the 

Roman custom was to send the soldiery to murder all the inhabitants of the city before pillaging. Polybius 

states ‘[t]hey do this, I think, to inspire terror, so that when towns are taken by the Romans one may often 

see not only the corpses of human beings, but dogs cut in half, and the dismembered limbs of other 

animals’ (διὸ καὶ πολλάκις ἰδεῖν ἔστιν ἐν ταῖς τῶν Ῥωμαίων καταλήψεσι τῶν πόλεων οὐ μόνον τοὺς 

ἀνθρώπους πεφονευμένους, ἀλλὰ καὶ τοὺς κύνας δεδιχοτομημένους καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ζῴων μέλη 

παρακεκομμένα). Livy’s audience would presumably have had a good idea of what to expect from a city 

invasion narrative.  
24 Cf. Dio 21 (= Zonaras 9,31) on the Roman sack of Corinth in 146. Dio states that the citizens had 

‘abandoned the city, and it was empty of men when [L.] Mummius took it’. Kraus 1994a:276 argues that 

this theme of ‘abandonment’ is one of several Trojan resonances that Livy sprinkles through the Gallic 

invasion. Kraus convincingly demonstrates how to read the episode as an allusion to the fall of Troy. 

Lentzsch 2017:132 (esp. n.19) highlights the idea that the gates were left open because the fortifications of 

the city were not adequate and points out that some ancient historians believe the Romans just forgot to 

close the gates. 
25 Livy may have used Polybius as he was able to read Greek, although scholars have repeatedly 

questioned his proficiency in view of the mistakes found in the sections believed to be based on Polybian 
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Diodorus Siculus (14.115.6), a co-eval of Livy’s whose account is otherwise very similar 

to Livy’s and indicates a shared source, paints the moment of the invasion thus: ‘[b]ut on 

the fourth day, after they had learned the true state of affairs, they broke down the gates 

and pillaged the city except for a few dwellings on the Palatine’ (τῇ τετάρτῃ δ᾽ ἡμέρᾳ 

γνόντες τὴν ἀλήθειαν, τάς τε πύλας ἐξέκοψαν καὶ τὴν πόλιν ἐλυμαίνοντο, χωρὶς ὀλίγων 

οἰκιῶν ἐν τῷ Παλατίῳ).26 Plutarch (writing A.D. 96-114),27 closest to Livy of our sources 

in terms of presentation, tells us that ‘[o]n the third day after the battle, Brennus came up 

to the city with his army … he marched in by the Colline Gate, and took Rome’ (τρίτῃ δ᾽ 

ἀπὸ τῆς μάχης ἡμέρᾳ παρῆν ὁ Βρέννος ἄγων ἐπὶ τὴν πόλιν τὸ στράτευμα … εἰσελάσας διὰ 

τῆς Κολλίνης πύλης εἷλε τὴν Ῥώμην).28 Yet, Livy’s narrative focuses on the Colline Gate 

lying open. This addition (a marked departure from earlier sources, it appears) enables him 

to avoid the violence inherent in an enemy army breaking down the city gates credibly.29 

To differing degrees, all three Greek authors include either explicit or implicit violence: 

‘pursuing the fugitives’, ‘broke down the gates and pillaged’, ‘marched in… took Rome’. 

 
narratives. See Ogilvie 1965:7 and Luce 1977:159-160; contra Luce 1977:170, 221. The brevity of 

Polybius’ description makes it difficult to look for similarities with Livy. The two accounts differ in 

various ways. As Walbank (1957:185) points out, Polybius is the only (extant) author to mention allies 

being present at the Allia, a point that, if Livy did use Polybius, he omitted from his own narrative. Livy 

has the gates open rather than shut when the Gauls arrive. Additionally, Walbank believes that Livy 

‘enlivened’ the narrative by having the Gauls arrive the next day, instead of after the three days that 

Polybius states. The two accounts are similar in that they have the fugitives pursued by the enemy forces, 

and that the Capitol is not occupied. Also, we cannot rule out the possibility that Polybius may have 

offered a more detailed account elsewhere. Whilst it is reasonable to assume that Livy would have been 

aware that Polybius had covered the events, Polybius’ apparent brevity seems to rule out the possibility 

that Livy recycled his narrative. Indeed, there is no evidence to suggest that because Livy used Polybius 

later, he must have used him earlier 
26 For a comparison of Diodorus and Livy’s narrative see appendix.  
27 Stadter 1989:xxix. Cf. Pelling 2011:2. For bibliography about the order of writing and publication of the 

first 10 Lives see Stadter 2014:266 n.33. 
28 Camillus 22.1. 
29 Lentzsch 2017:132 agrees with the argument that Livy’s ‘strange story of the open gates’ is due to 

Livy’s belief in the attribution of the Servian Wall to King Servius (Livy 1.44.4, Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 

4.14.1) – though it is believed to have been built as a response to the Gallic invasion in the fourth century 

and not during the regal period (see LTUR III 319-334) – meaning there had to be an explanation as to why 

the Romans would leave the gates open. Ogilvie 1965:179 points out that whilst the current remains of the 

wall date to the fourth century (see Richmond and Cornell 2016; Ziółkowski 2016), Varro Ling. 5.48 

indicates that an earlier wall may have existed prior to the fourth-century one – there was probably an 

agger in the sixth century. See also Carena, Manfredini, and Piccirilli 1996:330. 
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Livy’s account goes further than just underplaying the violence by omission (as has 

already been seen in his treatment of the deposition and murder of Servius).30 It explicitly 

states the (temporary) lack of violence not once, but twice. His ‘sine ira, sine ardore’ uses 

the literary techniques anaphora and asyndeton to further emphasize the point. The effect 

that this opening line has is twofold: first, it grabs the audience’s attention because of its 

difference from the previous versions of the episode they may have heard (considering our 

evidence from Polybius and Diodorus – who explicitly states that the Gauls ‘did not relax 

their ardour)’31 and, perhaps more importantly, it signals to the audience that Livy is going 

to tell a different story from the one they may have expected. Second, it serves to transfer 

the narrative’s emphasis from the plight of the Romans to the behaviour of the Gauls. 

 

Over the next few lines, the narrative and language make the Gaulish gaze the 

focus: ‘circumferentes oculos ad templa deum arcemque solam belli speciem tenentem’ 

(5.41.4). Now, we find the Senones cast as hesitant tourists when they first enter the city, 

and it is through their eyes that Livy’s (Roman) audience see the Forum, and the 

surrounding temples and the looming arx.32 As Burck demonstrates, Livy not only wants 

his audience to see the Gauls’ actions through their eyes, but also wants them to experience 

their feelings as they enter Rome.33 In some ways, Livy’s Gauls act like a tragic chorus.34 

Traditionally, the members of the chorus were all of a similar status (for example, they are 

elderly men of Argos in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon or women of Argos as in Sophocles’ 

 
30 See Chapters 1 and 3.  
31 14.115.6 ‘δ᾽οὐκ ἀφίσταντο τῆς φιλοτιμίας’. It has been suggested that Polybius’ source may have been 

Fabius Pictor (see Walbank 1957:184) – implying that the narrative of violence could date back to then. 
32 Literary ‘urban tours’ of Rome through the eyes of the narrator or characters in the narrative would 

become a common topos in Augustan literature – see O’Sullivan 2015. 
33 Burck 1934:127-128. 
34 It is possible that the dramatic qualities of Livy’s narrative in 5.41.4 may derive from a fabula praetexta, 

just as the death of Servius at 1.47.3-7 (discussed in Chapters 1 and 3) may have been. However, there is 

nothing to support (nor preclude) the suggestion that Livy drew on both Greek tragedy and fabulae 

pratextae in his writing.  
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Electra), and their role was to comment on the action of the play and to perform songs that 

expressed the appropriate emotional reaction to that action. Hall has argued that there are 

two broad categories of choruses, and these can be defined by the way that the choruses 

relate to the space.35 Hall defines these two categories as ‘space invaders (such as the 

Bacchants in Euripides’ Bacchae)’ or ‘space defenders’. The Gauls are clearly space 

invaders according to this framework, and, as Euripides does in his Bacchae, Livy places 

a strong emphasis on viewing and vision in his version of the Gallic invasion. Livy’s Gauls 

are the eyes through which the audience see the (in)action, the emptiness of Rome, and it 

is their emotions (awe and, later, fear) that are foregrounded for the readers by the 

narrative. Unlike in our other sources, such as Diodorus, Livy’s Gauls do not behave like 

invaders, they are spectators, invested with an almost religious feeling as they gaze at 

Rome and her senators.36 The use of this internal focalisation notionally allows the Roman 

audience to feel what the Gauls felt.37 In doing so, Livy forces his Roman audience to 

participate in a perverse invasion of Rome. His narrative simultaneously challenges the 

invading role of the Gauls by portraying them as awestruck and without the expected 

violence (and perhaps the strength associated with violence) and perversely recalls the 

recent civil war(s) when Roman commanders did invade their own city.38 In particular, the 

Colline Gate would have had civil war resonances for Livy’s first readers. In 82 it had 

been the site of a battle between the forces of Sulla and Marius.39 The Battle of the Colline 

Gate was the final battle in the second civil war (in which Gauls had joined forces with 

Marius), and presaged Sulla’s rise to prominence. Appian estimated that the death toll of 

 
35 Hall 2014. 
36 Cf. Diodorus Siculus 14.115.6 who states that the Gauls, after breaking down the gates, immediately set 

about pillaging the city. On people gazing in amazement at Rome see Edwards 1996:96-102.  
37 For more on focalisation: Genette 1980 and 1983. On internal focalisation in Livy: Tsitsiou-Cheliodoni 

2009. 
38 E.g.: Sulla in 88, Cinna in 87, Sulla in 82, and Caesar in 49. All covered by Livy (according to the 

Periochae) in books 77, 80, 88, and 109-110 respectively.  
39 Appian BC 1.92-93. Walter 2018:249 believes that the Battle of the Colline Gate was a turning point in 

Livy’s later narrative.  
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the battle was 50,000 (BC 1.93).40 Ironically, then, Livy’s Gauls feel a reverence the likes 

of Sulla, Cinna, and Caesar had lacked in the last forty years.  

 

The Gauls, having walked from the Colline Gate to the Forum Romanum, leave 

only a small garrison at the Forum and revert to behaviours as dictated by their ethnotype 

and situation. The Romans tended to characterise Gauls in three ways: bellicose, desirous 

of booty, and lacking self-control. These stereotypes were pervasive, both in wider society 

and theatre and literature.41 The Roman tradition was closely allied to the Greek tradition, 

where ‘there was a close historical as well as moral association between Celtic warfare 

and mercenarism’.42 It has been argued that this characterisation comes from the tradition 

of the invasion of Rome in 390.43 It is likely that the Gallic invasion of 225 (following the 

Battle of Faesulae) was a key generator of literary stereotypes about the Gallic threat – 

building on ‘memories’ of 390.44 Considering the traditional characterisation of the Gauls, 

it is significant that Livy not only chooses to disrupt the audience’s expectations of the 

narrative, but also does this when retelling the very episode that gave rise to that 

characterisation. This is all the more striking when one takes into account the fact that 

Livy’s characterisation of Gauls throughout the AUC mostly fits the expected paradigms.45 

 
40 Note also the events of 88 and 87. In 88 Q. Pompeius took possession of the Colline Gate as part of 

Sulla’s march on Rome (see Santangelo 2018). In 87, Pompeius Strabo made camp outside the Colline 

Gate in response to Cinna’s forces marching on Rome (Livy Per. 79; Appian BC 1.67.). When Cinna 

arrived, he situated most of his army near the Colline Gate (Plutarch Marius 42.2; Appian BC 1.67.). For 

Cinna see Lovano 2002, esp. pp.44-45 on the controversy as to whether Cinna entered Rome peacefully or 

seized it militarily.  
41 See Williams 2001:68-99. On Gallic stereotypes: Walbank 1972; Gardner 1983; Cracco Ruggini 1987; 

Oakley 1998:116-119 (discussing Livy’s characterisation of the Gauls at 7.9-10); Mattern 1999; Urban 

1999; Rosenberger 2003 (for discussion of how the ‘Gallic disaster’ of the Allia affected the representation 

of Gauls in the Roman world); Urban 2004. For argument that the Roman stereotype of the ‘savage’ Gaul 

was inherited from the Hellenic stereotype of the Galatians as the barbarians of the Hellenistic Age: 

Strobel 1994 and Coşkun 2013.  
42 Williams 2001:92. 
43 Loc. cit. For bibliography see Kerremans 2016:824 (n.7). 
44 Polybius 2.25.1ff. Livy’s version of events (covered in Book 20) is unfortunately lost. 
45 Cf. Livy 5.48.8-9; 10.18.2; 21.2. On the ethnographic representation of Gauls in Livy: Kremer 1994:17-

80.  
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Livy, having used his subversion of the typical Gaulish stereotype and audience 

expectations to build tension, breaks it abruptly by having the Gauls behave as expected: 

ferocious and violent. Once they reach the Forum, their amazement and wonder wear off 

and their movement switches from slow and mindful to hurried and full of violence. They 

go off in search of loot, through the ‘streets empty of men to resist them’, highlighting the 

total abandonment of Rome by her people and the lack of glory to be found in looting an 

abandoned city, and ransack the houses. Up until this point, the narrative has slowed the 

movement of the invaders by focusing on their gaze. Now their movement becomes more 

frenzied: both ruo and peto have undertones of violence.46 Various scholars have explored 

the link between violence and movement in Roman thought, and Livy plays with this 

stereotype as a way of indicating that the Gauls are no longer hesitant tourists, they are, 

once again, the violent barbarians that his audience would expect.47 

 

Livy continues to play with these stereotypes throughout the rest of the episode. 

Whilst Gauls were traditionally mercenary and interested in booty above all, 48 these Gauls 

are scared off the spoils of Rome by nothing – that is, the very lack of resistance. It is the 

very emptiness of abandoned houses and streets of Rome that protects her spoils, at least 

during the beginning of the invasion. Similarly, despite the characterisation of Gauls as a 

fearsome race, specifically because of the events of 390, Livy’s characterisation of them 

at 5.41.4-10 undermines their recent prowess on the battlefield. This variation in mood 

throughout the episode, combined with the internalised focalisation, means that ‘the reader 

feels the suspense and tension of the described events’ and ‘experiences the changeovers 

of the action and the swings in people’s moods’.49 This deep exploration of the enemy’s 

 
46 OLD ruo 5 and OLD peto 2. 
47 E.g., Corbeill 2003; O’Sullivan 2011; Hammar 2015; and Hellström 2015.  
48 See Williams 2001:93. 
49 Tsitsiou-Cheliodoni 2009:533.  
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psyche forces Livy’s Roman audience to feel an empathy for the Gauls despite their 

actions, a quality notably absent from Diodorus’ narrative. 

 

Diminishing Brennus  

Another uniquely Livian element of the Gallic invasion of Rome is the way that he 

introduces Brennus into the narrative (5.48.8), the Gallic prince and insolent Gaul 

(insolens Gallus), only to then write him out of the script during the actual incursion into 

Rome. The name Brennus as attributed to the Gallic leader at the Allia first occurs in Livy 

and it is possible that he was an import into the story by Livy.50 From the extant sources, 

neither Polybius, nor Livy’s contemporaries Diodorus and Dionysius mention Brennus in 

the context of the Gallic invasion of Rome.51 Yet, Plutarch gives Brennus a (relatively) 

large role in his version of the narrative.52 Livy mentions Brennus only twice in Book Five 

(5.38.3 and 5.48.8). The first mention (5.38.3) names Brennus as the regulus Gallorum 

(Gallic prince) at the Battle of Allia.53 At this point in the narrative Livy focalises the 

narrative through Brennus. 

 

Livy tells us that Brennus, upon seeing that there were so few Romans, was worried 

about a plot or trap.54 Livy (5.38.4) states that ‘not only luck but reasoning was on the side 

 
50 Ogilvie 1965:719 and Gaertner 2008:31 (n.23). I would argue Diodorus Siculus’ omission of Brennus 

buttresses this argument.  
51 However, Strabo, a near contemporary of Livy, Diodorus, and Dionysius, does refer to a ‘second 

Brennus’ (4.1.13) when discussing the exploits of the Brennus from the third century. There is no mention 

in the extant text of who the first Brennus is – but it is likely to be the one from the Allia. 
52 In addition to Plutarch, a fragment of Appian (Gall. 4.3) locates a Brennus at the invasion of Rome. 

Apart from the sources already named, there are several Late Antique Roman poets who locate Brennus at 

the Allia, perhaps all building on the Silver Age poet Silius Italicus’ epic poem Punica (4.150, 280): 

Claudian bello Gothico 432, bello Gildonico 126; Rutilius Namatianus de reditu suo 125; Sidonius 

Apollinaris Carm. 2.561. 
53 The most common translation for the term, as Livy uses it, is ‘chieftain’ – but as Beard 2007:120 points 

out – this is less than ideal. Other possible translations for regulus (cf. δυνάστης) are ‘petty king’, 

‘king/princelet’, or ‘prince’. Livy’s use of the diminutive serves to further diminish Brennus’ role.  
54 The Gaulish fear of Roman dishonesty is a theme that recurs throughout the Gallic invasion (perhaps a 

deliberate play on the metus Gallicus).  
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of the barbarians’ (adeo non fortuna modo sed ratio etiam cum barbaris stabat), implying 

that Brennus was an able commander. Yet, Livy must remind his readers who Brennus is 

the second time he mentions Brennus by name. A study of the First Pentad demonstrates 

that Livy did not generally do this with other notables, such as consuls, dictators, or 

consular tribunes; rather he introduces them when they are elected or first appear and later 

refers to them either as ‘the consul’ or by their name. Livy does reintroduce an individual 

a total of 29 times across the First Pentad (as a percentage this is very small considering 

that the First Pentad covers some 119 years of early Republican magistrates).55 He does 

not appear to do it with enemy kings or commanders at all (e.g., Lars Porsena is either 

called ‘the king’ or Porsena and the Volscian leader Cluilius (4.10.7) is named only once, 

having been referred to as the Volscian leader previously (e.g., 4.10.1)). This would 

suggest that, generally, Livy expected his readers to remember the names of famous 

enemies – in particular, since the Gallic invasion was an (in)famous story in the history of 

Rome that would mean that the Gallic prince, Brennus, should have been as well-known 

as Lars Porsena. On the other hand, Livy’s audience may be forgiven for forgetting that 

Gaius Horatius was consul in 477, considering Roman naming conventions and the fact 

that there are multiple points of disagreement in Livy’s sources about the names of various 

consuls. In addition to this, there are several times where Livy’s repetition of someone’s 

rank is clearly a narratological device rather than a reminder, such as when he is saying 

that one consul did x and another y.56  

 

During the conference held between Brennus and Quintus Sulpicius, where, 

following the withdrawal of the Gaulish forces from Rome, Sulpicius (according to Livy) 

 
55 During this period, Livy names some 173 consuls and suffect consuls and some 149 consular tribunes.  
56 E.g., 3.32.4. 
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handed over 1,000 pounds of gold as ransom (5.48.8), Livy refers to Brennus again as 

‘regulus Gallorum’. Despite the implication that readers may have forgotten who Brennus 

is by this point in the narrative, Livy chooses to award him the (in)famous utterance ‘woe 

to the conquered!’ (vae victis).57 

 

Brennus not only keeps a low profile in the narrative following the Allia but is non-

existent at other key moments of the narrative: the entry into Rome, the massacre of the 

senators, and the plundering and burning of the buildings. Livy makes no reference to a 

Gaulish leader or prince during this part of the narrative and, as has already been 

mentioned, must remind his audience that the Gauls do, in fact, have a commander when 

it comes to the conference with Sulpicius. Ogilvie’s interpretation of this narrative strategy 

is that the Brennus in Book Five is an anachronism.58 He believes that Livy has remapped 

the ‘celebrated leader of the Gauls who invaded Greece in 280’ back onto the events of 

390. There is only one reference to this third-century Brennus in the extant Livy (38.16.1-

2). However, there is a fragment attributed to Sisenna (praetor in 78), that mentions the 

third-century Brennus, who is identified as the leader of a group of Gauls who originated 

from the area surrounding the Rhone.59 The FRHist speculates that Sisenna’s source may 

have been Polybius, who may also have been Livy’s source.60 Briscoe is certain that Livy’s 

account derives from Polybius, and argues that he ‘would have been very glad to find an 

account which allowed him to follow the historiographical practise of ethnographic 

digression, which he had himself adopted in his narrative of the Gallic invasion of Italy’.61 

 
57 See Ogilvie 1965:738 for his comments about the debate surrounding the significance of Brennus’ 

utterance of ‘vae victis’.  
58 Ogilvie 1965:719.  
59 Sisenna FRHist 26 F143 (= Lydus Mag. 3.71). Other sources for the third-century Brennus are: 

Callimachus Galatea fr.379; Polybius 4.46.1; Cicero Div. 1.37.81; Diodorus Siculus 22.9; Strabo 4.1.13; 

Propertius 3.13.51; Valerius Maximus 1.21.ext.9; Pausanias 10.19.8; Plutarch Moralia 15; Dio 27.90; 

Florus 1.27.11.3; Justinus 24.7.10. 
60 FRHist III 417. 
61 Briscoe 2007:71. 
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One alternative suggestion for Livy’s source for Brennus, put forward by Gaertner, is that 

Livy based his fourth-century Brennus on an earlier Brennus and not a later Brennus. 

Gaertner suggests that the name may come from accounts of the Persian attack on Delphi 

or the Persian occupation of Athens (both 480).62 Other than the fragment of Sisenna, there 

are few extant pre-Livian sources for the third-century Brennus. There are also (relatively) 

few sources for the fifth-century Brennus. It is interesting that, although there are few 

detailed ancient sources for any of the Brennuses, it is this (possibly entirely) fabricated 

fourth-century Brennus who has had the most active afterlife in classical reception. 

 

Whether Livy consciously (or, indeed, unwittingly) remapped a later Gallic 

military leader back onto the Gallic sack of Rome or there was a (now lost) version of the 

tradition that located a Brennus at the Battle of the Allia and the sack of Rome, one is still 

left with the same puzzle: why did Livy choose to introduce Brennus at the Allia and again 

at the conference with Sulpicius (to the extent that, effectively, he gives Brennus the final 

word on the entire episode of the invasion of Rome), only to drop him from the narrative 

during the invasion? One possible answer is that Livy’s narrative of the Gauls (en masse 

and without a leader) plays on and accentuates his audience’s apprehension of the Gauls 

(metus Gallicus).63 It is the Gauls as a people who take Rome, not an armed force 

commanded by an astute leader. We might contrast this with the approach Livy takes, for 

example, with the Carthaginian forces (and their allies) under the command of Hannibal 

during the Second Punic war – Livy’s criticism focuses on Hannibal, more so than the 

Carthaginian people.64 Unlike the Carthaginians during the Second Punic war, for the 

 
62 Gartner 2008:31.  
63 Cf. Sallust Iug. 114.1-2. For metus Gallicus: Bellen 1985; Williams 2001(esp. pp. 92-93); Rosenberger 

2003; Kerremans 2016. 
64 Adler 2011:86, cf. Moore 2010:136 who argues that Hannibal is Livy’s ‘premier negative exemplum’. 

This is perhaps because Hannibal’s forces were heterogeneous (cf. Polybius 11.20.1), and Hannibal’s 
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Gauls in 390 there is no dominant leader through whom to focalise the narrative, there is 

no tactical expert to explain the Gauls’ victory at Allia, and nor is there a cruel leader to 

blame for the conduct of his troops.65 In this way, despite his use of internalised 

focalisation, Livy’s narrative serves to depersonalise and homogenise the Gauls for his 

readers – particularly once they reach the Forum. The homogenisation could be seen as a 

way of dehumanising the Gauls once they revert to type. The faceless enemy provides a 

sharp contrast to the Roman citizens, whom Livy allows the audience to relate to through 

the varied individuals (such as M. Folius, M. Papirius, and Camillus) in his narrative.  

 

 

nihil simile Romanis: Livy’s Romans from the Allia to the Arx 

 

 

Whilst Livy’s usage of focalisation allows the Gauls to act as a substitute for his 

Roman readers, his treatment of the Romans is an arguably more direct interrogation of 

Roman behaviour. Indeed, Livy’s portrayal of the Roman subjects of the narrative 

constructs a history that is in constant dialogue with recent events. At first, Livy creates 

balance throughout his narrative by highlighting not only the atypical behaviour of the 

invading Gauls, but also the distinctly un-Roman behaviour of the Romans.66 In fact, much 

of the narrative surrounding the Battle of the Allia and the build-up to the invasion of 

Rome reminds the reader that the Romans are not behaving in the way they ought to. 

 

 
ability to recruit and maintain a diverse army was a source of fear for the Romans. On characterisation of 

different ethnicities in Livy during the Hannibalic war: Levene 2010:214-260.  
65 Cf. the fact that Augustus could never totally distance himself from the story that he had sacrificed 

knights and senators following the Perusine war in 41-40 (Seneca de Clementia 1.11; Suetonius Aug. 15; 

Dio 48.14.3-5).  
66 Cf. Luce 1971. 
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During the Battle of the Allia, Livy notes that Brennus suspects a trap on the part 

of the Romans (5.38.3). To set a trap for an opponent would have been a behaviour the 

Romans would have expected of the Gauls, and (ideally) not of their own people.67 Livy 

does not have the Romans set a trap for the Gauls, but he does tell us that ‘in the [Roman] 

battle line, there was no resemblance to Romans, either amongst the commanders or the 

soldiers’ (in altera acie nihil simile Romanis, non apud duces, non apud milites erat) 

(5.38.5). Livy hammers the point home when most of the army flees rather than standing 

their ground against the Gauls.68 Not only do they not stand and fight, but they flee to Veii 

rather than to Rome where their families are (5.38.5). Livy notes that Veii was a hostile 

city (hostium urbem), and the soldiers would have had to cross the Tiber to reach it, and 

Livy’s audience would have known that it would have been a more difficult journey than 

the one to Rome.69 Through the addition of this detail, Livy makes much of the depth of 

the soldiers’ shame; telling readers that they cannot even face their families at Rome, 

instead choosing to make the more arduous and dangerous journey to an enemy city.70 

Those who reached Veii did not even send messengers to Rome to tell them the outcome 

of the battle (5.38.10). Out of those who did not flee to Veii immediately, ‘none were killed 

in combat, but they were cut down from behind as they hampered their own escape by 

their struggle in the turmoil’ (nec ulla caedes pugnantium fuit; terga caesa suomet ipsorum 

certamine in turba impedientium fugam) (5.38.7). Then, finally, there were those from the 

left flank who managed to flee to Rome, and, on their return to Rome, were in such a 

 
67 Romans not resorting to trickery: Polybius 13.3 (esp. 3.7), 14.5.15; Livy 5.27. Gauls using trickery: Livy 

5.48.9. Cf. with Livy’s 5.22.8. treatment of the capture of Veii, six years earlier, by trickery – another 

example of ‘un-Roman’ behaviour found in Book Five.  
68 The flight of the army was part of the tradition, as found in Polybius, Diodorus, Plutarch, and Dio.  
69 Livy’s treatment of Veii as a hostile city is curious and appears to be at odds with the fact that Veii was 

captured and sacked after a 10-year siege in 396 by Camillus (5.22.8). However, Livy continues to 

characterise Veii as a hostile city after the siege (5.30.6ff), including when it is suggested in 393 that the 

Romans relocate there. Cf. Diodorus Siculus 14.114.1 who notes that Veii had lately been sacked by the 

Romans, a more accurate description. 
70 Note that whilst Diodorus (14.114.4-7) describes the flight of the Roman army in detail he does not 

mention their shame, but rather focuses on the mayhem.  
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frenzy that they did not even stop to shut the city gates (a detail, it seems, is Livy’s own 

addition – as has already been demonstrated).71 

 

As we have seen, prior to the invasion, Livy presents his audience with a battle 

narrative full of chaos, cowardice, and carnage.72 As Ogilvie notes, Livy probably had 

little room for alterations to the episode, considering the importance of the Battle of the 

Allia in Roman memory.73 Thus, it is in the next parts of the narrative, the lead-up to and 

the invasion of Rome, where Livy made his alterations. This argument is borne out when 

one compares Livy’s narrative with Diodorus’, as we can see that following the Allia there 

are multiple additions with respect to the Livian narrative ranging from additional exempla 

(e.g., the senators, C. Fabius Dorsuo, and Camillus) to additional narrative detail.74 

 

When the soldiers who had fled to Rome finally arrive, the people and Senate are 

overwhelmed with panic (5.39.5). The people of Rome spend the rest of the day and all 

evening fearing the invasion at any moment. After spending so long in sleepless 

apprehension (timorique perpetuo), they are beside themselves with fear when dawn 

comes (5.39.8). Yet, Livy tells us, ‘neither that night nor the next day did the people at all 

resemble those who had fled, panic-stricken, at Allia’ (nequaquam tamen ea nocte neque 

insequenti die similis illi quae ad Alliam tam pavide fugerat civitas fuit). Livy’s language 

 
71 Livy 5.38.10. 
72 Cf. Diodorus Siculus 14.114.4-7 and Pausanias’ (10.23) description of the battle between the Gauls and 

the Greeks at Delphi where there are hints of Livy’s Allia narrative. The Gauls are terrified and 

undisciplined (much like the Romans at the Allia) and suffer many misfortunes. 
73 Ogilvie 1965:718. The 18th of July (the day of the Battle of the Allia) was marked as a black day (dies 

ater) in the religious calendar (Cicero Att. 9.5.2 and Tacitus Hist. 2.91). Livy himself makes various 

references to the disaster at the Allia throughout the extant AUC: 7.13.5 (Tullius, first centurion, addresses 

Sulpicius, dictator, on behalf of the army requesting to arm themselves for battle against the Gauls in 

359/8); 22.50.2-3 (comparison between the Allia and Cannae); 25.6 (another comparison between the Allia 

and Cannae). 
74 See appendix. For C. Fabius Dorsuo: Appian de rebus Gallicis 6; Florus 1.7.15-16; Dio 7.25.5. For an 

overview of the episode: Kraus 1994a:277 and Richardson 2004. For Camillus see Ch. 4.  
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contrasts the citizens (civitas) with the soldiery (exercitus) and refers readers back to his 

description of the Roman soldiers during the Battle of the Allia (5.38.5) where their 

behaviour bore ‘no resemblance to Romans’ (nihil simile Romanis). Livy first tells us that 

the army do not resemble Romans, and then tells us that the citizens did not resemble the 

disgraced army at the Allia, thus the roles of defending army and citizens are skilfully 

reversed (and some of the shame of the Allia ameliorated). Then, Livy goes on to explain 

the provisions the people had made to protect the sacred objects and the Vestals, as well 

as the sacrifice the old senators had been willing to make. It is with this line that Livy 

foreshadows the massacre of the senators and the successful resistance of the Gaulish 

occupation. 

 

Rome Abandoned 

 

When the invasion begins, the audience finds, at the same time as the Gaulish 

forces, that the city gates are still open the next day. It appears, both to the Gauls and to 

the reader, that the Romans have abandoned their city in sheer panic. Whilst Livy appears 

to have invented (or perhaps revived) an alternative tradition of the city gates having been 

left open, he chooses to combine it with the older version of the story, that has the walls 

of Rome deserted of patrols when the Gauls arrive (5.39.2). Polybius (2.18.2-3) and 

Diodorus (14.115.6) both state that the walls of Rome were deserted of patrols when the 

Gauls arrived, but have the gates closed to the Gauls. Plutarch, again, mirrors Livy, and 

includes both details, with Brennus and his forces arriving to find deserted walls and open 

gates (Camillus 22.1). 

 

The effect of an abandoned Rome is threefold. On the one hand, the Gauls’ fear 

that the Romans have set a trap for them (5.41.6) forces the Roman reader to empathise 
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with the invading forces by making the Gauls’ trepidation the focus.75 Although Livy’s 

Gauls are not afraid initially (rather, they are in awe of the city of Rome) after they begin 

looting it is a different story: they are too afraid to seek out the most remote houses because 

they fear the Romans will have set a trap for them, and so they return to the Forum and its 

environs. In other words, the narrative focalises the Gauls’ interpretation of events and 

(Livy imagines that) the Gauls assume that the Romans will behave as they themselves 

would have done were the roles reversed. An alternative reading, which privileges the 

Roman perspective, is that the Romans have left the gates open and abandoned the city to 

underscore their lack of artifice and refusal to engage in a degrading and protracted siege. 

Thus, rather than behaving in an un-Roman manner, the Romans are continuing the Roman 

tradition of rejecting underhand methods to obtain victory. 76 It is in the intentional 

ambiguities of the narrative such as this that Livy creates a rich space for multiple audience 

interpretations of his work. Finally, an abandoned Rome serves to clarify and shine a 

spotlight on the next part of Livy’s narrative: the massacre of the Senators. Rome has 

literally been drained of all extraneous peoples and narratives, leaving only the senators 

and triumphators in their atria awaiting death at the hands of the Gauls.  

 

The devotio of the senators 

 

Now readers come to the most emotive part of Livy’s narrative of the Gallic 

invasion and occupation: the massacre of the senators. As we shall see, this is a very 

important narrative that can be interpreted in a variety of ways, all of which would have 

 
75 Diodorus and Plutarch also comment that the Gauls feared a trap from the Romans, but locate this fear at 

the moment of entry into Rome: Diodorus’ Gauls hesitate to enter Rome because they fear a trap 

(14.115.5) as do Plutarch’s (Camillus 22.1). Yet, Livy waits until the Gauls have noticed that Rome is 

empty for them to fear a trap or deception. 
76 Cf. Livy’s tale of the Faliscan schoolmaster (5.27), where Camillus states that he would conquer Falerii 

by ‘Roman skill: courage, strategy, and force of arms’ (Romanis artibus, virtute opera armis) rather than 

trickery. See Kraus 2021.  
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had different resonances at different times. Indeed, a variety of intertexts can be discerned 

when one explores the text in detail. Following an exploration of the intertexts with 

Herodotus, Polybius, and Cicero, I consider the idea that Livy is implying that the senators 

are engaging in devotio. I suggest that the inclusion of devotio was a Livian innovation, 

which spoke to the contemporary situation of Rome, and that this episode is in dialogue 

with the recent civil wars and could be seen as an attempt at writing a restorative new 

history in face of the recent second proscriptions and their resultant effects on the Roman 

senatorial order.  

 

Whilst looting Rome the Gauls find that whilst the houses of the plebeians have 

been locked, the senators have left theirs open in a show of defiance as they await death 

in the atria of their houses (5.41.7). This spatial arrangement, with the senators seated in 

their atria where patricians usually displayed their imagines (death masks or portraits of 

their ancestors) on special occasions during the Republican period(s), artfully foreshadows 

the imminent deaths of the men.77 Indeed, there is a rich intertext here, as Ogilvie hints, 

with the Polybian account of the Roman funeral.78 Polybius describes how the body of the 

deceased (possibly dressed in the highest robes of office), was accompanied by his 

ancestors (actors who were chosen for their likeness to the ancestors) wearing imagines 

and the robes of the highest office held. These representatives then rode to the funeral in 

chariots, with the appropriate insignias of office (such as fasces and axes), and once at the 

rostra seated themselves on curule chairs. Thus, Livy’s senators and triumphatores can be 

seen to be like the maiores accompanying the funeral of the urbs. To paraphrase Polybius, 

what could be a more glorious spectacle than all these great and celebrated men in one 

 
77 For imagines: Polybius 6.53 and Pliny HN 35.2. For ius imaginum debate: Hopkins 1983:255-256 and 

Flower 1996. 
78 Polybius 6.53. Ogilvie 1965:725. 
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place?79 This is reflected in the way that once the Gauls enter the houses they find the 

Roman senators seated stock-still in their triumphal regalia (5.41.8) looking ‘very like 

gods’ (simillimos dis).80 

 

Livy’s use of imagery here is especially expressive, as he aligns the men with the 

immortal gods just at the point in the narrative when their mortality becomes the most 

tangible. Indeed, the statement that they looked like gods is suggestive of cult statues. I 

would argue that Livy has dehumanised the senators by immortalising them – providing a 

contrast with the dehumanised Gallic forces which were initially portrayed as vulnerable. 

It is a moving scene: when all seems lost, and Rome abandoned, her ‘best men’ 

(optimates), her former political and military leaders, serve her once again through self-

sacrifice, and, in this moment, they are next to gods. As Edwards has argued, for Romans, 

self-sacrifice was a valid (if desperate) way to ‘inspire a flagging army’.81 Indeed, as we 

have already seen in the earlier narrative Livy explicitly states that the senators were doing 

this not only to ensure the survival of Rome through reducing the burden on those in the 

arx but also to set an exemplum to the elderly plebeians so they saw how to die with dignity 

(5.39.12-13).  

 

As Ogilvie notes, there are definite parallels with Herodotus 8.35-39 from whom 

Livy may have got some of the imagery.82 In Herodotus’ narrative, an account of the 

 
79 Polybius 6.53.10 ‘For can we conceive any one to be unmoved at the sight of all the likenesses collected 

together of the men who have earned glory, all as it were living and breathing? Or what could be a more 

glorious spectacle?’ (‘τὸ γὰρ τὰς τῶν ἐπ᾽ ἀρετῇ δεδοξασμένων ἀνδρῶν εἰκόνας ἰδεῖν ὁμοῦ πάσας οἷον εἰ 

ζώσας καὶ πεπνυμένας τίν᾽ οὐκ ἂν παραστήσαι; τί δ᾽ ἂν κάλλιον’). 
80 Cf. the description of Hercules in Livy 1.7.9 ‘when he had considered the demeanour of the man and his 

body, which was somewhat greater and more majestic than a human’s’ (habitum formamque viri 

aliquantum ampliorem augstioremque humana intuens) and Plutarch Pyrrhus 19.6 when the Senate appear 

like kings to Cineas. 
81 Edwards 2007:27.  
82 Ogilvie 1965:726. 
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Persian attempt on Delphi, the citizens of Delphi are terrified as the Persians march 

towards them. The Delphians do not remove their sacred treasure as they are told by the 

god he would be able to protect it, but they do evacuate the vulnerable women and children 

and the men similarly evacuate the city, leaving only 60 men and the prophet. There are 

many elements of the divine in the story, which, in the end, terrify the Persians into 

retreating from Delphi. The image of a handful of men being left to face invading 

barbarians and aspects of the divine protecting the city comes through in the Livian 

narrative. In addition to the parallels with Herodotus noted by Ogilvie, there are also 

echoes of the somnium Scipionis (Cicero Rep. 6.13) where Scipio Africanus says that ‘all 

those who have preserved, aided, or enlarged their fatherland have a special place prepared 

for them in the heavens, where they may enjoy an eternal life of happiness’ (omnibus, qui 

patriam conservaverint, adiuverint, auxerint, certum esse in caelo definitum locum, ubi 

beati aevo sempiterno fruantur). Thus, Cicero appears to be saying that great men who 

deserve well of the res publica are effectively gods in that the conservatores of the 

fatherland, as well as those who display pietas and iustitias, go to ‘heaven’. 

 

In addition to the parallels with the aristocratic funeral, the citizens of Delphi, and 

the somnium Scipionis, Livy also alludes to the ritual of devotio. Prior to the entry of the 

Gauls into Rome, Livy states that according to some other sources (sunt qui), the senators 

were led in the recitation of a formula devoting themselves to death on behalf of their 

country (patria) and the Quirites by M. Folius, the pontifex maximus (5.41.3).83 Livy’s use 

of sunt qui is often seen as a deliberate indication of his own methodical research, allowing 

him to include any variant traditions in ‘juxtaposition to his principal narrative or in 

 
83 Plutarch Camillus 21.3 names the pontifex maximus as Fabius. Plutarch’s source may have been a 

Fabian account. See Ogilvie 1965:725 and Levene 1993:195-196. 
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preference to what he has just written’ without necessarily endorsing them.84 In this 

particular instance, Livy makes no comment on the variant tradition or his opinion of it. 

However, as Ogilvie points out, Livy’s narrative does seem to imply that the senators were 

offering their lives by devotio on behalf of the Roman state.85  

 

Devotio was the practice of the ritual dedication of oneself to death, alongside the 

enemy troops. As Edwards points out, the effectiveness of devotio depended on it being 

witnessed.86 The act of witnessing devotio allowed the spectators (traditionally a flagging 

army) to draw strength from it and go on to victory. The most famous example of devotio 

is that of consul P. Decius Mus during the Battle of Veseris in 340 (Livy 8.10). Livy states 

that, prior to the Gauls’ entry, some historians record (sunt qui) that the pontifex maximus 

led the senators in a recitation of a vow (carmen) by which they devoted themselves to 

death on behalf of their country and the Roman people (5.41.3). Prior to this point, Livy 

tells us that ‘those of them who had held curule magistracies, in order that they may die in 

the insignia of their former rank, honours, and virtues, donned the augustissima regalia 

worn by those drawing the tensae or celebrating a triumph’(qui eorum curules gesserant 

magistratus, ut in fortunae pristinae honorumque aut virtutis insignibus morerentur, quae 

augustissima vestis est tensas ducentibus triumphantibusve) (5.41.2).87 In the case of 

Decius Mus, the pontifex maximus orders him to don the purple-bordered toga (toga 

praetexta) worn by magistrates, sacerdotes, and those engaged in sacred rites or vows 

before he recites the vow (8.9.5). In addition to this, as Ogilvie inexactly points out, Livy 

 
84 Forsythe 1999:17.  
85 Ogilvie 1965:725, cf. Levene 1993:195-196. 
86 Edwards 2007:26.  
87 Cf. Polybius 6.53. 
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emphasises the senators who had held consular magistracies (5.41.2).88 Livy himself tells 

his readers, following the devotio of Decius Mus, that the person who carried out the ritual 

must be cum imperio – but that they could designate any citizen from a regularly enlisted 

Roman legion and need not devote themselves to death (8.10.11). Finally, part of the ritual 

of devotio as described by Livy includes the detail that the person being devoted covers 

their head with their toga praetexta and touches their own chin before standing with their 

foot on a spear and reciting a prayer (8.9.5-8).89 Ogilvie postulates that the Gaul, by 

touching Papirius’ beard, interrupted (or perhaps even anticipated) the ritual. However, he 

makes no comment on the symbolism of a former consul striking an invader about the 

head with his insignia of office. The ivory sceptre was surmounted by an eagle and had 

originally been used as a symbol of the kings of Rome before becoming one of the 

emblems of consular office, it was also associated with Jupiter and the triumph.90 It is 

thought that the eagle sceptre, considered to be part of the regalia worn by the triumphator, 

was ‘designed to associate [the triumphator] with Jupiter’.91 Thus, M. Papirius strikes the 

unnamed Gaul with the symbolic might of Jupiter and a Roman magistrate (and so, 

imperium); this is a stirring image in such dire circumstances. 

 

 If this is a devotio, which was designed to spur a flagging army on to victory, we 

must ask who it is designed to inspire and who are the flagging army. Obviously, on one 

level, the senators are sacrificing themselves for the young men in the arx – the Romans 

are preparing for a siege and reducing the number of mouths to feed. However, I would 

 
88 Ogilvie 1965:725 states that Livy makes the ‘observation that [the senators] had all held consular 

magistracies’. In fact, Livy writes ‘qui eorum curules gesserant magistratus’ (i.e., those of them who had 

held curule magistracies – emphasis mine). 
89 On ritual: Oakley 1999:477-486, 488, noting that we have yet to find an explanation for the part that 

requires the chin be touched. 
90 For ivory sceptre (eburneus scipio) see: Livy 30.15.11; Virgil Aeneid 11.238; Valerius Maximus 4.4.5; 

Juvenal Sat. 4.10.43. 
91 Rüpke 2006:255. For regalia worn of the triumphator: Oakley 2005:100-104 and (for a sceptical 

approach) Beard 2007. 
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argue that the other witnesses of the devotio in this case are Livy’s readers. Just as those 

in the arx and the elderly plebeians left to die are meant to draw strength from this self-

sacrifice, so too are Livy’s audience. This reading makes sense when taken against the 

backdrop of the recent cycle of internecine violence experienced by Livy’s audience. 

Indeed, for any senatorial readers who had experienced the proscriptions and were now 

unsure about what role the Senate would have in a system of one-man rule under Imperator 

Caesar / Augustus this would have been a restorative narrative. Livy’s senators were not 

on the run92 (as Cicero notably attempted to do) nor gripped by abject panic.93 These men 

were not facing the shameful idea that they may have died at the hands of their sons, 

friends, wives, or even slaves.94 Livy’s senators sit and await death with strength and 

dignity. Livy’s narrative artfully allows the senators to add dignity to the short-term defeat 

at the hands of the Gauls through a stoic approach to death (i.e., through accepting fate 

and displaying equanimity in the face of certain death) whilst underlining the inevitability 

of the divinely aided Roman victory in the end through the inclusion of the devotio ritual.95  

 

I would argue that the story of former consuls and triumphatores sacrificing their 

lives for the state to set an example to the plebeians appears to be a particularly Livian 

addition to (or an embellishment of) a famous episode in Roman history and was 

deliberately (re)written to serve a restorative purpose.96 None of the extant pre-Livian 

 
92 CIL 6.41062 (2a); Seneca Suasoriae 6.14-27; Appian BC. 4.13, Dio 47.10.3. 
93 See Intro,nn.17-21.  
94  Cf. Velleius Paterculus 2.67.2-4; Appian BC 4.13; Dio 47. 3.1-2, 5-6, 9-10. 
95 Livy 5.49.1 explicitly credits both gods and men with ending the siege.   
96 Whilst the way Livy chooses to cast his narrative is unique, the idea of sacrificing the elderly and infirm 

in the context of a siege crops up in Critognatus’ speech in Caesar BG 7.77. The theme of mass self-

sacrifices or suicides during a siege crops up again in the tales of the leading men of Saguntum during the 

Carthaginian siege (Livy 21.14.1); the women and children of Astapa during the Roman siege (Livy 28.22.5-

10, Appian Iberian Wars 7.33); the citizens of Abydos (Polybius 16.31.2-5, Livy 31.17.5-8); the Teutonic 

women (Florus 1.38.16-17 and Valerius Maximus 6.1.ext.3); and the 960 Jewish men, women, and 

children besieged by the Romans at Masada (Josephus BJ 7.389-398). In addition to the theme of self-

sacrifice in siege contexts, the theme of self-sacrifice for Rome specifically is common in the AUC, e.g.: 
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sources make mention of a specific massacre of senators or patricians.97 Neither do Livy’s 

contemporaries: Diodorus, Dionysius, and Strabo. Ogilvie speculates that the origins of 

the episode to the traditions of the gens Papiria – the descendants of the senator M. Papirius 

whom Livy depicts as striking a Gaul for touching his beard (5.41.8).98 Whilst it is possible 

that the gens Papiria had something invested in a fabula praetexta – or something similar 

– about the episode as part of their family history and μῦθος there is no evidence to support 

Ogilvie’s theory.99 However, it is worth noting that at 5.41.9 Livy uses the impersonal 

third person passive dicitur (it is said) in describing the massacre which, although he 

makes no further comment on a possible origin, does serve to distance himself somewhat 

from the episode or possibly indicates a mediating written or oral source (such as a fabula 

pratexta) now lost to us. Alternatively, it is possible that Livy’s use of dicitur was a way 

of lending legitimacy to a daring alteration from a canonical version. 

 

The episode does not re-appear again until Plutarch’s narrative, and there is much 

overlap between the two accounts (Camillus 22.4-5). Both Livy and Plutarch have the men 

sitting there in public state and silence, although Plutarch refers to them only as ‘men’ 

 
2.48-2.50 (the legend of the 306 Fabii); 2.32 (Menenius Agrippa); 2.35-2.41 (Coriolanus); 3.26, 3.28 

(Cincinnatus); and 8.10 (P. Decius Mus). Livy is not alone in using this trope in his writing – e.g., Varro 

Ling. 5.148 and 5.150 relates that two of the three explanations for the name of the Lacus Curtius involve 

self-sacrifice.  
97 Ogilvie 1965:725 believes the inclusion of the senators is a Livian addition, and states that ‘the story has 

lost some of its precision by improvement’ implying that the reason behind it was more style than 

substance (cf. Langlands 2018:208 who similarly argues that Livy appears to have been first to incorporate 

the burning hand motif into the C. Mucius Scaevola story). Indeed, not only is there no evidence that 

suggests that Livy is only recycling a similar episode from his predecessors but also comparison with 

Diodorus (appendix) indicates that Livy did significantly rewrite the episode. This argument is 

strengthened by the sense that Livy appears to place more narrative emphasis on this event than the two 

other first-century accounts we have – those of Diodorus and Dionysius. Where both Diodorus and 

Dionysius take much longer to get from the foundation of Rome by Romulus to the sack of 390 (seven and 

13 books respectively), Livy positively races toward it by the standard of his own monumental history – 

covering the intervening period in five books. Livy’s choice positioning of the episode at the end of the 

First Pentad, and his decision to give at least a quarter of Book Five to the episode, further supports this. 

N.B.: The OCT text of Book Five comprises 16,074 words and the Allia and subsequent sack cover c.4,122 

words. Should one include the subsequent events and Camillus’ speech this rises to 5,896 words. 
98 Ogilvie 1965:725. 
99 Cf. Suetonius Nero 1.1 who outlines the tale of Castor and Pollux touching the beard of Lucius Domitius 

(the founder of the Domitian gens) to turn it from black to bronze as a token of their divinity.  
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(ἄνδρες) (and not triumphatores or consuls) sitting in ‘honour’ (κόσμῳ) and perfect 

silence. The accounts also have in common the amazement of the Gauls who regard the 

men as superior or god-like, and both have M. Papirius hitting a Gaul on the head with his 

staff for touching his beard, and, finally, they both have this as the catalyst for the 

massacre. The key differences are that Plutarch does not include the events that led up to 

these men sitting there (such as the decision made by the men to sacrifice themselves nor 

the oath), and his narrative has Brennus decide to surround the Capitol with a garrison and 

go down into the Forum (a different location from Livy’s narrative) himself after he has 

successfully occupied Rome. There, he is amazed by the sight of the men in the Forum. 

Plutarch’s narrative also has the men all sitting and staring at each other as a group, perhaps 

implying that they were in the curia, rather than placing individuals in their own houses 

as in Livy’s narrative. 

 

Stadter describes Plutarch’s Themistocles – Camillus pair as aiming to illustrate 

the ambition ‘which despite weaknesses saves and rebuilds the heroes’ cities after 

destruction … Camillus’ leadership conquered Veii, freed Rome from the Gauls, and won 

frequent victories in lesser wars’ and it is important to remember this context when 

analysing Plutarch’s narrative.100 It is interesting that, considering that Plutarch’s narrative 

was centred on Camillus’ personal qualities, his is the only other (extant) source that 

mentions the slaughter of a group of men who had remained in the City during the Gallic 

invasion (Camillus 22.4-6). Furthermore, the similarity of the accounts, and the multiple 

citations of Livy in the Parallel Lives (including at Camillus 6.2) indicates that it is not 

unreasonable to assume that Plutarch’s account was based either on Livy’s work directly 

 
100 Stadter 2014:266. 
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or through any number of intermediaries who based their accounts on Livy’s.101 Pelling 

argues that Plutarch was unlikely to have read Livy prior to writing the Lives,102 but later 

demonstrates that Plutarch must have been aware of Livy’s work (either by reading Livy 

or reading intermediary sources) as he cites him twice in his Life of Caesar which Pelling 

dates at around A.D. 110 (Caesar 47.3-6, 63.9).103 Whether Plutarch used Livy directly or 

via an intermediary, it appears that Livy’s version of the story formed the basis of 

Plutarch’s. Despite this, Plutarch chose to move the emphasis away from the rank or 

standing of the men. The emphasis in Plutarch’s narrative is more on the Gauls and the 

outrages they commit during their occupation of Rome.104 

 

There is also the possibility that both Livy and Plutarch were using a (lost) common 

source and the elements that Plutarch omits (such as the emphasis on the rank of the men) 

highlight the Livian embellishments. However, if this had been a key part of the tradition 

(and not a specifically Livian addition to the narrative), one would have expected some of 

our extant pre-Livian sources to have picked up on that detail – specifically, one would 

expect a reference to it in Diodorus considering the similarities between his and Livy’s 

narratives. Similarly, it is interesting that of our post-Livian sources, only Plutarch (whose 

account, as has already been pointed out, was in all probability partly based on Livy’s) 

mentioned the massacre of these men at all and, in addition to this, that Plutarch chose to 

downplay the senatorial associations and exclude the triumphatores completely. The 

 
101 Barrow 1967:67, 154 seems certain that Plutarch read Livy and points out that ‘[r]eference is made to 

Livy nearly twenty times’ across the Parallel Lives. Other scholars who believe Plutarch used Livy as a 

source: Benecker 2012:65 n.13, 78-79; Beck 2013:2; Schettino 2013:422; Stadter 2014:11, 135; Beck 

2017:28; Pugh Ginn 2017:132.  
102 Pelling 2002:2. 
103 Pelling 2011:43. Cf. ‘There can be no doubt that he read Livy; but it hardly seems likely that so vast a 

work in Latin would be his resource in need’ (Russell 1972:55) and Pelling 2002:16. Plutarch also cites 

Livy in the Lives of Marcellus (11.4, 24.4, 30.4); Cato Maior (17.4); Flamininus (18.4, 20.5); Lucullus 

(28.7, 31.8); and Sulla (6.10).  
104 Plutarch Camillus 22.4-23.4. 
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commentary of Carena, Manfredini, and Piccirilli does not pick up on these aspects and 

does not address the links between Livy’s and Plutarch’s narratives of the Gallic invasion 

in much detail; for example, they acknowledge that Livy is mentioned explicitly but state 

that he was not the only or principal source for the Camillus, without any further 

exploration of the relationship between the two texts.105 The key difference between 

Plutarch’s (re)telling of the narrative and Livy’s version, apart from the length, is the 

location. As has already been mentioned, Plutarch locates the confrontation between 

Brennus, the Gauls, and the senators in the Forum. Plutarch’s choice to omit the level of 

detail that Livy includes is presumably an indication of how Plutarch’s biographical focus 

differs from Livy’s historical one. Plutarch’s narrative is part of a paired biography of 

Camillus, and not a chronicle of Rome’s history. For a Greek speaking audience who may 

not be intimately familiar with Rome, it would make sense for the narrative to focus on 

‘iconic’ locations (such as the Forum) rather than delve into the specifics of Rome’s 

landscape. Comparatively, Livy’s history is arguably as much a history of the elite as it is 

about the city itself, necessitating a focus on members of the Senate. The monumental 

scale of Livy’s narrative allowed him scope for ‘expansion of the past’ and topography is 

another area by which this can be delivered. Fundamentally, if Livy added this episode to 

the Gallic invasion (or, indeed, he embellished an existing tradition), it must have been 

intended as an exemplum. As we know, in the praefatio, Livy himself discusses his hopes 

that his narrative will serve to teach his audience, and this aim is supported through his 

extensive use of exempla throughout the AUC. 

 

The Gallic invasion was a path well-trodden by Roman and Greek writers before 

Livy, as has already been established, and he would have been very much aware of that 

 
105 Carena, Manfredini, and Piccirilli 1996:xxiv.  
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and the need to strive for audience engagement with his narrative. Attracting readers was 

key for Livy, particularly considering Livy’s oft-quoted preface (praef. 10): that it is 

important to study history to learn from it, and to replicate good examples and avoid the 

bad. However, it would be unfair to Livy and dismissive of his message in the praefatio, 

to argue that Livy’s inclusion of senators, represented specifically by consuls and 

triumphatores, in those massacred by the Senones was mere showmanship – designed to 

reproduce an old story in novel packaging. Whilst Livy certainly did refine and change the 

historic episodes he narrated (as we know from all the work of the proponents of 

Quellenforschung), Livy’s retelling of the Gallic invasion is engaging in dialogues about 

identity, the past, the present, and the future. To include allusions to devotio in a narrative 

that holds up the exemplary behaviour of senators would have sent a message about the 

appropriate role of the senator and the socio-political elite in times of crisis for the state – 

such as the recent civil wars and Triumvirate. Indeed, by removing all other elements of 

Roman society (such as the younger military, the plebeians, and religious officials) Livy 

makes the elderly senators and triumphators the focal point of this episode. The effect of 

this is to focalise the political identity of Rome on its elite male citizens. In light of recent 

events, such as the triumvirs orchestrating a large-scale massacre of multiple elites, 

Imperator Caesar being able to drive the consuls from Rome with a threat and then 

attending a revision of the senatorial role with an armed coterie, Livy’s narrative 

represented the role of the senators as it should be not how it had been of late.   

 

According to Ogilvie, Livy minimises the role of devotio in his narrative by 

attributing it to a variant in the tradition (one that has not survived in any pre-Livian texts). 

Ogilvie argues that this is to ‘paint a more secular picture of old men stoically awaiting 
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their end’.106 Yet, I believe that this conclusion misses the crucial point of Livy’s narrative. 

Ogilvie’s comments would be more fitting in a discussion of Plutarch’s version of the 

massacre than Livy’s. Not only does Livy’s choice to include the variant tradition mean 

that he thought it important,107 but also Livy’s audience know that these were not just any 

‘old men’ – these were consuls and triumphatores. These were men who had held 

imperium, and who publicly expressed their intention to die on behalf of the country 

(5.39.13), as with the devotio of Decius Mus.108 These men were also arrayed in the 

appropriate regalia when death came. Whether or not the massacre of the senators is a 

Livian creation, or a Livian take on a variant tradition now lost, the scattering of devotio 

references throughout the episode appears to be unique to Livy and highlights that the old 

senators’ choice to die for Rome cannot be divorced from its religious context.109 

 

Cedant arma togae:110 Livy, Cicero, and the murder of Cn. Octavius 

 

Having suggested that the entire episode appears to have been a Livian invention 

or embellishment, and that there are allusions to a devotio ritual prior to the massacre, we 

must now explore the way in which Livy writes the deaths of the senators. To this end, 

Ogilvie’s brief note, comparing the entire episode with the murder of Cn. Octavius by C. 

Marcus Censorinus during the civil wars between Cinna, Marius, and Sulla, deserves 

further thought.111 Whilst the allusions to devotio and their relationship to civil war can be 

 
106 Ogilvie 1965:725. 
107 As Levene 1993:196 states, Livy could have omitted it if he wished to ‘minimise’ the implication of 

devotio. 
108 Decius Mus ordered the lictors to announce to T. Manlius and the army that he had devoted himself for 

the good of the army (8.9.9), which raised the morale of the troops (8.9.13). Levene 1993:196-197 points 

out that there are also parallels between the senators being simillimi dis and the way that ‘the ‘victim’ of 

devotio acquires a quasi-divine status’, e.g., Livy 8.9.10. 
109 See Levene 1993 and Davies 2004 for religion in Livy. 
110 Cicero Off. 1.77. 
111 Ogilvie 1965:725. 
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debated, I argue that the allusions to the consul Octavius’ death in the civil war of 87 are 

less vague.112 

 

Octavius’ murder was infamous. He appears to have been uniformly admired in 

the (extant) evidence, the majority of which comes from Livy, Velleius Paterculus, 

Plutarch, and Appian. Livy himself covered the topic in Book 80, as the Periochae tell 

us.113 However, the episode is preserved in the most detail by Appian (it is interesting that 

Plutarch does not cover it in his Life of Marius)114: 

οἱ μὲν δὴ δεχομένων αὐτοὺς σὺν δέει πάντων ἐσῄεσαν ἐς τὴν πόλιν, καὶ τὰ τῶν 

ἀντιπρᾶξαι σφίσι δοκούντων ἀκωλύτως πάντα διηρπάζετο: Ὀκταουίῳ δὲ Κίννας 

μὲν καὶ Μάριος ὅρκους ἐπεπόμφεσαν, καὶ θύται καὶ μάντεις οὐδὲν πείσεσθαι 

προύλεγον, οἱ δὲ φίλοι φυγεῖν παρῄνουν. ὁ δ᾽ εἰπὼν οὔποτε προλείψειν τὴν πόλιν 

ὕπατος ὢν ἐς τὸ Ἰάνουκλον, ἐκστὰς τοῦ μέσου, διῆλθε μετὰ τῶν ἐπιφανεστάτων 

καί τινος ἔτι καὶ στρατοῦ ἐπί τε τοῦ θρόνου προυκάθητο, τὴν τῆς ἀρχῆς ἐσθῆτα 

ἐπικείμενος, ῥάβδων καὶ πελέκεων ὡς ὑπάτῳ περικειμένων. ἐπιθέοντος δ᾽ αὐτῷ 

μετά τινων ἱππέων Κηνσωρίνου καὶ πάλιν τῶν φίλων αὐτὸν καὶ τῆς παρεστώσης 

στρατιᾶς φυγεῖν παρακαλούντων καὶ τὸν ἵππον αὐτῷ προσαγαγόντων, οὐκ 

ἀνασχόμενος οὐδὲ ὑπαναστῆναι τὴν σφαγὴν περιέμενεν. ὁ δὲ Κηνσωρῖνος αὐτοῦ 

τὴν κεφαλὴν ἐκτεμὼν ἐκόμισεν ἐς Κίνναν, καὶ ἐκρεμάσθη πρὸ τῶν ἐμβόλων ἐν 

ἀγορᾷ πρώτου τοῦδε ὑπάτου. μετὰ δ᾽ αὐτὸν καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἀναιρουμένων 

ἐκρήμναντο αἱ κεφαλαί, καὶ οὐ διέλιπεν ἔτι καὶ τόδε τὸ μύσος, ἀρξάμενόν τε ἀπὸ 

Ὀκταουίου καὶ ἐς τοὺς ἔπειτα ὑπὸ τῶν ἐχθρῶν ἀναιρουμένους περιιόν. (Appian 

BC 1.71) 

 

Cinna and Marius were received by a frightened population as they made their 

entry into Rome, and everything that belonged to those who in their view had 

opposed them was plundered without restraint. Octavius they had sworn not to 

harm, and the augurs and diviners had prophesied that he would remain safe, but 

his friends advised him to make his escape. He retorted that he would never leave 

the city while he was consul, but he did move from the centre and cross to the 

Janiculum with the nobility and a remnant of his army. Here he took his seat on his 

official stool, wearing the insignia of his office and surrounded by the rods and 

axes as befitted a consul. As Censorinus and some mounted men galloped towards 

 
112 For events leading up to Cn. Octavius’ death: Cicero Phil. 8.2.7, 8.7; Livy Per. 77, 79-80; Velleius 

Paterculus 2.18.4-22; Plutarch Sulla 6-12, Marius 35, 41-43; Appian BC 1.55-71. For a general overview: 

Seager 1992. 
113 It is sensible to assume that Livy’s source for the events of Cn. Octavius’ death (covered in Book 80 of 

the AUC) would have been a Sullan or later source. The most likely candidates being one (or more) of 

Claudius Quadrigarius, L. Cornelius Sisenna (cf. the tragic fragment of Sisenna (FRHist 26 F132 (= 

Tacitus Histories 3.51.2)) from the battle on the Janiculum in 87 (see FRHist III 414)), Valerius Antias, or 

Licinius Macer. Other possible candidates are L. Lucceius, Sallust, or Q. Aelius Tubero. 
114 Other sources for Cn. Octavius’ murder include: Cicero Catil. 3.24 (63 B.C), Tusc. 5.19.55 (45 B.C); 

Velleius Paterculus 2.22.2; Plutarch Sulla 12.8, Marius 42.2-5; Dio 31.102.2. 
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him, his friends and the soldiers standing beside him again urged him to flee and 

brought him his horse, but he waited for death without even deigning to rise to his 

feet. Censorinus cut off his head and brought it to Cinna, and it was the first 

belonging to a consul to hang on the front of the rostra in the forum. After him, the 

heads of the others who had been killed were hung up, and this foul practice, which 

began with Octavius, did not end there but extended to subsequent victims of 

political hostility. 

 

Of course, prima facie, the events of 390 are completely different from those of 87. Yet, 

the similarities between the deaths of Livy’s senators and Octavius’ murder are 

conspicuous. Octavius refused to desert the city whilst consul, despite his friends’ attempts 

to save him by getting him to flee Rome. In the Livian tradition of the invasion of Rome 

in 390, the former consuls and triumphatores refuse to either flee the city with the other 

citizens or seek refuge in the arx with the younger senators. Instead, they state their 

intention to die for the city as a group publicly. Octavius withdraws to the Janiculum, a 

site associated with aristocratic villas, with other members of the nobility.115 Similarly, 

Livy’s senators withdraw to their own houses (some of which are likely to have been 

located on the Janiculum). Then, just as Octavius is alleged to have done, they put on their 

robes of state and seat themselves on their curule chairs (Livy 5.41.2). Finally, when death 

is bearing down upon them, they refuse to flee and stay seated perfectly still. Livy’s 

narrative style then switches to an internal focalisation, saying that this made them seem 

akin to gods in the eyes of the Gauls. From this point, the two narratives diverge. Before 

Livy’s senators are massacred, Livy adds that M. Papirius struck a Gaul with his ivory 

mace for touching his beard. Here, Livy departs from the example of Octavius and has his 

old senators fight back, albeit symbolically and briefly. Considering the composition of 

the rest of the episode and the rich symbolism that can be read into the action, it is tempting 

 
115 Coarelli 1996:25-27 suggests there was also an auguraculum on the Janiculum, meaning that Octavius 

may have been attempting to stress the fact that he still held the auspices. 
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to believe that this is another unique Livian addition. Yet, despite this brief resistance, all 

the senators are cut down where they sit, just as Octavius was. 

 

Of course, we cannot dismiss the possibility that the tradition of the massacre of 

the senators during the Gallic invasion substantially pre-dates Livy, and that Cn. Octavius 

himself was responding to a historical exemplum and sought the association with these 

heroes of the state, the triumphatores and former consuls.116 In her recent monograph, 

Langlands discusses the ‘experience of learning from exempla’.117 She sets out a schema 

of the key aspects of this experience and notes emulation (aemulatio) and modelling as the 

third and fourth aspects respectively out of six.118 She highlights how ‘imitation was 

recognised in ancient Rome … as an important educational method … [and] an important 

part of the process of moral development’.119 In light of this, it is entirely possible that, 

should the tradition of the massacre of the senators have been a well-known part of the 

topography of the invasion of 390 and a site of cultural memory, an individual such as 

Octavius may have chosen to emulate the exemplum consciously and understood it as an 

instruction on how to maintain a dignified position when confronted with a situation such 

as this, that is, the invasion of the city and certain death. Currently, there is no satisfactory 

answer to the question due to lack of contemporary sources. Yet, from the evidence, it 

appears that the massacre of the senators was a Livian addition or embellishment to the 

narrative, thus leaving us with two conclusions: either that Livy wrote (or embellished) 

 
116 Compare, for example, Appian’s version with that of Diodorus Siculus (38 fr.4) which, whilst not 

covering Octavius’s death describes Octavius as saying that if Cinna won the war and it was clear that he 

had lost, he would set fire to his house, with all his wealth and him inside it so that he may die ‘bravely as 

a free man’ (ἐλευθερίας θάνατον εὐγενῶς ἀναδέξεσθαι). This ties in with the theme of self-sacrifice as 

discussed in Ch.2, n.84 where people often planned to burn themselves and their possessions, so they did 

not fall into enemy hands. The tradition of Octavius as defiant in the face of danger is apparent in this 

fragment. 
117 Langlands 2018:86-111. 
118 Loc. cit. 87.  
119 Loc. cit. 95.  
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the episode with the murder of Octavius in mind, or that Appian wrote his narrative with 

Livy’s in mind.120 

 

The rest of this section will focus on the former of these two conclusions: that Livy, 

by evoking the events of 87 in his narrative of 390, associates the two episodes. The 

question then becomes why should Livy wish to create a dialogue between the invasion 

and burning of Rome, alongside the massacre of some of Rome’s optimates (symbolised 

by the triumphatores and former consuls), and the events of 87 (and, by extension, the 

internecine warfare which characterised the Late Republican period of Rome and Italy)? 

Through linking the events of 390 and 87, Livy creates a space for thinking about the 

recent experiences of civil war his readers may have had in the context of an ‘external’ 

threat. I would argue that for Livy there were two key benefits to drawing the resonances 

across the possible divide between civil and foreign war. First, civil war would probably 

have been a highly uncomfortable topic to discuss in the early years of Imperator Caesar / 

Augustus’ supremacy – making it preferable to discuss it aslant. Second, this approach 

reflected the recent reality when the boundary between civil and foreign war had been 

explicitly blurred by Imperator Caesar in his fight against Antonius. Whilst it is normal in 

a civil war setting it is normal for each side to demonise and other their opponents (for 

example the way Imperator Caesar ‘othered’ Antonius by portraying him as foreign and 

‘Eastern’), Imperator Caesar and his supporters clearly made a concerted effort to construe 

the civil war against Antonius as a bellum iustum and foreign war against Cleopatra.121   

 
120 Cf. Damon 2010:375 on Servius’ comment in the commentary on Aeneid 2.557-8 that the death of 

Priam alludes to Pompeius’ history. Damon outlines the two possible interpretations – either that Servius 

meant Pompeius’ life as a whole, or Asinius Pollio’s History of the Civil War. Damon sums up by saying 

‘the effect of both allusions is similar – to align two deaths marking the end of their respective worlds – so 

does the reader need to decide which is the relevant ‘intertext’? Is it even possible to decide?’ 
121 Two centuries ago, Gibbon (1837:590) stated as much: ‘Augustus triumphed for the defeat of the 

Egyptian fleet at Actium, and the conquest of Egypt. He suppressed the name of Anthony and his 
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In addition to the parallels (or, rather, intertexts) found in the two narratives already 

outlined, I believe that there is further evidence to support Ogilvie’s assessment that it was 

Livy who drew the links between the two events. The murder of Cn. Octavius took place 

in 87, during the civil wars between Cinna, Marius and Sulla, some 20 to 30 years before 

Livy was born, and 60 years before the generally agreed date of publication for the First 

Pentad. However, as Langlands has demonstrated, Roman exempla could become iconic 

relatively quickly122 – developing into a sort of meme. I believe that the massacre of 

Octavius was one such exempla and, when one looks at the works of Cicero (of which we 

know Livy was an admirer), we can see that Octavius was a well-known and relevant 

figure to audiences in the late first century B.C. when Livy was writing his First Pentad. 

 

From looking at the Ciceronian canon, we can see that the murder of Cn. Octavius 

was still considered relevant some 24 years after the event in 63 (and as late as 44), as 

Cicero frequently mentions Octavius and the events of 87 as an example of civil war.123 

Also, it is important that Cicero is our closest extant source to the events of 87. For 

example, on 3rd December 63, Cicero delivered his third Catilinarian speech to the citizens 

 
lieutenants; but who did not recollect them at hearing that of Cleopatra?’. It appeared clear to later authors 

that Imperator Caesar intended the war with Antonius and Cleopatra to be seen as a foreign war: that Dio 

(50.4.4-5) tells us that Imperator Caesar undertook the spear-rite of the fetiales in 32 at the Temple of 

Bellona on the Campus Martius is evidence enough. In addition, Dio (50.4.3-5, 50.6.1) explicitly states 

that the war was declared against Cleopatra and not Antonius. However, it is unclear whether this 

interpretation is a retrojection by Dio or part of a wider project of (re)writing history by Augustus himself. 

It is interesting that the RG mentions ‘wars, both civil and foreign’ (RG 3.13); Velleius Paterculus appears 

to see the war as a civil war (2.84-87); Tacitus (Annals 1.1-2) appears to deem the wars civil too; and 

Suetonius (Aug. 9) describes it as a civil war. Cf. the effort that was made by Imperator Caesar and ancient 

writers to discredit Antonius and to show him as an un-Roman traitor under the sway of a foreign queen 

(see Cicero Phil.1-14; Horace Carm. 1.37; Livy Per.130-132; Velleius Paterculus 2.82.4, 2.85.3-6; Lucan 

Pharsalia 10.70; Pliny HN 21.9; Plutarch Antonius 10.2, 25, 27, 29, 36, 58, Mor. De. fort. Rom. 7 (319F); 

Suetonius Aug. 17; Florus 2.21; Appian BC 5.9, 5.11; Dio 50.1-6).  
122 Langlands 2018:211. 
123 Cicero Catil. 3.24 (63 B.C.), Sest. 36.77 (56), Nat. D. 2.5.14 (45), Div.1.2.4 (45), Tusc. 5.19.55 (45), 

Phil. 8.2.7, 13.1.2, 14.8.23 (43). See Vasaly 1993:1-14 (esp. pp.8-11) on whether we can trust what the 

published versions of the speech say to be true (the short answer is yes for Vasaly). Cf. Pina Polo 

2018:206, including bibliography in n.9. 
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of Rome.124 Cicero had just been hailed a hero and a supplicatio had been declared as the 

five remaining conspirators in Rome from Catiline’s conspiracy had been rounded up and 

found guilty by the Senate (on Cicero’s information). The speech began with Cicero 

announcing the salvation of the city (1.3-4) and went on to outline the conspiracy and the 

evidence for it (3.5-15). Cicero ended the speech with a call for the citizens to join in 

celebrating the supplicatio (3.23); a crucial part of the rhetorical flourish at the end of his 

speech was to remind his audience about the results of recent civil strife, particularly the 

discord between Sulla, Cinna, and Marius: 

Etenim recordamini, Quirites, omnes civiles dissensiones, non solum eas, quas 

audistis, sed eas, quas vosmet ipsi meministis atque vidistis. L. Sulla P. Sulpicium 

oppressit; C. Marium, custodem huius urbis, multosque fortes viros partim eiecit 

ex civitate, partim interemit. Cn. Octavius consul armis expulit ex urbe collegam; 

omnis hic locus acervis corporum et civium sanguine redundavit. Superavit postea 

Cinna cum Mario; tum vero clarissimis viris interfectis lumina civitatis extincta 

sunt. Ultus est huius victoriae crudelitatem postea Sulla. (Cat. 3.24) 

 

And indeed remember, O citizens, all civil conflicts, and not only those which you 

have heard of but these also which you yourselves recall and have seen. L. Sulla 

crushed P. Sulpicius; he drove from the city C. Marius, the protector of this city; 

and of many other brave men some he drove from the city, and some he murdered. 

Cn. Octavius the consul drove his colleague by force of arms out of the city; all 

this place overflowed with piles of corpses and the blood of citizens. Afterwards 

Cinna and Marius got the upper hand; and then the most illustrious men were 

killed, and the lights of the state were extinguished. Afterwards Sulla avenged the 

barbarity of this victory.125 

 

Cicero alludes to the murder of Octavius indirectly (presumably because Octavius was not 

a suitable person to praise before the plebeians) as an event that he expects his audience 

to recognise and, of course, find emotive. Cicero positions Octavius as an internal martyr 

of the Roman state acting to stave off the ‘external’ threat of Cinna and Marius. This 

framing is not far removed from Livy’s own positioning of the senators in 390. As 

discussed in the previous section, Livy’s senators give their lives in service to Rome at the 

 
124 See Berry 2020:117-163 on Cat. 2 and 3. 
125 Author’s translation. 
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moment of invasion by a hostile force. It is relevant that Cicero chose to deliver his third 

Catilinarian to an assembly of the people from the rostrum where Octavius’ head had been 

displayed (and Cicero’s own head and hands would later be displayed in a grim twist of 

fate after his proscription by the Triumvirate).126 As Davies has noted, this was a ‘chilling 

distortion of the old tradition of erecting statues of martyrs to the state on the rostra’, 

emphasised by the fact that Octavius’ head provided ‘a macabre companion piece for the 

statue of his homonymous antecedent, placed there in 162’.127 Cicero chose the locations 

for his speeches carefully, precisely for the effect they would have on his audience.128 The 

first Catilinarian had been in the Temple of Jupiter Stator, in an attempt to appeal to the 

senatorial audience, and the speech at the rostra was an attempt to appeal to the plebeians. 

In addition to the significance of the location and the way it draws parallels between 

Octavius and Cicero, there is also the impact of a sitting consul narrating the murder of 

another sitting consul because of civil strife. It goes without saying that, as Cicero was a 

highly experienced orator speaking to a public audience, he used examples that people 

across the socio-political spectrum would be familiar with and that he would have chosen 

his examples carefully. Cicero tells his audience that Cinna and Marius caused ‘the most 

illustrious men [to be] killed, and the lights of the state [to be] extinguished’ (tum vero 

clarissimis viris interfectis lumina civitatis extincta sunt), and key among these illustrious 

men and lights of the state was the consul Octavius. The text suggests that Cicero expects 

 
126 See Vasaly 1993:60-87 on relevance of location of third Catilinarian. For Cicero’s death see: Livy Per. 

120; Seneca Saus. 6; Vel. 2.66.1; Plutarch Antonius 20.1-2; Plutarch Cicero 48.6; Appian BC. 4.19-20; Dio 

47.7.1-2, 47.8.1-3. Livy’s version of Cicero’s death is preserved by Seneca the Elder in Saus. 6. 
127 Davies 2018:486, esp. n.40. 
128 The first and fourth Catilinarians were delivered to the Senate in the Temples of Jupiter and Concordia 

respectively, the second and third orations were delivered to an assembly of the people. For relevance of 

the locations of the first and third Catilinarians see Vasaly 1993:60-87. 
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his audience to know the events that surrounded the consul’s death, as he only implicitly 

references them with the above metaphor.129  

 

Cicero’s ‘comparisons serve to highlight the significance of the day’s events’, and 

the use of main verbs at the beginning of sentences for this part of the narrative 

‘emphasizes the unremitting sequence of unwelcome actions’.130 Thus, Cicero, when 

searching for an emotive comparison to illustrate the ruin that the conspirators could have 

brought to bear upon Rome, looks to the events of 87 (among others) – a turbulent year 

which had the murder of a sitting consul lurking in the background. It is through Cicero’s 

actions that the ‘lights of the state’ have not been extinguished yet again. What is more, 

Cicero even felt the example remained relevant 19 years later. When, in 44 and 43, Cicero 

believed the res publica was faced with another threat he produced the 14 Philippicae 

attacking Marcus Antonius. Cicero mentions Cn. Octavius in three of the later speeches 

(8.7, 13.1-2, 14.23) all composed in 43. The eighth Philippic was delivered on 3rd February 

43, it addressed Antonius’ counterproposals to the embassy sent to negotiate with him at 

Mutina and argued that they were unacceptable. Cicero criticises the weakness of the 

Senate in its response and those who wished to make peace with Antonius. Cicero’s 

reference to Octavius is part of his argument about how previous civil wars had political 

reasons and that Marcus ‘Antonius surpasses [all the previous actors in these civil wars] 

 
129 Pina Polo 2018 raises the question of how much history did the Roman people know through an 

analysis of historical references in Cicero’s speeches. Pina Polo 2018:229 argues that ‘we should not take 

for granted that all historical information contained in a speech delivered before the people was known in 

advance by the audience’ and makes it clear that the longer ago an event happened the less likely it is that 

the plebs would have known the events in detail. However, as Pina Polo points out, Cicero makes it clear 

in his discussion of the events of 87 that he expects his audience to know about these events because these 

are things that not only may they have heard of, but they also may have seen and experienced themselves 

(non solum eas, quas audistis, sed eas, quas vosmet ipsi meministis atque vidistis). Pina Polo’s (2018:226) 

expansion on the suggestion that contiones were places for learning history – i.e., that orators ‘decided 

what individuals and events should be remembered and for what’ – presages the question of why each 

historical reference was chosen. See also van der Blom 2010, 2018.  
130 Dyck 2008:199-201. 
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in violence and cruelty’.131 Similarly, in the 13th Philippic, Cicero criticises those who 

would make peace with Antonius – particularly M. Lepidus, then governor of Narbonese 

Gaul and Nearer Spain – and eviscerates a letter from Antonius to Hirtius and C. Iulius 

Caesar. The 13th Philippic is considered to be unique in form and was intended to ‘convey 

the closest thing possible to a face-to-face debate between [Cicero] and his arch-enemy 

Mark Antony’.132 In the opening of the speech, Cicero decries any Roman who is desirous 

of civil war and appeals to the notions of concordia and pax civilis by suggesting that war 

could have been averted if Cinna had been willing to agree with Octavius.133 The last 

Philippic, 14, followed Antonius’ defeat at Mutina at the hands of C. Vibius Pansa’s 

legions. The common thread linking the Catilinarian speeches and the later Philippicae is 

that they are both the ‘rhetoric of crisis’, as Wooten termed it.134 Both sets of speeches 

were designed to illustrate and attempt to solve a crisis facing the res publica as Cicero 

saw it. In addition to the speeches being the rhetoric of crisis, a ‘striking characteristic’ of 

the Philippicae ‘is the polarisation between good and evil, right and wrong, which is often 

simplistic in its approach’.135 When Cicero mentions Octavius he can be seen as an 

example of the ‘good’, as opposed to the ‘evil’ that is embodied in Marcus Antonius 

(amongst others). Indeed, Cicero discusses Octavius when, explaining that a public 

thanksgiving (supplicatio) cannot be declared for a civil war – meaning that Antonius must 

be considered an enemy following Publius Servilius’ suggestion of a supplicatio, he 

describes Sulla’s return and defeat of Cinna as ‘avenging Cinna’s victory’ (ultus). Cicero, 

by using the assassination of Octavius as an example in four public speeches delivered at 

times of political crises, not only associated the murder with crisis and implied that it 

 
131 Manuwald 2007:938. 
132 Ramsey 2010:155. 
133 That the 13th Philippic was addressed to the Senate explains why Cicero should praise Cn. Octavius 

over Cinna. 
134 Wooten 1983. 
135 Wooten 1983:168. 
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remained relevant for his audience but also partially identified himself with Octavius. The 

effect of this is to add to the suggesting that Cicero is on the ‘right side of history’ – as 

Octavius was when he stood up to Cinna and refused to flee the city. 

 

Furthermore, it is interesting to note that in the third Catilinarian, in which Cicero 

implicitly mentions the murder of Cn. Octavius, he had earlier referred to the horrifying 

prospect (for his Roman audience) of the conspirators attempting an alliance with the 

Allobroges of Transalpine Gaul (who were dissatisfied with the high levels of Roman 

taxation) (3.4).136 Cicero would have been well aware of all the implications that this 

potential threat to Rome would have held, indicating that the Gallic threat was never far 

from the Roman mind and, as such, was a useful tool in an orator’s kit. Cicero’s rhetoric 

alerted his audience to the horrors of the civil strife of 87 and touched upon the metus 

Gallicus in the same speech, creating an indirect link between the two. Thus, Cicero 

portrayed the Roman state as having a sword of Damocles hanging over it, which he alone 

had averted successfully, at least for the time being. To draw this link between internecine 

violence and the implied destruction of Rome by invoking the Gallic threat makes sense 

as a way of thinking with violence in a civil war setting. Cicero, as well as Livy, is looking 

back to historical figures and historical crises in Roman history as a way forward – either 

as caveats or examples – and is looking for precedents when others ‘invaded’ the city.  

 

This link between the invasion of the city and internecine conflict is seen again in 

Livy’s narrative of 87 (although, in what exact form, we do not know). The Periocha of 

Book 80 provides good circumstantial evidence that the events of 87 could have been in 

Livy’s mind when writing Book Five. It states that:  

 
136 Cf. Sallust Cat. 40. 
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Cum spes nulla esset optimatibus resistendi propter segnitiam et perfidiam et 

ducum et militum (qui corrupti aut pugnare nolebant, aut in diversas partes 

transiebant), Cinna et Marius in urbem recepti sunt; qui velut captam eam caedibus 

ac rapinis vastaverunt, Cn. Octavio cos. occiso et omnibus adversae partis 

nobilibus trucidatis, inter quos M. Antonio (eloquentissimo viro) et Gaio Lucioque 

Caesare, quorum capita in rostris posita sunt. (Per. 80) 

 

When, because of the weakness and treachery of both their leaders and their 

soldiers (who were bribed and either refused to fight or went over to other political 

factions), the optimates had no hope of holding out, Cinna and Marius were 

received in the city, which they ravaged with murder and robbery as if it were 

conquered. Consul Cn. Octavius was killed, and all noble members of the opposite 

party butchered, like M. Antonius (a man of great eloquence), and Gaius and 

Lucius Caesar, whose heads were placed on the speaker's platform. 

 

It seems that Livy’s treatment of the murder of Cn. Octavius and the seizing of the city by 

Cinna and Marius alluded to Rome as a sacked city and, as such, would have borne a 

resemblance to Livy’s treatment of 390.137 There are several indications to support this 

theory. First, the actions of the Gauls following their encounter with the senators and M. 

Papirius (5.41.9): ‘after the rest were massacred where they sat; and when the nobles had 

been murdered, there was no mercy then shown to anyone; the houses were ransacked, and 

after being emptied were given to the flames’ (ceteros in sedibus suis trucidatos; post 

principum caedem nulli deinde mortalium parci, diripi tecta, exhaustis inici ignes). 

Second, in both narratives there is also a reference to the slaughter of the nobles, although 

the reference in the Periocha of Book 80 may have been deformed by the epitomator as it 

is clearly an exaggeration.138 Third, Livy has the gates being left open for the Gauls in 390 

(see above) – during the siege of Rome in 87 by Marius and Cinna the gates were opened 

 
137 Levene 2015:313 describes the Periochae as (a) ‘third- or fourth-hand’ historical source(s) but believes 

that ‘one can get a reasonable idea of what stood in Livy’s original text’ from them. Cf. Bingham 1978. 

See Levene 2015 on the idea of the Periochae as literary texts in their own right (cf. Begbie 1967:338 and 

Chaplin 2010). Contra Syme 1959:29-30 who calls the Periochae ‘brief and defective’ and Luce 1977:10-

12 who states that the Periochae are ‘unsatisfactory’ and questions their reliability, particularly regarding 

structure, major speeches, and which events Livy chose to emphasise in his narratives. 
138 See Keaveney 1984 for a list of those killed by Marius and Cinna. 
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to their forces twice, the second time on the order of the Senate to avoid bloodshed.139 

Fourth, admittedly a more tentative suggestion, is the tradition of Marius’ slave body-

guards (named the Bardyaei by Plutarch) who were blamed for many of the atrocities of 

87.140 According to Plutarch, these Bardyaei were let loose in Rome by Marius to murder, 

rape, and pillage – actions associated with city sacking.141 Their behaviour, in Plutarch’s 

telling, is reminiscent of the later proscriptions narratives found in Appian.142 Eventually, 

the regime tired of the atrocities of the Bardyaei and they were murdered by the Gallic 

forces of Cinna and Sertorius.143 The origins of the Bardyaei are contested (there is nothing 

to suggest they could not have been a Gallic people, for example), and no satisfactory 

answer has yet to be posited. 144 However, what the tradition of the Bardyaei highlights is 

that there appears to have been a group of barbarians let loose to kill and rob the leading 

citizens of Rome by Marius (even if only for a relatively short while).145 In this way, the 

events of 87 further offer an interesting comparison with those of 390 and provide another 

way in which the events of 87 could have been understood as a ‘sack’ of Rome. 

 

The captured and sacked city topos was a well-known and highly formulaic one.146 

Indeed, as Purcell states ‘[o]ne of the most potent ways of labelling enemies in the ancient 

rhetoric of war was identifying them by their city’, thus the destruction of a city was highly 

 
139 Appian BC 1.70. The first time was when Marius lent on the military tribune Appius Claudius to let him 

in on account of a previous favour (Appian BC 1.68), but Octavius’ forces successfully repelled those of 

Marius and Cinna. 
140 Plutarch Marius 43.3-6. See Konrad 1994:71-73 for Bardyaei. See also Lovano 2002:45-50 who argues 

(building on Bennett 1923) that the extent of Marian massacre was exaggerated in the ancient sources.  
141 Plutarch Marius 43.3-6, 44.6 and Sertorius 5.5. 
142 Cf. Appian BC 4.6. 
143 Plutarch Marius 44.6 and Sertorius 5.5. Contra Appian BC 1.74 which states that these were slaves 

enrolled in the army by Cinna. 
144 See Sartori 1971:159-161 and Konrad 1994:72-73. 
145 As Konrad 1994:73 points out it appears that, whilst the theme of slaves taking revenge on their masters 

dominates the narratives, the Bardyaei were not urban slaves but rather a group that had been formed by 

Marius prior to the siege of Rome. 
146 Cf. Kraus 1994a:270 who calls it ‘arguably the most famous of all literary topoi’. 
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symbolic, and was ‘directly proportional in its impact to the fame or beauty of what was 

destroyed’.147 The formula employed in such narratives is argued to have ultimately 

evoked the destruction of Troy.148 Yet, when Romans employed the topos it would also 

have called to mind the invasion and (partial) sack of Rome by the Gauls, as we know the 

event was prominent in ancient memory, indeed ‘[e]videntemente, fu il primo episodio ad 

avere ampia risonanza, comme dimonstra il fatto che ad esso accennarono anche scrittori 

greci del quarto secolo’.149 Ultimately, whilst the sacked city topos could allude to any 

particular sacking, there were few other (historic) sacks of Rome available for comparison. 

In this way, the Gallic sack of 390 could be considered a foundation narrative to which 

Livy (later) alludes. Thus, if Livy’s Gallic sack narrative aimed to evoke Troy, as Kraus 

argues, it could also evoke other moments in time: other sacks, other cities, and other 

periods when Rome had felt besieged.150 

 

When one compares Livy’s narrative of 390 with Quintilian’s treatment of the urbs 

capta as topos par excellence we begin to see conspicuous differences.151 Livy avoids 

many of the tropes that Quintilian mentions (i.e., the tropes most strongly associated with 

Troy as the original urbs capta): there are no families clinging to the last embrace of their 

relatives, no mothers clinging to infants, we do not hear the noise of crashing buildings, 

nor the lamentations of the citizens. In fact, Livy even tells his audience that on the first 

day the fire did not spread as far as one would have expected for a captured town (5.41.2), 

an explicit reference to the standard formula. Livy’s avoidance of these common tropes 

 
147 Purcell 1995:133. 
148 Paul 1982; Kraus 1994a; Purcell 1995:133. 
149 Carena, Manfredini, and Piccirilli 1996:331. 
150 Cf. Purcell 1995:133. 
151 Quintilian 8.3.67-70. For general characteristics of Roman siege warfare and sacks see Levithan 2013.  
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invited other comparisons with other sacks of Rome – including the more recent ‘sacks’ 

of Rome by Sulla and Cinna. 

 

The AUC is not a monolith but a literary work that evolved over time. As such, 

Livy may have seen (and exploited) opportunities for intertexts and allusions to his earlier 

books when writing the later ones. In this regard, it is possible that Livy engaged with the 

sacked city topos when describing a civil war (in this case between Cinna, Marius, and 

Cn. Octavius) that brought violence and bloodshed to the streets of Rome.152 Specifically, 

when one considers the more recent political events of Livy’s lifetime (the Triumvirate 

and the rise of Imperator Caesar), it would have been safer and less traumatic for Livy to 

reach back 60 years into the past for political allusions than to discuss more recent 

events.153 Historians are influenced by their own socio-cultural and political milieu, which 

affects not only what they choose to write about, but also how they write about it, and by 

recalling the murder of a consul (the first, no less, to have his head grace the rostra) Livy 

could realistically have been intending to remind readers of a much more recent massacre 

of senators, the proscriptions of the Triumvirate, during which the former consul Cicero’s 

head was placed upon the rostra (Per. 120).154 This takes on added meaning when one 

considers the theory that Livy had planned to end his work with Cicero’s death, and before 

he reached the contentious material of the 30s and the ensuing proscriptions and civil war. 

To end the AUC at this point would have been a political choice, considering that Imperator 

Caesar had a hand in Cicero’s death, despite most extant sources laying the blame at 

Antonius’ door.155 As with much of Livy’s text, the implication of this choice remains 

 
152 Indeed, Cicero (Cat. 3.24) had done exactly this during the Catilinarian Conspiracy as outlined above.  
153 Grey 2008:136 ‘[t]he determining feature of trauma is that it is unsayable … So perhaps the way to tell 

a story that cannot be told is to tell it aslant, to approach it by circuitous means, almost by stealth’. 
154 N.B.: the display of heads on the rostra was a perversion of the aristocratic funeral which Livy alludes 

to at 5.41.7. 
155 See Ch.2, n.121.   
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elusive. It could be argued to be subversive, a reminder of Augustus’ past, or diplomatic, 

avoiding various episodes after 43 that may have been uncomfortable for Augustus. It is 

impossible to know whether, as Woodman proposes (based on Pliny HN Praef. 6), Livy 

decided to add Books 121-142 because he felt the Augustan Principate was ‘beneficial’ to 

the Roman state.156 However, I would argue that the ‘why’ is irrelevant when trying to 

discern what impact Livy felt the proscriptions had on Roman society and how that impact 

may have come across in Livy’s writing. 

 

Through creating an intertext between Book Five and Book 80 and the events of 

390 and 87, Livy can allude to the issues which his readers may have faced in the recent 

past: civil war and the legalised murder of multiple senators and equestrians (including a 

former consul). It is probably no coincidence that Livy seems to have placed the climactic 

point for each pentad in the last book: both Five and 80 (possibly written between 3 and 

1)157 were the final books in their respective pentads.158 Book Five serves as central turning 

point for the history of Rome – as understood by Livy (and other ancient historians) – and 

 
156 Woodman 1988:136-139. N.B.: Kraus 1994b:7 n.26 points out there is no definitive proof to support (or 

disprove) Woodman’s hypothesis. 
157 Syme 1959:41 states that ‘[p]ostulating a continuous period of regular labour for nearly forty-five years 

(from about 27 B.C. down to A.D. 17) some scholars have deduced an average output of about three books 

a year’. In this regard, taking the usually agreed dates of 27-25 B.C. then Book 80 should have been 

produced between 3 and 1 B.C. However, as Syme rightly points out 1959:41 ‘the author’s rhythm may 

not have been steady or unbroken[, n]or is there anywhere a sign to show that he spent as much as four 

months on any single book’, or, in other words, such averages do not reflect how the process of writing 

actually works. Syme (1959:41-42) posits a sensible alternative to this average hypothesis ‘[n]othing 

therefore forbids the notion that Livy, going to work about 29 B.C., had reached Book CXXXIII and with 

it the end of the Civil Wars by A.D. 1 – and if not some years earlier. A pause may have ensued. After 

which, in turn of events in A.D. 4 (Augustus’ adoption of Tiberius) may have encouraged him to go on and 

produce his epilogue, covering the years 28 to 9 B.C.’ Cf. Walsh 1961:8 who states that ‘Livy may have 

produced pentads at intervals of little more than a year after publishing Book One in 27-25. Tenuous 

internal evidence suggests that IX was written before 20, and XXVIII before the ‘subjugation’ of Spain; 

(26/5 or 19?). Long before his death in A.D. 14 Augustus had read the books in which Pompey is 

prominent, for Tacitus remarks that Livy’s pro-Pompeian bias did not forfeit the emperor’s affection; now 

Pompey’s death is reported in CXII’. Walsh’s dates correlate roughly with the dates set out by the ‘three 

books a year’ average. Sadly, whilst there is much focus on when Livy began writing his work, there is 

little focus on trying to discern when Livy wrote and published his later books. 
158 See Lipovsky 1981:3-4ff on placement of significant episodes at beginning, middle, and ends of 

pentads. 
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was written relatively soon after Actium, a particularly significant event from Livy’s own 

lifetime which would have been understood as a momentous turning point in Rome.  

 

 

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 

Book Five of the AUC is, overall, concerned with identity: it is an exploration of 

what it means to be Roman. It is unsurprising, considering the context in which Livy wrote 

the First Pentad (27-25), a time when the Roman identity was in flux, that Book Five would 

end up asking fundamental questions about that identity and what the history of that 

identity was or, perhaps, should have been. Topics such as the identity of Rome, the 

identity of the Romans, how Romans should (and should not) behave, where does Roman-

ness get enacted, can Roman-ness be doubled (i.e., with the potential move to Veii), how 

to triumph appropriately, and how to behave in times of conflict, run through Book Five.159 

In the episode just discussed, Livy continues to think with these themes in various ways. 

Invaders behave like tourists, Gauls behave like Romans, Romans behave like Gauls, 

Gauls behave like barbarians, and, ultimately, Romans behave as Romans should.160 Thus, 

Livy has taken the invasion of Rome, a familiar story, and refashioned the old past into a 

new past to match the new future that was taking shape in the late 30s and early 20s. 

 
159 I must acknowledge a debt to themes explored by C. Kraus in her lecture on Livy’s Faliscan 

Schoolmaster on 3rd May 2018 in Oxford (cited with permission). Kraus also stated that, among other 

things, Book Five ‘hinges on a Gallic-Etruscan ethnography’ and aims to situate Rome within the wider 

world of Gaul, Veii, and the Etruscans. Now available as Kraus 2021.  
160 Cf. Livy 5.36.1: ‘It was a mild embassy, had it not been for the violence of the ambassadors, who 

behaved more like Gauls than Romans’ (Mitis legatio, ni praeferoces legatos Gallisque magis quam 

Romanis similes habuisset). Romans behaving like Gauls and Gauls behaving like Romans was not a 

theme unique to Livy – Cicero plays with the analogy in two of his four Catilinarian speeches (Cicero Cat. 

3.19-22, 4.12-13). 
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As we have seen, Livy’s narrative of the Gallic sack is characteristically ambitious 

and ambiguous. The second section of this chapter explored how Livy portrayed the Gauls. 

Initially, Livy subverts readers’ expectations by opening an invasion without violence 

(5.41.4). He suppresses the violence inherent in an invasion by casting the invading forces 

as unsure of themselves and as shocked as the (contemporaneous) Romans themselves 

were at their defeat at the Allia (5.38). Thus, initially, Livy’s Gauls act as a substitute for 

the Romans (both past and present), fulfilling a similar role to that of a tragic chorus. 

Livy’s portrayal of the Gauls as stunned by their victory was part of a wider narrative 

strategy designed to spare Roman feelings and salvage some pride – the Gauls could not 

believe they had brought low an enemy as mighty as Rome.161 This strategy included the 

suppression of other traditions, namely that there were allies at the Battle of the Allia (as 

in Polybius 2.18.2-3) and the capture of the Capitoline (as in Ennius Annales 7.227-228 

Skutsch with commentary – allegedly),162 and a heavy emphasis on the shame felt by the 

army (in contrast to Diodorus Siculus 14.114-4-7). In this way, Livy’s retelling ameliorates 

defeat by illustrating the virtues to be found in a story of defeat (such as the stoicism of 

the senators).  

 

Livy’s narrative is constructed in such a way as to ensure the expected and 

inevitable violence has as much impact as possible for readers. He builds the tension by 

describing the Gauls’ tour of the city at an almost leisurely pace; meanwhile, his reader 

waits for the moment they know is coming, when the Gauls will behave as expected and 

 
161 Cf. 5.39.1. 
162 Skutsch 1953. Contra Hyuga 2000. See also Williams 2001:149-157 for possible divergent traditions of 

the destruction of the city, building on Skutsch’s 1953 article, where the arx did not survive (based on an 

alternative of Ennius Annales Fr. 164). Ogilvie 1965:720 believes this ‘half-suppressed tradition’ may 

have been ‘glossed over and modified by Roman propagandists’ – it is unclear whether he believes Livy to 

be one of these propagandists. E.g.: Plutarch (Numa 12.5) would be included in this category. Cf. Carena, 

Manfredini, and Piccirilli 1996:331 who state that the oldest tradition had the Capitoline occupied and was 

subsequently ‘modified by propaganda’ (sucessivamente dalla propaganda). See Lentzsch 2017 on the 

Capitol in the social memory of the Gallic invasion. 
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lay waste to the city. Thus, even though Livy plays with the Gaulish ethnotype, eventually 

his Gauls must behave as anticipated to fulfil the requirements of his narrative. In this way, 

the violence breaks the dramatic tension by fulfilling the audience’s (and history’s) 

expectations. Yet, as this chapter has sought to demonstrate, this history is Livy’s own 

unique version and not the same history that his readers know or expect. Thus, in addition 

to this narrative strategy, the internal focalisation through the Gauls’ eyes forces Livy’s 

(Roman) readers not only to empathise with and share the experience of the Gauls (as 

described above), but also to participate in the invasion of Rome. In doing so, Livy recalls 

recent history, and the various times that Roman commanders did invade Rome.163 

 

The third section of the chapter discussed Livy’s unique treatment of the Romans. 

In the beginning, Livy emphasises how the Romans do not behave like Romans. For 

example, the fear of the Romans in Livy’s narrative of the Allia and its immediate 

aftermath is palpable (5.38-40). Following the army’s disorganised and cowardly retreat 

from the Allia, those left at Rome are so defeated by their fear that they leave the city gates 

open, the walls unmanned, and the streets defenceless. There is an odd passivity and 

inaction about almost every aspect of Roman behaviour – something which is mirrored by 

the Gauls’ (temporary) inaction when they first enter the city. However, the unbecoming 

conduct of the army and the Roman people only serves to throw the heroic actions of the 

old senators into sharp relief. When the other citizens flee, or retreat into the arx, a group 

of senators dedicate themselves to death on behalf of the city and meet the attackers head-

on, unarmed, in the full majesty of their offices, and in dignified silence (5.41.8-9). These 

former consuls and triumphatores are exemplary in their response to the crisis and threat 

of extreme violence and death. Thus, in Livy’s narrative the Gauls’ first encounter with 

 
163 See Ch.2,n.38.  
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the defending forces of Rome is not with soldiers, young men clad in armour and heavily 

armed as readers may expect considering the circumstances, but with the former leading 

citizens and nobles. In this way, Livy’s narrative offers balance and contrast. Nobody 

behaves as they should prior to the invasion, perhaps by way of an explanation for the 

defeat at Allia, and it is only at the end (when the audience is assured of Rome’s re-

foundation) that both Romans and Gauls resume their familiar national behaviour patterns. 

 

Yet, it is the manner of the senators’ deaths that is the most interesting part of the 

narrative. This chapter has argued that it appears to be a uniquely Livian addition to the 

tradition. Ogilvie argues that Livy hints that the actions of the senators were proceeded by 

the ritual of devotio, and I think it does appear that Livy was alluding to the ritual. If it is 

the case that Livy’s old senators devoted themselves to death on behalf of the state, then 

it would only increase the exemplarity of the episode for readers considering recent events 

– such as the proscriptions. For the specifics of the deaths themselves (that they put on 

ritual garb, sat in ritual chairs, and waited for death silently), it appears that Livy has drawn 

inspiration from, among other sources, the death of the consul Cn. Octavius in a recent 

civil war (Livy Per. 80 and Appian BC 1.71). I argue that this choice was to create a safe 

dialogue with the proscriptions of the more recent past. For example, Cicero’s writings 

and speeches imply that Octavius was a valid and known exemplum. It is also pertinent 

that Octavius’ head was displayed on the rostra, just as Cicero’s head and hands were. 

Cicero was the most (in)famous victim of the proscriptions of the Triumvirate, and it is 

sometimes thought that it was with Cicero’s death that Livy may have been planning to 

end the AUC when he first began writing it. In addition to this, whilst Roman historical 

narratives of invasions of Rome – even those that were part of civil war and were 

perpetrated by Romans themselves – harked back to the sacked city topos, this topos did 
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not just recall Troy, but arguably must have recalled the sacking of Rome by the Gauls in 

390 too, as it was the only time in Roman history that the city had been sacked as of the 

first century. 

 

In generating a dialogue with the proscriptions using Cn. Octavius as an 

intermediary, Livy realises a restorative history. Livy’s senators display a stoic equanimity 

in the face of death and virtus. They do not panic or flee (as Cicero and other proscribed 

did), and they do not die at the hands of other Romans or slaves. Rather, Livy’s senators 

die a proper Roman death in service to Rome.  These senators fit much more in line with 

classic Roman heroes, such as Mucuius Scaevola, rather than ‘real’ senators who lived and 

died during the Triumvirate. Instead, these senators behave like Octavius did or will do 

(depending on your perspective). So, Livy’s history opens up an alternative history, as it 

says to readers: ‘we all know this is not how senators have behaved in the recent past, but 

it is perhaps how they should have behaved’. Ultimately, one must always remember that 

Livy was writing and publishing his First Pentad in and for a society reacting to and 

engaging in or recovering from civil war. This was particularly true for the socio-political 

elite whose sense of self was especially fragile as they were having to find their new place 

and identity in this new world order created by Imperator Caesar, later Augustus. Thus, 

Livy’s new history, in a way, allowed the elite to claim an unbroken chain between 

themselves and their past even though a new future was on the horizon and Augustus had 

effectively broken and remade the chain with the old links, to the give the new the 

appearance of the old. 

 

In light of this, it is perhaps unsurprising that Livy ends 5.41 with the pathetic line 

‘and when the leading citizens had been slaughtered, no mercy was shown, houses were 
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torn apart, and after they were emptied, they were set ablaze’ (post principum caedem nulli 

deinde mortalium parci, diripi tecta, exhaustis inici ignes) (5.41.10) which he undercuts 

immediately by beginning the next section (5.42) informing his readers that the fire 

damage was not as extensive as one may have expected in such a siege (5.42.2). Livy 

speculates that it was either that some of the foot soldiers were not interested in burning 

Rome, or that their leaders were only burning homes for show to get the men in the arx to 

leave their position to defend their homes (5.42.1). Livy tells us the arx was not burnt 

down because after a few days of setting fire to buildings, the Gauls decided to attack the 

arx instead (5.43.1). In 5.42, Livy’s Rome does not appear to have come as near to 

destruction as 5.41 implies – a comforting thought, perhaps, for his first readers. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
 

THE ACCESSION OF L. TARQUINIUS 
 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Curia, consilio nunc est dignissima tanto, 

De stipula Tatio regna tenente fuit. 

 

The curia is now most worthy of so great a council /  

when Tatius held the kingship it was made of straw.1 

 

 

 

Chapters 3 and 4 will concentrate on the Curia Hostilia itself, and the way Livy’s 

portrayal of it was informed by the socio-political relationship between space and power. 

I will argue that the recent internecine violence of the first century had changed Rome’s 

relationship with public space, and that Livy’s narrative is in dialogue with the 

contemporary elite’s focus on Rome’s topography and public spaces in a post-civil war 

and Actium reality. I focus on the Curia Hostilia because Livy presents the curia as an 

important ‘character’ in moments of political crisis throughout the First Pentad.2 In this 

way, Livy draws parallels with the role of the curia in more recent moments of political 

crises such as the Triumvirate and the proscriptions. 

 

In the First Pentad, Livy’s writing ties location and space to Roman identity 

throughout the narrative, culminating in the speech of the dictator M. Furius Camillus at 

 
1 Ovid Ars Amatoria 3.117-118. Authors’ translation. 
2 Cf. Ash 2007.  
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the end of Book Five (discussed in Chapter 4).3 This relationship between key buildings 

in the city, such as a curia, and Roman identity was a theme by which Livy’s first readers 

would have been intensely engaged.4 A curia in particular was considered to be an integral 

building for a city’s identity and was a highly contested space during the civil war of the 

Late Republic (as will be demonstrated in the next section).5 Vitruvius, a contemporary of 

Livy’s writing between 42 and 22, makes a case for the importance of a curia and its link 

with the social standing of a city in his de architectura.6 

Aerarium, carcer, curia foro sunt coniungenda, sed ita ut magnitudo symmetriae 

eorum foro respondeat. maxime quidem curia in primis est facienda ad dignitatem 

municipii sive civitatis. (5.2.1) 

 

The treasury, the jail, and the Senate-house should be adjoined to the Forum, but 

in such a way that the scale of their symmetry corresponds to that of the Forum 

itself. And certainly, the senate-house in particular should be built above all so as 

to enhance the dignity of the town or city.7 

 

 

Book Five of the de architectura is concerned with public buildings, which are all 

‘positioned within the larger environment of the city and by means of this placement 

communicate their function, importance, or grandeur to the viewer’.8 In the case of a curia, 

Vitruvius explicitly states its importance by stating that the curia of a town is directly 

linked to the standing and authority of the town and its community (dignitatem municipii 

 
3 Cf. Biggs 2016; Fabrizi 2017. 
4 This topic has attracted much scholarly interest, e.g.: Zanker 1987; Vasaly 1993; Edwards 1996; Favro 

1996; Jaeger 1997; Meyers 2005; Jaeger 2007; Larmour and Spencer 2007; Jenkyns 2013; MacDonald 

2016; Gargola 2017.  
5 See Lange 2017:131 n.2 who argues ‘there is a good reason to use the phrase “civil war” in the singular 

to describe the Late Republican civil war, even if this may appear provocative; it refers to the civil war 

proper, 91-29 B.C…. with a build-up phase from 133 or 146’.  
6 Rowland and Howe 1999:3-5 argue that the de architectura was probably published prior to 22, and that 

the preface suggests composition fell between 31 and 22. They concede it is possible that the work was 

composed in the decade prior to Actium, i.e., between 42 and 32, but praef. 1 makes it clear that Imperator 

Caesar had achieved sole power. Vitruvius’ usage of Imperator Caesar has led to arguments that the work 

must have been published prior to 27, but Rowland and Howe point out that Vitruvius refers to the Aedes 

Augusti at Fanum (5.1.7), suggesting that the cognomen and subsequent imperial cult existed at the time of 

writing. 
7 Adapted.  
8 Meyers 2005:75. 
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sive civitatis), in other words its civic identity.9 It is no surprise then, in a work dedicated 

to Imperator Caesar, the very specific formula that Vitruvius sets out for the construction 

of a curia appears to be following the architectural formula of the curiae in the Forum 

Romanum, indicating that the curia in the Forum was considered to be the ‘gold standard’. 

The Curia Cornelia had already been earmarked for demolition by the time Vitruvius had 

started composing his treatise, and the Curia Iulia would have been dedicated by Imperator 

Caesar not long before its publication. 

 

The centrality of the curia to civic identity is reflected both in the actions and words 

of the political elite during the Late Republic and in Livy’s First Pentad, through his 

treatment of the curiae of Rome. Section one of this chapter explores the resonance of the 

Curia Hostilia and its predecessors for Livy’s first readers in more detail, through a brief 

history of the curia in the Forum Romanum. The history of the building, and the fact that 

it was rebuilt multiple times during the Late Republic, demonstrates both its symbolic 

importance during episodes of internecine strife and how the civil wars had a significant 

impact upon physical space. 

 

Section two uses the accession of Tarquinius in Book One as a case-study for 

analysing civil-war and Triumviral spatialities and their impact upon Livy’s narrative 

geography. I will argue that Livy emphasises the spatiality of power when he writes the 

politically significant moment of what is, in essence, a violent coup d’état (on the part of 

Tarquinius), as non-violent. I demonstrate that Livy does this by inverting the narrative, 

and portraying Tarquinius’ invasion and control of the physical space of the curia as 

 
9 Vitruvius had designed the curia of Fanum (5.1.6) and so had professional interest in amplifying the 

dignity of curiae.  
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intimately bound up with him assuming power, rather than him being able to take control 

of the space because he is in power. I will analyse the narrative’s description of Tarquinius’ 

and Servius’ movements into, inside, and out of the Curia Hostilia. I suggest that the 

episode speaks to contemporary anxieties surrounding control over space, particularly 

during and following a civil war, and its relationship to political legitimacy at a time when 

Imperator Caesar was consolidating his sole rule.  

 

I conclude that Livy’s narrative emphasises the relationship between space and 

power – particularly in relation to the political and religious spaces of the Forum Romanum 

and the curiae (key parts of the socio-political infrastructure of the Late Republic). The 

First Pentad engages with the recent repeated transgressive and violent incursions into 

these political and religious spaces, and the result of these transgressions: the 

transformation of the political hierarchies and social realities of Rome.  

 

 

Curiam nostram, Hostiliam dico, non hanc novam: A Brief 

History of the Curia 

 

Prior to analysing the spatiality and narrative geography of Tarquinius’ accession, 

I will provide a miniature history of the curia building located in the Forum Romanum, 

with reference to the surrounding structures.10 By exploring the recent history of the 

building, I will demonstrate that Livy’s interest in the significance of the curia space 

 
10 We would do well to remember that the topography of the curia, rostra, and comitium complex is a 

minefield that has been (and, in a sense, still is) constantly reconstructed. 
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reflected the recent interest of leaders at Rome in the topography of the Forum and the 

spatiality of the curia building. 

 

The Romans believed that the curia building in the Forum Romanum, the first 

version of which was called the Curia Hostilia, was built in the seventh century by King 

Tullus Hostilius.11 Scholars now believe that it was built in the sixth or fifth centuries12 

and Ogilvie has suggested that it was attributed to Tullus Hostilius as it as may have been 

built by (a) member(s) of the gens Hostilia.13 Unfortunately, we know little about the Curia 

Hostilia building, particularly with regards to specifics of the structure itself except a few 

details of external adornments.14 Livy tells us that a statue of Attus Navius, a famous augur 

during the reign of Tarquinius Priscus, had been (fuit) erected in the comitium15 on the left 

near the steps of the Curia Hostilia but that it no longer existed when he was writing 

(possibly a casualty of the Caesarian and Augustan topographic changes).16 Dionysius of 

Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom. 3.71.5) claims it was still standing even in his own day.17 We 

know that the Tabula Valeria (a painting depicting the victory of M. Valerius Maximus 

Corvinus Messalla over Hiero and the Carthaginians in 263) was placed on the exterior 

 
11 Varro Ling. 5.155; Livy 1.30.2. 
12 Ogilvie 1965:123; Coarelli (v.1) 1983:11, 127-130; Bonnefond-Coudry 1989:56; LTUR I 332; Cornell 

1995:94; Forsythe 2005:87. 
13 Ogilvie 1965:123. LTUR I 331 (cf. Platner and Ashby 1926:143 and Richardson 1992:102) states that 

the name comes from the attribution to Tullus Hostilius, citing Varro Ling. 5.155 and makes no 

speculation about another member of the gens. 
14 Cf. Millar 1989:147 ‘It is… notorious how little any of our sources have to say about the size, shape, 

internal disposition, internal or external adornment or symbolic character of the Curia Hostilia’. One may 

suggest there are two responses to this, first that this lack of discussion does not mean that there were no 

sources that discussed this in detail and second, that the Curia Hostilia and its significance was so well 

known by the literate elite that it was simply considered plainly obvious and went without saying. 
15 Cicero (Rep. 2.31) attributed the comitium to Tullus Hostilius. For comitium see LTUR I 309-314. 
16 Livy 1.36.5. Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom.  3.71.5. 
17 Contra Pliny HN 34.11 who states that the base of the statue was destroyed in the fire of 52. Ogilvie 

1965:151 appears to suggest that since Dionysius states that the statue is smaller than life-size that both 

Dionysius and Pliny could be accurate, the statue being smaller due to the destruction of the base. 

However, Ogilvie states that it is ‘probable that [the statue] did not survive to the Augustan age (notice 

Livy’s fuit)’ – meaning that Dionysius must have been mistaken or misled. See Muth 2021:19 n.48 with 

bibliography. 
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sidewall.18 It has been suggested that the Curia Hostilia may have been rebuilt at least once 

after Rome was sacked and burnt by the Gauls in 387.19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 2 from Stambaugh 1988:112. 

 

 

In 80 the dictator, Sulla, restored and enlarged the Curia Hostilia to provide space 

for his newly enlarged Senate.20 Sulla’s new and enlarged Curia Hostilia (sometimes 

referred to as the Curia Cornelia)21 is thought to have encroached on the comitium and 

reduced its size.22 In addition to this, Sulla may have changed the building’s orientation, 

as he removed the statues of Pythagoras and Alcibiades which had stood in the corners of 

the comitium and paved over the shrine to Stata Mater.23 Davies suggests that the comitium 

was also rebuilt by Sulla at this time.24 This second iteration was destroyed by a fire in 52, 

which also destroyed the base of the statue of Attus Navius.25 The fire was the result of a 

 
18 Pliny HN 35.7, who states that it was first painting exhibited to the public. Bonnefond-Coudry 1989:61 

suggests the attribution of the curia to Tullus Hostilius could have been after Valerius Messala’s work on 

the building. 
19 Dyson 2010:30-31. 
20 Pliny HN 34.12. Cf. Dio 40.50.3. See Liverani 2009:43; Davies 2017:205-213, 256ff, 2018:465ff. On 

the senatorial reforms of Sulla: Coudry 2018 and Steel 2018:231-233. 
21 On names: LTUR I 331; N.B.: the LTUR does not have a separate entry for Curia Cornelia. 
22 See now Davies 2017:205 n.157 (and works there cited). See Vasaly 1993:65 for some useful 

illustrations of the changes to the comitium. 
23 For statues: Pliny HN 34.12; Dio 40.50.3 (on the statues and their disappearance see Muth 2012, esp. 

figure on p.10 reproduced in this chapter as Fig. 3). For shrine: Festus 416L.  
24 Davies 2017:206 ‘[t]owering over the comitium, crowding its space, the Curia articulated the Senate’s 

position with regard to the people and their tribunes and gave it an aura of permanence … Precisely as the 

comitium grew functionally weaker, its restoration proclaimed the strength and stability of the citizen 

body, and, symbolically if not in fact, drew assemblies back into the shadow of the senate-house’. 
25 Pliny HN 34.20. 

 

The image originally presented here cannot be made 

freely available via ORA because of copyright. See 

caption for the original source of the image. 
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mob of P. Clodius Pulcher’s supporters lighting his funeral pyre in the Curia Hostilia 

following his murder by T. Annius Milo.26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 3 from Coarelli (v.2) 1983:120 

Plan of the comitium in the Middle and Late Republic with reconstruction of the monuments – there were also statues 

of Camillus and Cn. Octavius on the rostra. 

 

 

Faustus Cornelius Sulla (son of the dictator) rebuilt the curia on the same site as 

the previous curia.27 However, this third iteration of the curia lasted little over a decade, 

as in 44 a senatus consultum enabled the dictator Iulius Caesar to demolish it and build a 

new curia.28 This building was to be called the Curia Iulia and it is generally thought that 

it was to be reoriented (again): instead of facing the rostra in the comitium, as the Curia 

Cornelia had, it was now to face the new Rostra Caesaris.29 If this was indeed the case, 

this reorientation of the curia served to create ‘clearer lines of sight, conveniently 

 
26 Cicero Mil. 90. Cf. Pliny HN 34.20 and Dio 40.50.3. There was a deliberate symbolism in the decision to 

turn ‘Sulla’s Curia’, icon of a reinforced Senate, into Clodius’ pyre (cf. Davies 2017:265). 
27 Cicero Fin. 5.2; Dio 44.50.3. Davies loc. cit. suggests that this was a deliberate message on the part of 

the Senate, so that the rebuilt curia would bear the name of the previous one.  
28 Dio 44.5. 
29 Dio 44.5.2, 45.17.8. See Millar 1989; Vasaly 1993:60-75ff; LTUR I 309-314 (cf. Platner and Ashby 

1926:134-137); Richardson 1992:97-98; and Sumi 2005:51 on the importance of the comitium, rostra, and 

their relationship with each other as well as the curia. The comitium was also an inaugurated templum and 

had been the meeting place of the comitia curiata. Throughout (earlier) Republican history it had been 

closely associated with the Curia Hostilia (cf. Livy 45.24.12 naming it the vestibulum curiae) and the 

rostra were located inside it. At some point (by the beginning of the third century) the centre of the 

comitium had been built up in the style of a circular amphitheatre with steps rising on all sides. Contra 

Liverani 2009:46 who argues against the mainstream interpretation of Dio (i.e., that the Curia Iulia was to 

be reorientated) and suggests that Dio was instead referring to the new appellation of the building. 

Although, Dio explicitly uses the word ἀνοικοδομέω which means rebuild (LSJ ἀνοικοδομέω 2).  

 

The image originally presented here cannot be made 

freely available via ORA because of copyright. See 

caption for the original source of the image. 

 



  

 187 

emphasising his new rostra’30 and signal that the importance of its location and was part 

of the greater geo-political urban project of Caesar.31 

 

Ultimately, Caesar was unable to realise this project as he was assassinated later in 

the same year in the curia built by his rival Pompeius,32 leaving his heir, as Imperator 

Caesar, to oversee the project until its completion in 29.33 Tortorici reminds us that this 

was not without senatorial opposition, and that in 43 it was decided to go back to the 

reconstruction of the old Curia Hostilia but that this decision was reversed again in 42.34  

 

The planned relocation of the curia is generally considered to have been designed 

to recast the relationship between the curia and the (bigger) Rostra Caesaris and, in the 

process, disrupt the previous relationship. Prior to the re-orientation of the curia as part of 

the Curia Iulia project, the geographical relationship between the Curia Hostilia and the 

comitium was considered highly symbolic and important. Indeed, Coarelli reminds us that 

Livy (45.24.12) states that the Curia Hostilia was originally built as part of the comitium.35 

 

Some ways of understanding the exact nature of the topographical relationship 

between the curia, comitium, and rostra complex are more dominant than others in 

scholarship – such as the idea of the curia (and, by extension, the Senate) standing ‘over’ 

the rostra (and, by extension, the speaker). Stambaugh has suggested that the Curia 

 
30 MacDonald 2016:200. 
31 Cf. Dio (44.5.2) stating that the site of Faustus Sulla’s curia was said to have been chosen for a Temple 

of Felicitas, but the real reason was that Caesar wished that the curia be named after himself, rather than 

Faustus Sulla. Liverani 2009:45 reminds us that the building of a new curia was also an answer to 

Pompeius’ new complex, as well as an attempt to overwrite Sulla’s legacy. For geo-political urban project 

of Caesar see Favro 1996:60-78 (esp.63); Liverani 2009; and Davies 2018. 
32 See Ch. 1 for significance of this. 
33 RG 19. 
34 LTUR I 332. Cf. Davies 2017:258. 
35 LTUR I 331. 
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Hostilia may have been specifically built on rising ground in the comitium so as to 

‘dominate the whole long space of the Forum Romanum’.36 Although we do not know 

specifics about the original curia structure, Russell agrees with the speculation that the 

curia may have stood over the comitium in some sense, arguing that the position of the 

curia in relation to the comitium – has ‘often been interpreted in terms of symbolic and 

actual surveillance of the people and their political activity by the Senate’.37 Indeed, the 

encroachment of Sulla’s Curia Hostilia on the space of the comitium would have 

symbolically asserted senatorial authority over the activities of the comitium. As Vasaly 

points out, ‘an audience facing the rostra would have seen the speaker… flanked by such 

statues and monuments and against the backdrop of the enlarged curia’.38 Yet, the 

reorientation of the Curia Iulia sought to change this symbolic relationship, by moving the 

focus of the curia away from the comitium (not to mention the comitium’s subsequent 

deletion) and, with it, the Republican Rostra Vetera. As Sumi notes, Iulius Caesar’s 

decision to remove the rostra from the ‘shadow’ of the curia through his reorientation 

‘marked a significant break with the Republican tradition’.39 Davies concurs, arguing that 

the Forum was ‘reframed’ and now served to highlight the speaker on the rostra (in this 

case, the speaker was Caesar) and codify his direct relationship with the people.40 The 

backdrop was no longer the curia, which had been pushed to the side, but was the 

Tabularium framed by the Basilica Aemilia (et Fulvia)/Paulii and the Basilica Iulia.41 

 
36 Stambaugh 1988:109. 
37 Russell 2016:54. Cf. Davies 2017:268 who argued that Caesar’s planned separation of the curia from the 

rostra ‘literally and symbolically released’ the rostra, and by extension the speaker(s), ‘from senatorial 

will and supervision’. 
38 Vasaly 1993:68. 
39 Sumi 2005:51. 
40 Davies 2017:268-269. 
41 For Basilica Aemilia: LTUR I 183-187; for Basilica Iulia: LTUR I 177-79; for Tabularium: LTUR V 17-

20. The Basilica Aemilia appears to have generally been referred to as the Basilica Paulii as it was rebuilt 

by L. Aemilius Paullus (a partisan of Caesar) as a replacement for the Basilicia Fulvia (cf. Cicero Att. 

4.16.8; Plutarch Caesar 29.3; Appian BC 2.26) – however Varro (Ling. 6.4) refers to it as the basilica 

Aemilia et Fulvia and Pliny (HN 35.13) refers to it as the basilica Aemilia. Behind the audience was the 
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Davies further points out that Caesar used statuary on the rostra  as a physical symbol of 

his clementia (in particular the reinstallation of statues of Sulla and Pompeius which the 

crowd had torn down after Pharsalus in 48) 42 to contrast with Sulla, who had displayed 

the heads of the proscribed on the rostra in 82.43  

 

However, as Liverani reminds us, there is the possibility that the Curia Iulia was 

not to be reorientated and instead was planned to be in roughly the same place as the Curia 

Hostilia.44 Liverani (convincingly) argues that the ‘traditional’ readings of the kind 

outlined above (i.e. those of a concerted topographical break) are upended, as whilst the 

Curia Iulia certainly served to overwrite Sulla’s legacy the historical position and 

orientation of the curia would have been preserved. In this interpretation, the Curia Iulia 

serves as a sort of ‘cornerstone’ of the new Forum Iulium.45 In addition to this, the 

rebuilding of a curia in the Forum means the Senate now had an alternative meeting place 

to Pompeius’ curia which was beyond the pomerium in the Campus Martius.46 In this 

reading, Liverani argues, the curia then becomes ‘il necessario mediatore’ between the 

old and new spaces of the Forum Romanum and the Forum Iulium.47 Liverani argues that 

this reading is more consistent with the policies of Caesar, in particular his tendency 

towards clementia and his desire to place the responsibility for political discord on the 

 
Regia – itself associated with royalty and the pontifex maximus (an office Caesar had held since 63, cf. 

Sallust Cat. 49.2; Velleius Paterculus 43.1; Suetonius Iul. 13; Plutarch Caesar 7.1-4; Dio 37.37.2). 
42 Suetonius Iul. 75.4; Dio 43.49.1-2. 
43 For Caesar and clementia see Rambaud 1966; Strasburger 1968; Weinstock 1971:233-243; Yavetz 1983; 

Balázs 1986; Konstan 2001; Barden Dowling 2006; Stevenson 2014. 
44 Liverani 2009:45ff. 
45 For more on the Forum Iulium specifically see Liverani 2009:48ff and Delfino 2009. 
46 It was, at least in part, due to the demolition of the rebuilt Curia Hostilia that the meeting at which 

Caesar was assassinated was in Pompeius’ curia. 
47 Loc. cit. 
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opposing side. Ultimately, though, Liverani’s arguments, whilst providing us with a 

stimulating counterpoint to the dominant narrative in scholarship, feel speculative.48 

 

The symbolic importance of the decision to move the curia, apparently made by 

Iulius Caesar, but executed by Imperator Caesar cannot be underestimated.49 Indeed, 

Caesar’s plans either to relocate the curia away from its traditional orientation or 

rearticulate its historical location (as per Liverani), and all the messaging encoded in the 

changes (vis-à-vis senatorial authority, the relationship between the speaker and the people 

in the comitium, the rebuffing of Pompeius’ complex, and the possibility of creating a link 

between the ‘old’ and ‘new’ fora), highlighted the symbolism inherent in both the physical 

location of the building within the Forum Romanum and its spatial relationship with the 

other political and religious buildings in the Forum. That this spatial relationship and its 

symbolism was always up for manipulation and recasting is neatly encapsulated by 

Cicero’s attempt to construct a spatial relationship in one of his speeches: ‘the curia, 

punisher of temerity and guide of duty, watches over and guards the rostra’ (speculator 

atque obsidet rostra vindex temeritatis et moderatrix offici curia).50 However, it must be 

noted that it is Cicero’s interpretation of the relationship, as is perhaps more often the case 

than it should be, which appears to have informed the majority of current scholarly 

thinking (as discussed earlier).  

 
48 Liverani’s arguments are based on the ‘working’ hypothesis put forward by Amici 2004/5 and 2007, that 

the curia never changed location or orientation.  
49 Cf. Liverani’s (2009:50) reminder that Caesar’s plans for the entire Urbs had a monumental impact long 

after his assassination. 
50 Cicero Flac. 57. 
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Fig. 4 from Sumi 2005:365 

 

 

Discussions about the originally intended orientation of the Caesarian curia aside, 

the Curia Iulia was inaugurated by Imperator Caesar in 29 and its dedication 

‘topographically marked the end of an era’ with the curia being completely reorientated 

(fig. 4).51 This post-Actium curia was no longer named after the distinguished plebeian 

gens Hostilia, which claimed King Tullus Hostilius as an ancestor, but rather the ancient 

patrician gens Iulia who claimed descent from Aeneas and Venus. This precedent was first 

set by Faustus Cornelius Sulla, son of the dictator, who named his reconstructed curia after 

his own patrician gens, the Cornelii. It no longer ‘stood guard’ over the Rostra Vetera, 

where Cicero had recently denounced Antonius during the recent civil conflict, but now 

faced an open space and the northeast corner of the larger Rostra Nova.52 

 

Another set of rostra was added to the Temple of Divus Iulius (similarly 

inaugurated in 29 by Imperator Caesar), and it was on these rostra that the rams from the 

Battle of Actium were displayed.53 Following his victory at Actium in 31, Imperator 

Caesar ‘virtually rebuilt’ the Forum Romanum.54 Even though Imperator Caesar chose to 

 
51 Cf. RG 19; Dio 51.22.1. Sumi 2005:223. Cf. Davies 2017:268ff. 
52 Cf. Liverani 2009:46. 
53 For inauguration: RG 19 and Dio 51.22.2. For rostra: Frontinus Aq. 129.1; Dio 56.34.4. For display of 

rams: Dio 51.19.2. Cf. Stambaugh 1988:59; Lange 2009:160-161; Lange 2018:193.  
54 Coarelli 1985; Lange 2009:160. 
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retain the appellation Iulia for the curia he (re)built ‘in honour of his father’,55 that 

appellation often serves to obscure just how ‘Augustan’ the Curia Iulia was. Bonnefond-

Coudry argued that the construction of the Curia Iulia was not even underway before the 

assassination of Caesar, and that it did not commence until well into the Triumvirate.56 

However, Delfino suggests (based on archaeological excavations) that the beginning of 

the construction of the curia may date as early as 46.57 If Bonnefond-Coudry is right, then 

it would be hard to believe that Imperator Caesar did not entirely repurpose the dictator’s 

project to suit his own designs.58 However, Delfino’s argument does not preclude the 

possibility that Imperator Caesar adapted the project once it came under his control. 

Indeed, Imperator Caesar’s use of the Curia Iulia attests to the fact that he did just that. He 

placed an altar and a statue of Victory from Tarentum in the building59 and the spoils of 

Actium were displayed in the curia – which Dio tells us had not happened before.60 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 5 from Stambaugh 1988:115. 

 

 

 
55 Dio 51.22.1. 
56 Bonnefond-Coudry 1989:168-176. Cf. Davies 2017:258.  
57 Delfino 2009:54. 
58 Cf. Bonnefond-Coudry 1989:169. 
59 See Lange 2009:161 n.10 for a recent bibliography. 
60 Dio 51.22.2. See also Pliny HN 35.10 for details of two pictures that Augustus placed on the wall of the 

curia. Cf. Delfino 2009:53. 

 

The image originally presented here cannot be made 

freely available via ORA because of copyright. See 
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The image of the Curia Iulia with a Victoria on a globe atop the pediment was 

circulated around this time, too, although, there is some dispute as to whether the coin type 

was produced to celebrate the victory at Actium or Naulochus (fig. 6).61 Irrespective of 

whether it is commemorating Actium or Naulochus, the coin type still clearly links the 

Curia Iulia building with the narrative of victory in (civil) war.62 As Lange states the Curia 

Iulia was clearly designed to ‘commemorate the victories of Actium and Alexandria’, 

further arguing that Imperator Caesar’s usage of Victoria ties it in with the Late Republican 

tradition of Victoria as a bringer of peace.63 This indicates that Imperator Caesar was 

sensitive towards the way that (civil) war had invaded the physical space of the Curia Iulia 

and the Forum Romanum and was signalling that there was now to be an era of peace 

ushered in under his rule.  

 

The curia, alongside the (now vanished) comitium and rostra were clearly highly 

politicised spaces by their very nature. However, the recent history of the curia (alongside 

the wider comitium and rostra complex) before Livy was writing his First Pentad in 27-25 

highlights quite how much the nature of that politicisation changed and the significance of 

(the) space during the Late Republic. To put it in starker terms, the Curia Hostilia, a 

building that had stood for centuries, the seat of the Senate, was the focus of an intense 

cycle of destruction and (re)building between the years 50-20. During the civil wars of the 

Late Republic, it was rebuilt and possibly reorientated by Sulla, only to be burnt down, 

then rebuilt again, then demolished by Caesar to be rebuilt and further reorientated by 

Imperator Caesar. Thus, it was not only the building that was highly contested but so too 

 
61 RIC2 1, 266 / BMC 631. See Lange 2009:161 n.11 for dispute. 
62 My use of brackets is to reflect that whilst Imperator Caesar attempted to present the war as a foreign 

one, he could not control how the signifiers were taken by contemporaries – who certainly understood the 

civil nature of the conflict (see Ch.2,n.121). Cf. Lange 2009:82-90 and 2016:129ff, esp. n.20 who argues 

that Actium was considered as both a foreign and civil war by the regime. 
63 Lange 2009:162. Cf. Zanker 1972:8, 1988:2 and Hölscher 2014:314-315. 
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was the very space which the curia occupied. Following the conclusion of the civil war in 

29, the Curia Iulia would not suffer significant intervention until it was damaged by a fire 

in A.D. 283 and was rebuilt by Diocletian.64 Therefore, Livy’s first readers would have 

been highly sensitised to how he handled this contested building in his narrative. The next 

section uses the accession of Tarquinius as a case study for how Livy handles the contested 

space of the curia in his First Pentad and analyses it from the perspective of Livy’s first 

readers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 6 RIC2 I Augustus 266 

Silver Denarius of Augustus, 29-27. 

 

 

in regia sede pro curia sedens: L. Tarquinius and Livian 

Concepts of Space and Power 

 

The first significant treatment of a curia in the First Pentad of the AUC is located 

towards the end of Book One. It describes how Servius, the sixth king of Rome, was 

overthrown by Tarquinius.65 This episode is the first time that Livy explores the physical 

space of the Curia Hostilia in detail, and several features of this passage make it a valuable 

 
64 See LTUR I 339 for both the restorations of Domitian and Diocletian. 
65 See Ch. 1. 
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starting point for an inquiry into how Livy (and his contemporaries) thought about curia(e) 

and about space more generally. In this section, I look at the spatiality of the overthrow of 

Servius and how Livy refashions the politically significant moment of what is supposed to 

be a violent overthrow (on the part of Tarquinius) as non-violent. I will argue that Livy 

does this by linking the control of space to power through his description of Tarquinius’ 

and Servius’ movements into, inside, and out of the Curia Hostilia. The episode illustrates 

contemporary attitudes to physical space and its relationship with power in a post-Actium 

world by exploring how space is invaded, weaponised, and misappropriated during civil 

conflict. I demonstrate that Livy’s narrative is heavily involved in discussions around 

legitimacy – in particular, who has legitimate access to a space and how control over space 

confers legitimacy on a ruler. 

 

Livy tells readers that Tarquinius was angry that Servius inherited the throne from 

Tarquinius’ father (King Tarquinius Priscus), rather than himself succeeding as heir 

(1.46.1).66 Throughout Servius’ reign, Tarquinius undermined Servius’ position through 

various measures such as attempting to persuade the plebeians that Servius ruled without 

their consent – prompting Servius to hold a vote where he was unanimously declared king 

(1.46.1) – or convince the Senate that Servius was a populist ruler (1.46.2). Initially, 

Servius resisted these attacks on his authority but, Livy tells his readers, one of Servius’ 

daughters, Tullia, was to be the architect of his undoing. It is Tullia who convinces 

Tarquinius that he must take more direct action to seize power (1.46.8-1.47.6). Tarquinius 

solicits support from the gentes minores with promises of favours and bribes,67 and 

 
66 Cf. Livy 1.40.2-7; 1.42.1. 
67 Livy uses the terms circumire et prensare (1.47.7) to describe Tarquinius’ soliciting of support for his 

overthrow of the legitimate king from the gentes minores – which, as Ogilvie (1965:190) points out, 

evokes the world of electioneering. 
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specifically elicits the support of young men through gifts.68 The gentes minores were a 

specific sub-caste of the patriciate, translated as ‘lesser clans’ (as opposed to the gentes 

maiores, ‘greater clans’).69 Cicero (Rep. 2.35) states that Tarquinius Priscus doubled the 

number of senators and gave the name gentes maiores to those who had already been 

senators and gentes minores to those he had added, and that the gentes maiores were 

always asked their opinion first.70 The implication is that Tarquinius’ interest in the gentes 

minores came down to their supposed loyalty to his father for creating them,71 and could 

have evoked the situation of Imperator Caesar – who did not have the support of the many 

nobles and the optimates in 32  and (at first, at least) heavily relied on his adopted father 

for legitimacy and support (something which was noted at the time and used as an attack 

by Antonius),72 coupled with the fact that Caesar had been murdered by the optimates. 

 

As the institutional measures (appealing to the plebeians and the Senate) and less 

formal political measures (the canvassing of the gentes minores and the bribing of the 

youth) have not worked – Tarquinius decides that he must take direct action (1.47.8-10). 

That direct action takes the form of invading (inrumpo) the physical space of the Forum 

Romanum and the Curia Hostilia (we can assume that this is the Curia Hostilia due to its 

location in the Forum). Tarquinius, in Livy’s narrative, enters the physical space that 

stands as a signifier for political life (and power) in Rome – and fills it with his own armed 

 
68 Ogilvie (loc. cit.) also highlights the Sallustian intertext present in the narrative: in particular the 

promises of favours – comparing ‘allicere donis iuvenes’ (Livy 1.47.7) with ‘iuventutem…inlexerat’ (Cat. 

16.1); the arguments made by Sallust’s Catiline against the current status quo – specifically his rancour 

against the fact that they are ‘subservient to those to whom in a free state we should be an object of fear’ 

(Catiline 20.7, cf. Livy 1.47.10-12, 1.48.2) and the fact that Catiline had originally planned to burst into 

the Forum Romanum and possibly the curia with a band of armed men (Catiline 18.7-8) but could not as 

he did not have sufficient numbers are reminiscent of Livy. 
69 OCD4 (Momigliano and Cornell). 
70 ‘Duplicavit illum pristinum patrum numerum et antiquos patres maiorum gentium appellavit, quos 

priores sententiam rogabat, a se adscitos minorum’. Cf. Livy 1.35.6. 
71 Cf. Livy 1.47.7. 
72 Cf. Cicero Phil. 13.24 
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supporters (agmine armatorum). The implication is that Tarquinius and his men will 

maintain their control over the physical space using violence if necessary. Whilst there is 

a real threat of violence, discussed more fully in Chapter 1, the politically meaningful act 

is completely non-violent. Thus, in Livy’s narrative, it is not through force but through the 

appropriation of space that Tarquinius is able to fundamentally alter the political hierarchy. 

This is striking, considering the ‘centrality of violence’ in civil war.73 

 

Tarquinius can co-opt the symbolism and rules of the space by sitting on the king’s 

throne before the curia (in regia sede pro curia).74 By sitting in the seat of the king he 

becomes (like) the king. Tarquinius, now that he has taken control of the physical space 

and sat on the throne, is able to issue orders: he orders the Senate to attend him immediately 

as if he were king. The usage of citari (summon), an interesting verb which calls to mind 

business and legal language,75 in conjunction with the mediating presence of praecones is 

conspicuous. Oakley comments that these praecones were ‘assistants to magistrates who 

were regularly used to make announcements. L[ivy] refers to them on several occasions 

to give colour to his accounts of early Roman history’.76 The use of a praeco suggests 

Tarquinius was attempting to lend an air of legality to his usurpation of the space. Indeed, 

this manipulation of physical space is legitimised when the Senate respond by obeying the 

request for them to meet, as they would if Tarquinius were king (although there is a hint 

 
73 Lange 2017:139 esp. n.53. 
74 I have translated pro curia as ‘in view of (the members of) the curia (i.e., inside the curia) rather than 

‘in front of’ the curia (i.e., outside the curia in the Comitium). Whilst it is not entirely clear which one 

Livy meant, the narrative supports the former (e.g., 1.48.1-4 where Servius calls from the vestibule at 

Tarquinius having just arrived from outside the curia, when Tarquinius throws Servius out of and down 

the steps of the curia, and 1.48.5 where Tullia evocavit Tarquinius from the curia). This approach is taken 

by the LCL and the Budé Editions. The latter translates it as ‘sur le trône dans la curie’ with a footnote 

stating ‘le Latin dit pro curia: c’est-à-dire tout en avant, mais dans la salle (voir, plus bas, 48.3. Cf. pro 

trubunali’). 
75 OLD cito2 4. 
76 Oakley 1999:419. Cicero (Fam. 6.18) mentions a law preventing men who had been praecones from 

becoming decuriones in the municipia. See Purcell 1983 on the social status of apparitores.  
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that the attendance of some of the senators have been choreographed beforehand in alii 

iam ante ad hoc praeparati to ensure this transition goes smoothly – perhaps echoing 

perceptions of events of 27 for Augustus’ ‘First Settlement’).77 This is confirmed by the 

senators’ belief that Servius’ reign was now over (novitate ac miraculo attoniti et iam de 

Servio actum rati). 

 

Livy’s way of describing Servius’ overthrow is both counter-intuitive and striking. 

The detail of Book One was not considered to be ‘historical’ and so Livy could have 

chosen to describe the ‘coup’ very differently.78 Despite giving a nod to the violence that 

usually accompanies a political overthrow by mentioning the armed men and the use of 

inrumpo, Livy has chosen to make the moment that power is seized revolve around 

Tarquinius sitting on a throne.79 The use of the vertical axis within the physical space of 

the narrative in this episode enables Livy to utilise the literal symbolism of low versus 

high, as well as highlight the element of spectatorship in a change of ruler. Here, space 

and spectatorship are more important than violence to the narrative. Political spectatorship 

was already associated with the space of the curia building, as Millar has highlighted: 

‘[n]earer to the Curia Hostilia, on the left as you entered [the Forum Romanum], the tribuni 

plebis had their subsellia. From there they could offer auxilium to the plebs in the event of 

 
77 The notion that the events of 27 were all choreographed beforehand seems to stem from Dio 53.3-10 (cf. 

Suetonius Aug. 84). Cowan 2019 (building on Rich and Williams 1999) convincingly argues that we 

cannot assume that the honours were entirely orchestrated by Imperator Caesar. Cowan also explores the 

possibilities of Livy’s own influence on Augustus if one adheres to the earlier publication date of c.32 for 

the First Pentad, which would then mean that readers post-27 may have found a new significance in the 

narrative of Tarquinius. 
78 Cf. Livy’s (6.1.2) own admission that the events of the First Pentad are less historically reliable than 

those that follow. 
79 Cf. Livy 1.41.6 and the importance of the ‘throne’ to Servius Tullius’ own (illegal) assumption of 

power. 
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oppressive magisterial action, and also watch the door of the curia and what went on 

inside’.80 

 

Livy allows Tarquinius to consciously remap the political reality through his 

manipulation of the physical space. Put simply, it is the throne (and the space that the 

throne occupies) which are imbued with political agency in this passage – rather than, as 

one might expect, the armed men or the senators – and Tarquinius is able to become the 

king by occupying the throne rather than through other means (such as an election or 

assassination of the previous incumbent). It is significant that the Senate attend Tarquinius 

when he summons them, as the Senate could only meet when the king or interrex convoked 

it as it was an advisory council and not a legislative body.81 Thus, by coming to the curia 

when Tarquinius’ herald calls them (even if only because they fear reprisal), the Senate 

affirms that he has taken power by taking the space. Here, taking power involves not 

defeating opponents by violence, but dominating physical space and stage-managing 

people’s responses in advance. In this narrative, the rules of the physical space are so 

ingrained that the senators are conditioned to respond to and respect the individual in 

control of that space.82 Furthermore, the senators, by coming when called, serve to confer 

 
80 Millar 1989:146. During the second century the subsellia tribunorum were near the basilica Porcia 

which was next to the curia, cf. Plutarch Cato Minor 5.1; Dio 4.15 (=Zonaras 7,15). 
81 Abbott 1901:17. Since the Senate were believed to be an advisory body for the king (Cicero Rep. 2.15; 

Livy 1.8.7, 1.9.2) it is logical to assume that only the king (or interrex) had the authority to convoke it. See 

Cicero Rep. 2.38 where Scipio states that Servius, following the death of Tarquinius Priscus, did not 

consult the Senate (non commisit se patribus) but the plebeians instead (populum de se ipse consuluit), and 

passed a curiate law to confirm his rule (iussusque regnare legem de imperio suo curiatam tulit), cf. Livy 

1.46.1, although Livy presents this as a response to Tarquinius saying that he was reigning without the 

consent of the plebeians. Indeed, Livy has already said (1.42.3) that following his success in war, Servius 

had returned to Rome to find that ‘his kingship was no longer questioned, whether he tested the will of the 

Fathers or the plebs (haud dubius rex, seu patrum seu plebis animos periclitaretur). Lastly, Servius’ words 

at 1.48.1 (qua tu audacia me vivo vocare ausus es patres) further adds to the idea that only the king could 

summon the Senate. 
82 Cf. Gargola’s (2017:7) argument that ‘Roman political culture has been justly described as a culture of 

spectacle and Rome itself as a theatre of power’; cf. Flower 2004. Gargola goes on to explain that ‘[p]ublic 

acts were often accompanied by ritual gestures as well as formal language’, and that ‘[m]agistracies, 

priesthoods, and the Senate, then, may have been constructed in large part not by formal rules but by what 
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some legitimacy on Tarquinius’ usurpation of the space. This situation, in which a 

powerful individual seeks the support of the Senate (knowing full well that it is not entirely 

freely given – as evidenced from the utilisation of threat) in order to add some legitimacy 

to their actions, may have been suggestive of the Triumviral conditions when the triumvirs 

(despite being plenipotentiary magistrates) often sought the backing of the Senate for 

various measures.83  

 

That the throne is in front of the members of the curia symbolises the king’s 

relationship with the Senate (in their capacity as his advisors), and perhaps demonstrates 

the centrality of the curia building and its function to the Forum Romanum as a whole. 

The political agency of the throne and space of the curia is augmented by the way that 

Livy has Tarquinius tell Servius that the throne was once his father’s. This reminder is as 

much for the audience of senators in the curia as for Livy’s readers. The implication being 

that Tarquinius’ suggestion of hereditary legitimacy was part of the reason for the Senate’s 

compliance. These circumstances may have been reminiscent of Imperator Caesar / 

Augustus’ relationship with the Senate for Livy’s first readers – particularly during the 

civil war with Antony (when Imperator Caesar was able to ‘purge’ the consuls and senators 

who supported Antony) and the ‘Augustan settlement’ of 27 (when the Senate would not 

let Imperator Caesar return the provinces to them and awarded him multiple conspicuous 

honours). 

 
their occupants were seen to have done, how they went about doing it, and the many symbols that 

surrounded and accompanied their actions’. 
83 The extent to which the Senate was an ineffective ‘rubber stamp’ or active player during the Triumvirate 

has been debated. The most sensible take remains that of Millar (1973:54): ‘[n]obody would argue that the 

formal exercise of their traditional functions by the Senate and people demonstrates the continuance of the 

free play of politics. But the evidence does seem to indicate that the institutions of the res publica 

themselves persisted through the Triumviral period. Moreover, the triumvirs not only, as we shall see, 

made repeated promises to restore effective power to the Republican institutions, but showed considerable 

concern to have their actions formally approved and ratified by the traditional organs of the State’. For a 

recent view on the role of the Senate in the Triumvirate (which also argues that they were not merely a 

rubber stamp) see Ferriès 2020.  
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Following the arrival of the Senate, Livy’s narrative continues to explore the 

relationship of power to the physical space of the curia. The action has now switched to 

the internal space of the curia (in curiam … citari 1.47.8). Tarquinius begins to recount 

Servius’ base origins and to explain how the kingship is his hereditary right rather than 

Servius’ (1.47.10-12). Servius is alerted to the events and comes to confront Tarquinius:  

Huic orationi Servius cum intervenisset trepido nuntio excitatus, extemplo a 

vestibulo curiae magna voce ‘Quid hoc’ inquit, ‘Tarquini, rei est? Qua tu audacia 

me vivo vocare ausus es patres aut in sede considere mea?’ … clamor ab utriusque 

fautoribus oritur et concursus populi fiebat in curiam, apparebatque regnaturum 

qui vicisset. Tum Tarquinius necessitate iam et ipsa cogente ultima audere, multo 

et aetate et viribus validior, medium arripit Servium elatumque e curia in 

inferiorem partem per gradus deiecit; inde ad cogendum senatum in curiam rediit. 

(1.48.1-4) 

 

During this diatribe Servius, who had been stirred up by the shocking news, arrived 

and immediately shouted out in a booming voice from the vestibule of the curia: 

‘What is going on, Tarquinius? With what presumptuousness have you dared, 

while I live, to summon the Fathers or to sit in my chair?’ … Cries arose from the 

supporters of each, and the people charged into the curia; it was clear that the victor 

would be king. Tarquinius was now compelled by sheer necessity to go on boldly 

to the end. Being much superior to Servius in youth and strength, he grabbed 

Servius by the waist, and carrying him out of the curia, cast him down the steps. 

Tarquinius then returned to the curia to compose the Senate. 

 

When Servius rushes to the curia to confront Tarquinius, he does so from outside the main 

chamber, in the vestibulum. The geography of Livy’s narrative is mirroring the exchange 

of power that is being narrated – Tarquinius is on the inside of the curia, leaving Servius 

‘outside looking in’. Servius’ position outside the curia foreshadows what is about to 

happen – his physical removal from the space and, by extension, his removal from power. 

In addition to this, Servius’ positioning echoes that of the tribuni plebis who were 

positioned outside the Senate and were only meant to interfere when they needed to give 

their auxilium to the plebeians. This arrangement serves to recall Servius’ relationship 

with the plebeians, and the fact that Tarquinius had accused Servius of favouring the 

plebeian’s interests over the Senate’s previously (1.46.2). 
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Servius draws attention to two specific actions (one physical, one verbal) of 

Tarquinius during the confrontation: Tarquinius’ sitting upon the regia sedes and his 

convocation of the Senate. Both actions are examples of the way Livy’s narrative 

emphasises the importance of the curia and the Senate, even if some members have been 

compelled to engage in the process, in making a king. Tarquinius has invaded and 

manipulated the physical space of the curia, and others’ reactions to this subversion of the 

norm have legitimised Tarquinius’ actions. Servius refers to the throne as sedes … mea 

(my throne), as opposed to Livy’s use of regia sedes previously. Whilst mea can be seen 

to emphasise Tarquinius’ claim to the throne as well as Servius’, Livy places a strong 

emphasis on the fact that Servius is the rightful king through hyperbaton by decoupling 

mea from sedes via the intermediary position of considere and positioning mea at the end 

of the direct speech (in sede considere mea). Whilst Servius does not explicitly point out 

that he is king and Tarquinius is not, it is clear that the throne is a metonym for kingship, 

as is the authority to convoke the Senate – by citing these two examples it is understood 

that Servius is attempting to remind Tarquinius who is king and perhaps shame him into 

abandoning his attempt to take power. Tarquinius’ response, that he sits in his father’s 

throne (se patris sui tenere sedem), further highlights the importance of the throne and its 

relation to kingship. Tarquinius believes that it is more appropriate for the kingship to be 

inherited rather than bestowed, a belief at odds with the history of kingship at Rome thus 

far. Tarquinius argues that Servius is not a legitimate heir because of his ignoble birth – 

echoing the arguments of Ancus’ sons after they were passed over for the throne in favour 

of Tarquinius Priscus (1.40.2-7; 1.42.1).  

 

Space both creates and consolidates legitimacy – the king is legitimate because he 

sits on the throne and controls the physical space of the Senate. By controlling when a 
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meeting is called and the senatorial roll, the king controls when space is used, and when it 

is not. He controls who is allowed to enter.84 Thus, to be in control of the space is to be a 

legitimate king. Conversely, only the king should have the power to be in control of the 

space – or at least, people should only respond when the king controls the space. 

Accordingly, Tarquinius’ control of the space trumps Servius’ claim to kingship – despite 

Servius being supported by the Senate (1.41.7) and declared king by the people (1.46.1). 

This indicates that control over physical space equates to political control. This is realised 

in the next part of the narrative. Following Tarquinius’ truculent (ferociter) answer to the 

king’s challenge, the supporters of each men start shouting and the people rush into the 

curia (concursus populi fiebat in curiam).  

 

The act of the general populace running into the curia is particularly evocative of 

the relatively recent past (from the assassination of L. Appuleius Saturninus to Caesar’s 

funeral) for Livy’s first readers. The physical space of the curia was closed to the general 

populace,85 even the tribuni plebis in their symbolic role of representing the general 

populace were constrained by being relegated to benches outside the building initially, 

prior to being invited inside, and the imagery of the people rushing in echoes various 

episodes of recent civil strife when the people invaded the space of the curia out of anger 

or grief. For example, in 52 supporters of the late P. Clodius Pulcher, encouraged by his 

wife Fulvia (later Antonius’ wife) and two tribunes of the plebs, destroyed the Curia 

Hostilia by lighting Clodius’ funeral pyre inside it.86 Cicero decried the destruction of the 

 
84 Cf. Dio 4.15 (= Zonaras 7,15) who states that (emphasis mine) ‘[n]ow at first [the tribunes] did not enter 

the senate-house, but sat at the entrance and watched proceedings, and in case anything failed to please 

them, they would then and there oppose it. Next they were invited inside’ (τὸ μὲν οὖν πρῶτον οὐκ 

εἰσῄεσαν εἰς τὸ βουλευτήριον, καθήμενοι δὲ ἐπὶ τῆς εἰσόδου τὰ ποιούμενα παρετήρουν, καὶ εἴ τι μὴ αὐτοῖς 

ἤρεσκε, παραχρῆμα ἀνθίσταντο· εἶτα καὶ εἰσεκαλοῦντο ἐντός). 
85 Talbert 1984:195.  
86 See Ch.3, n.26.  
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Curia Hostilia with an emotive lamentation in his defence of T. Annius Milo (who stood 

accused of murdering Clodius): 

quo quid miserius, quid acerbius, quid luctuosius vidimus? templum sanctitatis, 

amplitudinis, mentis, consili publici, caput urbis, aram sociorum, portum omnium 

gentium, sedem ab universo populo concessam uni ordini, inflammari, exscindi, 

funestari (Mil. 90.2)87 

 

What more wretched, more bitter, more sorrowful sight have we ever seen than 

that? that that temple of sanctity, of honour, of wisdom, of the public council, the 

head of the city, the altar of the allies, the harbour of all peoples, the seat granted 

by all men to one of the orders of the state, should be set on fire, profaned, and 

razed to the ground?88 

 

 

Whilst Cicero’s speech was constructed with specific aims in mind, that is the acquittal of 

Milo and placing the blame for the destruction of the Curia Hostilia on Clodius and his 

supporters, the language and imagery employed in the lament illustrates that the 

destruction of the Curia Hostilia was considered outrageous by the upper classes,89 making 

it an ‘easy target’ for Cicero. Cicero describes multiple roles attributed to the curia 

building, reminding his audience that the Curia Hostilia was not just important for Roman 

self-identity, but that it was evidently crucial to Roman identity as presented to other 

powers (aram sociorum, portum omnium gentium). The Curia Hostilia, Cicero argues, is 

the caput urbis, just as Rome is the caput rerum. Thus, an attack on the curia is an attack 

on Rome and its empire. Whilst Cicero is speaking in a context which requires the 

maximum shock value to be attributed to the destruction of the building, his language 

serves to highlight how this violent incursion into the Curia Hostilia, and the wider Forum 

 
87 Cf. Vitruvius 5.2.1; Propertius 4.1.1 and 4.4.13 (dated c.16, see Hutchinson 2006:2ff); Ovid Ars Amat. 

3.117 (dated to between 2 B.C. - A.D. 2, see Gibson 2003:37-43) which describes the Curia Iulia as ‘now 

most worthy of so mighty an assembly’ (curia, consilio nunc est dignissima tanto). Gibson 2003:137 

points out that Ovid is contrasting the curia during the time of Romulus and Tatius’ joint reign (i.e., a 

senate-house preceding the Curia Hostilia) with the new Curia Iulia. Both Propertius and Ovid are 

comparing the Curia Iulia to its Romulean counterpart. 
88 Adapted.  
89 The plebeians seemed to have no such qualms: the grain crisis of 57 (Dio 39.9.2); in 56 in defence of 

Clodius when he was interrupted during a contio (Dio 39.29.3); the funeral of Clodius in 52 (Dio 40.49.2); 

funeral of Caesar in 44 (Dio 44.50.2-3); and the grain shortage of 22 (Dio 54.1.3). In 57, 56, and 22 the 

plebeians threatened to burn the curia with the Senate inside.  
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Romanum, is illustrative of the way that established social spatialities are subverted during 

civil conflict. Indeed, the space of the Curia Hostilia had been repeatedly invaded during 

episodes of political violence in the relatively recent past.90 Tarquinius’ actions are 

representative of the way that the curia, and political spaces more widely, were 

weaponised and appropriated during civil conflict.91 Such a narrative would have held 

potent resonances for Livy’s contemporaries. 

 

Livy tells us that it was clear that the winner of the struggle would be king. As with 

the previous passage (1.47.8-10), which mentions Tarquinius’ column of armed men and 

all in the Forum being overcome with fear after their arrival, Livy hints at the violence 

which would usually accompany the overthrow of a ruler but maintains a focus on the 

physical space. The physical confrontation between Tarquinius and Servius and the 

narrative’s deployment of the vertical axis is the focal point of the episode. This 

confrontation may be unique – at least, there is none other quite like it in the extant AUC. 

Tarquinius, following the verbal confrontation, decides he must take direct action to assert 

his supremacy. This direct action is to physically remove Servius from the space of the 

curia. Tarquinius seizes (arripit) Servius by the middle and carries him out of the building 

(elatum).92 Tarquinius then throws (iecit) Servius down (de-) the steps of the curia. By 

throwing Servius out of the building and down the steps, Tarquinius has literally removed 

him from power. As previously mentioned, the use of the vertical axis in this episode 

enables Livy to utilise the literal symbolism of low versus high, as well as highlight the 

role of spectatorship in the change of ruler. The physicality and violence of this episode is 

 
90 See Ch. 1. 
91 E.g.: Cicero epistula ad Octavianum 1 where Cicero describes the Senate as ‘surrounded by armed 

cohorts, [able to do] nothing freely except tremble’ (sed quoniam cohortibus circumsaeptus senatus nihil 

aliud libere potest [decernere] nisi timere) and Philippics 1 and 2. 
92 This could be a proleptic touch in the narrative as effero can also mean ‘to carry out for burial’ (OLD 

effero 3; though often with funere – uel sim. as at Livy 30.45.4). 



  

 206 

striking, and it is even more noticeable because of the narrative’s movement through space 

and depiction of the geography as political. Tarquinius’ actions spatialise power and 

politicise the space: he remaps the space to assume power, and he uses the boundaries of 

that space to consolidate that power. The way that the space of the curia and its 

surrounding area (e.g., the steps and the comitium) are organised in this episode is highly 

symbolic, and this symbolism is underscored when Tarquinius re-enters the curia to 

preside over the Senate. Thus, Tarquinius’ usurpation is realised through the narrative’s 

movement through space. 

 

As we have already seen, there is one pre-Livian source, a fragment of Diodorus 

Siculus (10.1, Const. Exc. 4, p.293) that covers the overthrow of Servius, and which 

mentions his physical removal from the curia by Tarquinius. Diodorus’ narrative of 

Tarquinius’ overthrow of Servius records that Servius enters the curia to confront 

Tarquinius (εἰς τὸ βουλευτήριον), as opposed to Livy who has Servius stay outside the 

curia proper and call in from the vestibule (mirroring the original positioning of the tribuni 

plebis). Following Servius’ brief intervention, Tarquinius answers before rushing at 

Servius. Diodorus’ Tarquinius is rather more realistic, as he drags Servius by the arm 

before throwing him down the steps (ταῦτα λέγων ἅμα προσέδραμε καὶ δραξάμενος τῆς 

τοῦ Τυλλίου χειρὸς ἔρριψεν αὐτὸν κατὰ τῆς κρηπῖδος). This physicality does not place 

emphasis on Tarquinius’ (superior) strength unlike the Livian narrative or, indeed, the one 

found in Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ Antiquitates Romanae. The extant passage is a 

fragment and so it is impossible to know if the narrative had more emphasis on space and 

topography elsewhere. However, Servius being physically thrown out of the curia prior to 

his death is a key part of the narrative and the episode was rich with possibilities to exploit 

the spatiality and internal geography of the tradition. This is seen in Dionysius’ narrative. 
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Dionysius was writing slightly later than Livy and, as always, provides a lengthier 

and more detailed narrative than either that of Diodorus or Livy. It is notable that both the 

Greek sources place a strong emphasis on the emotive side of the narrative by portraying 

Servius as a senex figure, in particular Dionysius’ use of γέρων (Ant. Rom. 4.38.5) and 

πρεσβῠ́της (Ant. Rom. 4.38.6).93 Also, the use of τόλμα bears a striking resemblance to 

Livy’s use of audacia at 1.48 and mirrors Dionysius’ use of τόλμα at 4.38.3 and 4 

(below).94 The similarities inherent in the narratives across all three sources (such as the 

repetition of audacia and τόλμᾰ in reference to Tarquinius’ actions or the portrayal of 

Servius as a senex figure) heavily suggest that Diodorus, Livy, and Dionysius were all 

reading each other in succession or a similar source. It is worth quoting the passage from 

Dionysius here in full: 

ὡς δὲ καὶ ταύτης διήμαρτε τῆς πείρας ὁ Ταρκύνιος, ἀδημονῶν ἐπὶ τῷ μηδεμίαν 

αὐτῷ βοήθειαν παρὰ τῆς βουλῆς, ᾗ μάλιστα ἐπεποίθει, γενέσθαι, χρόνον μέν τινα 

διέτριβε κατ᾽ οἰκίαν τοῖς ἑταίροις μόνοις διαλεγόμενος: ἔπειτα γνώμην 

ἀποδειξαμένης τῆς γυναικὸς μηδὲν ἔτι μαλακίζεσθαι μηδὲ κατοκνεῖν, ἀλλὰ 

καταβαλόντα τοὺς λόγους ἐπὶ τὰ ἔργα χωρεῖν διαλλαγὰς πρῶτον εὑρόμενον διὰ 

φίλων πρὸς τὸν Τύλλιον, ἵνα πιστεύσας ὡς φίλῳ γεγονότι ἧττον αὐτὸν φυλάττοιτο, 

δόξας δ᾽ αὐτὴν τὰ κράτιστα ὑποθέσθαι μετανοεῖν τε περὶ τῶν γεγονότων 

ἐσκήπτετο καὶ πολλὰ διὰ φίλων λιπαρῶν τὸν Τύλλιον ἠξίου συγγνώμονα γενέσθαι. 

ῥᾷστα δὲ πείσας τὸν ἄνδρα φύσει τ᾽ εὐδιάλλακτον ὄντα καὶ οὐκ ἀξιοῦντα πόλεμον 

ἄσπειστον θυγατρὶ καὶ γαμβρῷ πολεμεῖν, ἐπειδὴ τὸν οἰκεῖον καιρὸν ἔλαβε 

διεσκεδασμένου τοῦ δήμου κατὰ τοὺς ἀγροὺς ἐπὶ τὴν τῶν καρπῶν συγκομιδήν, 

ἐξῆλθε μετὰ τῶν ἑταίρων ἐχόντων ὑπὸ ταῖς περιβολαῖς ξίφη, τούς τε πελέκεις 

ὑπηρέταις τισὶν ἀναδοὺς καὶ αὐτὸς τὴν βασιλικὴν ἐσθῆτα λαβὼν καὶ τἆλλα 

παράσημα τῆς ἀρχῆς ἐπαγόμενος: ἐλθὼν δ᾽ εἰς τὴν ἀγορὰν καὶ πρὸ τοῦ 

βουλευτηρίου στὰς ἐκέλευσε τῷ κήρυκι τοὺς βουλευτὰς καλεῖν εἰς τὸ συνέδριον. 

ἦσαν δ᾽ ἐκ παρασκευῆς ἕτοιμοι περὶ τὴν ἀγορὰν οἱ συνειδότες αὐτῷ τὴν πρᾶξιν 

καὶ παρορμῶντες ἐκ τῶν πατρικίων συχνοί. οἱ μὲν δὴ συνῄεσαν: τῷ δὲ Τυλλίῳ 

λέγει τις ἐλθὼν ὄντι κατ᾽ οἰκίαν, ὅτι Ταρκύνιος ἐν ἐσθῆτι βασιλικῇ προελήλυθε 

καὶ καλεῖ τοὺς βουλευτὰς εἰς τὸ συνέδριον. ὁ δὲ θαυμάσας τὴν τόλμαν αὐτοῦ 

τάχιον ἢ φρονιμώτερον προῆλθεν ἐκ τῆς οἰκίας οὐ πολλοὺς περὶ ἑαυτὸν ἔχων. 

ἐλθὼν δ᾽ εἰς τὸ συνέδριον καὶ τὸν Ταρκύνιον ἰδὼν ἐπὶ τῆς βασιλικῆς καθήμενον 

ἕδρας καὶ τὸν ἄλλον βασίλειον ἔχοντα κόσμον: τίς, εἶπεν, ὦ μιαρώτατε ἀνθρώπων, 

τοῦτό σοι τὸ σχῆμα συνεχώρησε λαβεῖν; καὶ ὃς ὑπολαβών: ἡ σὴ τόλμα καὶ 

ἀναίδεια, εἶπεν, ὦ Τύλλιε, ὃς οὐδ᾽ ἐλεύθερος ὤν, ἀλλὰ δοῦλος ἐκ δούλης, ἣν οὑμὸς 

ἐκτήσατο πάππος ἐκ τῶν αἰχμαλώτων, ἐτόλμησας βασιλέα Ῥωμαίων σεαυτὸν 

 
93 Cf. Livy 1.48.4 ‘multo et aetate et viribus validior’. 
94 LSJ τόλμα 2. 
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ἀναδεῖξαι. ὡς δὲ ταῦτ᾽ ἤκουσεν ὁ Τύλλιος, ἐκπικρανθεὶς ἐπὶ τῷ λόγῳ παρὰ τὸ 

συμφέρον ὥρμησεν ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν ὡς ἐξαναστήσων τῆς ἕδρας. καὶ ὁ Ταρκύνιος 

ἄσμενος τοῦτ᾽ ἰδὼν ἀναπηδᾷ τ᾽ ἀπὸ τοῦ δίφρου, καὶ συναρπάσας τὸν γέροντα 

κεκραγότα καὶ τοὺς ὑπηρέτας ἐπικαλούμενον ἔφερε. γενόμενος δ᾽ ἔξω τοῦ 

βουλευτηρίου μετέωρον ἐξαρπάσας αὐτὸν ἀκμάζων τὸ σῶμα καὶ ῥωμαλέος ἀνὴρ 

ῥιπτεῖ κατὰ τῶν κρηπίδων τοῦ βουλευτηρίου τῶν εἰς τὸ ἐκκλησιαστήριον 

φερουσῶν. (Ant. Rom. 4.38) 

 

When Tarquinius failed in this attempt also, he was dismayed that from the Senate, 

upon which he had chiefly relied, no assistance had come to him, and remaining at 

home for some time, he conversed only with his friends. Afterwards, when his wife 

advised him no longer to play the weakling or hesitate, but to have done with words 

and proceed to deeds, after he should first have obtain a reconciliation with Tullius 

by the intercession of friends — to the end that the king, trusting him as having 

become his friend, might be the less upon his guard against him — believing that 

her advice was most excellent, he began to pretend to repent of his past behaviour 

and through friends besought Tullius with many entreaties to forgive him. And he 

very easily persuaded the man, who was not only by his nature inclined to 

reconciliation but was also averse to waging an implacable contest with his 

daughter and his son-in‑law; then, as soon as he saw a favourable opportunity, 

when the people were dispersed about the country for the gathering of the harvest, 

he appeared in public with his friends, all having swords under their garments, and 

giving the axes to some of his servants, he himself assumed the royal apparel and 

all the other insignia of royalty. Then, going to the Forum, he took his stand before 

the senate-house and ordered the herald to summon the senators thither; indeed, 

many of the patricians who were privy to his design and were urging him on were 

by prearrangement ready in the Forum. And so the senators assembled. In the 

meantime, someone went and informed Tullius, who was at home, that Tarquinius 

had appeared in public in royal apparel and was calling a meeting of the Senate. 

And he, astonished at the other's rashness, set out from his house with more haste 

than prudence, attended by but a few. And going into the senate-house and seeing 

Tarquinius seated on the throne with all the other insignia of royalty, he exclaimed: 

‘Who, most wicked of men, gave you authority to assume this attire?’ To which 

the other replied: ‘Your boldness and impudence, Tullius; for, though you were not 

even a free man, but a slave and the son of a slave mother, whom my grandfather 

got from among the captives, you nevertheless have dared to proclaim yourself 

king of the Romans.’ When Tullius heard this, he was so exasperated at the 

reproach that, heedless of his own safety, he rushed at him with the intent of forcing 

him to quit the throne. Tarquinius was pleased to see this, and leaping from his 

seat, seized and bore off the old man, who cried out and called upon his servants 

to assist him. When he got outside the senate-house, being a man of great vigour 

and in his prime, he raised him aloft and hurled him down the steps that lead from 

the senate-house to the comitium. 

 

In the narrative Dionysius places a lot of emphasis on the regalia and symbols of kingship, 

making the point that he ‘assumed the royal apparel and all the other insignia of royalty’ 

(καὶ αὐτὸς τὴν βασιλικὴν ἐσθῆτα λαβὼν καὶ τἆλλα παράσημα τῆς ἀρχῆς ἐπαγόμενος) prior 
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to his entering the Forum Romanum (Ant. Rom 4.38.2). Tarquinius usurps the throne 

through his misappropriation of legitimate insignia – the apparel and the fasces – and 

bolsters this through his giving of the fasces to some of his servants, an attempt to create 

lictors ex nihilo.95 Neither Diodorus’ nor Livy’s Tarquinius does this; indeed, the first 

action Livy’s Tarquinius takes is to surround himself with armed men and to ‘invade’ the 

Forum Romanum (Livy 1.47.8). Livy’s lack of emphasis on the royal regalia instead serves 

to focus the reader’s attention on the geography of the narrative and to highlight the 

physical movement within the space. However, in Dionysius’ narrative Tarquinius 

becomes king through various actions – namely through his assumption of the physical 

symbols of office (e.g., the royal regalia and fasces) and his convocation of the Senate. 

Dionysius’ Tarquinius stands in front of the curia in the Forum Romanum and orders the 

herald to summon the Senate – meaning that his statement of his ownership over the curia 

is very public. By standing in front of the curia he indicates that he, as king, now controls 

who enters the building as well as ensuring there are witnesses to his actions. By contrast, 

in the AUC, Tarquinius seats himself on the throne in front of the curia prior to issuing a 

summons for the Senate to attend him (Livy 1.47.8). In Livy’s narrative the symbolic act 

of sitting on the throne is in private, presumably in front of the eyes of Tarquinius’ select 

attendants and perhaps some senators. Livy’s Tarquinius does not need witnesses to 

legitimise and realise his actions in the first instance – unlike the Tarquinius of the 

 
95 The emphasis on kingship and its regalia in the Antiquitates Romanae could be seen to be reminiscent of 

a Caesarian parallel,  echoing the infamous Lupercalia incident of 44, where Antonius offered Caesar a 

diadem (alien to Roman tradition but associated with kingship – contra Neel 2014 who suggests that the 

diadem may have been a ritual fillet rather than a regal diadem, and that the regal associations are based on 

the hostile account of Cicero’s second Philippic) in front of the crowds, which the latter refused (cf. Cicero 

Phil. 2.84-87; Livy Per. 116; Suetonius Iul. 79; Plutarch Caesar 61; Appian BC 2.108-109; Dio 44.11.). 

This episode has been seen to associate Caesar (whether one believes that he orchestrated the incident or 

not) with the tyrannical Romulus as portrayed in Livy’s AUC and Dionysius’ Antiquitates Romanae (see 

Introduction and Neel 2015:98-99 on the episode). Of course, the issue with this intertext is the contrast 

between the ‘illegitimate’ diadem and the ‘legitimate’ fasces and royal regalia. 
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Antiquitates Romanae. In the AUC, at least initially, the occupation of space itself is 

enough to confer legitimacy on Tarquinius’ claim to the throne. 

 

When it comes to the moment of confrontation, Dionysius, like Diodorus, has 

Servius actually enter the curia (Ant. Rom. 4.38.3). As we have already noted, Livy keeps 

Servius outside, shouting into the curia proper from the vestibule (1.48.1). This utilisation 

of the narrative’s internal geography for proleptic irony fits in with Livy’s portrayal of the 

episode as tragic.96 Servius confronts Tarquinius by asking who gave him the authority to 

wear the royal regalia (τίς, εἶπεν, ὦ μιαρώτατε ἀνθρώπων, τοῦτό σοι τὸ σχῆμα συνεχώρησε 

λαβεῖν), implying that the biggest outrage (and, thus, the key action) is Tarquinius’ 

dressing like a king (Ant. Rom. 4.38.4). It is through changing his appearance to that of a 

king that enables him to take the throne and carry out the actions of the king – such as 

sitting on the throne and convoking the Senate.97 Compare this with the AUC narrative, 

where Servius asks, rather signing his own death warrant in the process (as discussed in 

Chapter 1), ‘with what assurance have you dared, while I live, to convene the Fathers or 

to sit in my chair?’ (1.48.1). Thus, Livy’s narrative tells readers that the actions of 

summoning the Senate and sitting in the throne – that is through controlling the movements 

of the senators through space by making them leave one space and enter another and by 

sitting on the throne in the curia – are central to Tarquinius’ overthrow of the monarch. It 

is through Tarquinius’ control of the space that he is able to act like a king, and it is through 

acting like a king that he becomes one. In addition to this, Livy’s emphasis on Tarquinius’ 

monopolisation of the curia space is a nicely proleptic touch – hinting as it does to 

Tarquinius’ later tyranny. By way of contrast to both Livy and Dionysius, Diodorus’ 

 
96 Proleptic irony being a form of foreshadowing, an important part of the Greek tragic style (see 

Rutherford 2012:325). For Livy’s Servian narrative as tragic see Chapter 1. 
97 The symbolic aspect of regalia cannot be ignored and enables others to manipulate their meanings. Thus, 

if the king wears the crown, this can easily be subverted so that whoever wears the crown must be the king. 
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narrative just has Servius ask ‘what presumption, O Tarquinius, is this?’ (10.1) – this 

maintains the focus on the result of Tarquinius’ actions, the overthrow of a reigning king, 

rather than how this was achieved. 

 

Dionysius has Servius rush at Tarquinius first, in contrast to both Diodorus and 

Livy. This provides his reader with a more ‘rational’ reason for Tarquinius to be physical 

with his father-in-law and places more emphasis on the superior physical strength of 

Tarquinius by having him lift Servius over his head before throwing him down the steps. 

In contrast to what happens in Livy’s narrative, Tarquinius remains outside on the steps of 

the curia until Servius’ daughter, Tullia, arrives to hail him king before suggesting that he 

send people to kill the fleeing king (Ant. Rom. 4.39.1-2). Tarquinius does not re-enter the 

curia building before the end of the episode and instead Dionysius focuses on Servius’ 

murder and the defilement of his corpse, whereas Livy’s Tarquinius goes back into the 

curia ‘to hold the Senate together’ before Livy narrates the death of Servius. Livy’s 

Tarquinius is effectively king, even before the death of Servius, whereas in the Antiquitates 

Romanae Tullia makes it clear that Tarquinius cannot be king whilst Servius is alive. 

 

Livy’s narrative indicates that rewriting the specifics of a space, and the human 

interaction with and within that space, can rewrite reality. Specifically, Livy’s message in 

his (re)telling of the overthrow of Servius by Tarquinius is in dialogue with the accepted 

norm – that political and military power translate to dominion over space – and challenges 

it, arguing that it is space which can make a ruler and consolidate their right to rule. 

Tarquinius is not already the king when he enters the curia (despite his military might), 

arguably in contrast to Dionysius’ portrayal, but he becomes king when he misappropriates 
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the king’s space. This is demonstrated, at least in part, by the compliance of the Senate 

who respond to Tarquinius’ summons thereby conferring some legitimacy on his actions.  

 

The episode was clearly popular during the Late Republic. Naturally, this 

popularity reflects an understandable collective interest in a gripping story of transgression 

and regime change. Moreover, the story of Tarquinius is not only one of regime change 

but of the obliteration of one institution (i.e., kingship) and the installation of another (the 

Republic) – a theme that would have been particularly current for Livy’s first readers 

following the establishment of the Principate. Yet readers might also have been drawn in 

by the spatial possibilities inherent in it. Livy and Dionysius’ narratives are similar both 

in content and language (meaning there is either a common source and/or Dionysius read 

Livy’s work), but there is a clearer emphasis on the geography of the narrative and 

Tarquinius’ movements in and around the curia space in the AUC. Livy’s interest in space 

is seen in other episodes in the AUC and reflects the contemporary political climate.98 The 

narrative appropriates the curia as a sort of kingmaker and gives it a direct link to Livy’s 

and his contemporaries’ post-Actium present by the use of curia without a descriptive 

modifier, thus conflating it with the recently dedicated Curia Iulia. For a Roman audience, 

the civil war echoes throughout the episode must have been clear. Specifically, the way in 

which struggles for political domination centred on public space – with the Forum being 

a particular hotspot in the Late Republic. Livy’s emphasis on some of the Senate’s 

 
98 Other episodes demonstrating Livy’s interest in space: the battle in the Forum (1.12-13) as discussed in 

Jaeger 1997:30-56; the aetiology of the Lacus Curtius (1.13, 7.6.1-6) in Spencer 2007:61-101; the speech 

of Canuleius in 445 (4.4.10-11) in Riggsby 2009:162; the events leading up to and including the Gallic 

sack in Book Five in Kraus 1994a and Kraus 1994b and Chapter 4; Camillus’ speech (5. 5.51-54) in 

Edwards 1996:44-52; the portrayal of the career of M. Manlius Capitolinus (the end of Book Five and into 

Book Six) in Jaeger 1997:57-93 and Krebs 2012; the account of Quintus Fabius Maximus’ military 

campaigns in 217 (22.12-18; 23-30) in Fabrizi 2017; the repeal of the lex Oppia in 195 (34.1-7) in Milnor 

2005:154-179 and Riggsby 2009:162-164; the trials of the Scipios in 187 (38.50.4-38.55.7) and 184 

(38.56) in Jaeger 1997:132-176. See also Feldherr 1998:165-2017; Jaeger 2006, 2007, 2010; Milnor 2007; 

and Fabrizi 2018. 
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complicity in Tarquinius’ conspiracy to overthrow Servius despite the latter’s mandate 

(being named successor by Tarquinius Priscus and obtaining the vote of the plebeians), 

can be understood as a partial representation of his contemporary political climate. 

 

Throughout the narrative, Tarquinius is motivated by his own belief in his dynastic 

right to the throne and his certainty that Servius’ reign is illegitimate. It is this dynastic 

link he emphasises to assert the legitimacy of his actions once he has taken control of the 

space of the curia. When the First Pentad was published, the significance and the extent 

of Augustus’ building project(s) could not have been clear to Livy or his first readers. 

However, the first of Augustus’ extensive building projects were coming to fruition and 

several of them aimed to highlight the dynastic link between himself and the dictator 

Caesar. As has already been discussed, this dynastic link was carefully cultivated for the 

legitimacy it conferred upon Imperator Caesar as sole ruler and heir to the dictator. These 

are, namely, the Curia Iulia and the Temple of Divus Iulius with its adjoining rostra (both 

inaugurated in 29) and the Mausoleum of Augustus (inaugurated 28).99 These early 

buildings indicated that manipulating the topography of Rome was on Augustus’ agenda 

and that he was prepared to realise his domination over Rome through altering the 

landscape and physical fabric of the city.100 Eventually, Augustus would reshape the 

Republican city into an Imperial capital.  

 

 

 

 

 
99 For Curia Iulia and Temple of Divus Iulius see RG 19 and Dio 51.22.1-2. For Mausoleum see Suetonius 

Aug. 100. 
100 Cf. Vitruvius praef. 3. For dating of de architectura see Ch.3, n.6.  
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 

In Livy’s narrative the curia is an important ‘character’. The First Pentad 

demonstrates that Livy was interested in the political and religious spaces of Rome when 

writing his narrative ab urbe condita and writing the city into existence. This makes sense 

as the First Pentad was written after a prolonged period of civil warfare and during a time 

when Rome was attempting to (re)construct its self-identity. This civil warfare would have 

had dramatic implications for the Romans’ relationship not only with themselves, but with 

their city and its spaces. Indeed, following the Caesarian civil war, Cicero had emphasised 

the crucial role of the written Rome in the construction of Roman identity in his tribute to 

Varro: 

tum ego, ‘sunt’, inquam, ‘ista, Varro; nam nos in nostra urbe peregrinantis 

errantisque tamquam hospites tui libri quasi domum reduxerunt, ut possemus 

aliquando qui et ubi essemus agnoscere’. (Academica 1.9)101 

 

‘[y]ou are right, Varro’, I replied. ‘For in our own city we were like foreigners 

wandering and drifting but your books brought us home, so that we might 

recognise who and where we are’. 

 

 

I have argued that the First Pentad’s treatment of the curia is responding to these 

civil war realities, and the resultant changing relationship with space. The first section of 

this chapter provided a brief history of the curia(e) in the Forum Romanum, with a 

particular focus on the Late Republic. The curia was a significant building and was often 

a site for political contest and competition during the internecine strife. That the impact of 

civil war on the curia and wider comitium was significant, for example, is evidenced by 

the cycle of (re)building and destruction that the curia underwent and the topographical 

 
101 Published in 45.  
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‘break’ between the curia and the comitium in 44 when the curia was reorientated. Prior 

to this, the Senate had been viewed as ‘watching over’ the comitium but the reorientation 

of the Curia Iulia signalled an end of a topographical era. In addition to this, the ‘name’ of 

the curia was changed from that of a plebeian gens to that of a patrician gens, and the 

spoils of a (civil) war, Actium, were displayed in the curia for the first time. During the 

period that Livy was writing the First Pentad it would have been clear that civil war had 

been progressively encroaching on the space and physical fabric of the curia. These 

constant interventions would have sensitised Livy’s first readers to the way these contested 

spaces were portrayed. 

 

In section two, I analysed the accession of Tarquinius (1.47.8 – 1.48.4) as a rich 

example of how civil war spatialities are played out in Livy’s narrative geography in the 

First Pentad. I argued that the episode shows what happens during the build up to and 

throughout civil war: public spaces are invaded and the rules governing public and political 

spaces are subverted. Throughout civil conflicts the warring factions fight for domination 

over space as part of their fight for political power. I suggest that Livy’s Tarquinius 

rewrites the political hierarchy through manipulating the rules of space, using the space of 

the curia as if he were already a king – by sitting on the throne and controlling who can 

and cannot be in that space. Tarquinius’ actions are legitimised by the Senate’s behaviour 

– in that they attend him when called, as if he were the king and had a right to convoke 

them. Livy uses the geography of the narrative to make sense of and mirror the exchange 

of political power, for example by keeping Servius in the vestibulum, the narrative 

foreshadows his physical removal from the space and his removal from political power. In 

this episode, space creates and consolidates legitimacy, and this can be seen by comparing 

Livy’s narrative with that of Diodorus Siculus and Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Both other 
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versions place less emphasis on space, for example with Dionysius focusing primarily on 

the regalia of kingship as conferring legitimacy on Tarquinius. I suggested that this was a 

popular episode in the Late Republic as it reflected contemporary politics; in particular, 

questions of primacy over space and legitimacy of rulers which were pertinent not only in 

light of the Triumvirate and the civil wars, but also in terms of Imperator Caesar’s 

extensive building programmes both before and after Actium, in particular his dynastic 

Mausoleum. 

 

Ultimately, Livy could have written the episode very differently, but instead used 

space to reflect on this reality of civil war spatialities. Indeed, considering the prevalence 

of violence in the Late Republican civil war(s) – and the prevalence of violence in civil 

war more generally – Livy does the unexpected: he hints at violence (without it the 

narrative would be incredible) but removes it as far as possible. When Livy does bring real 

violence into the narrative it is also highly symbolic (e.g., the supporters rushing into the 

curia and Tarquinius throwing Servius down the steps). 

 

The final chapter continues with the theme of civil war spatialities in Livy’s First 

Pentad and looks to an episode concerning the Curia Hostilia at the end of Book Five – 

Camillus’ speech against moving Rome to Veii (5.51-54) and the decision to stay (5.55.1-

2). Together, these two episodes “bookend” the First Pentad, demonstrating the 

significance of the ‘character’ of the curia to the narrative and its centrality in Livy’s 

exploration of the effect of civil war on the physical space of the curia and Rome more 

widely.
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CHAPTER 4: 

CAMILLUS’ SPEECH 
 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 

urbi autem locum, quod est ei qui diuturnam rem publicam serere conatur  

diligentissime providendum, incredibili opportunitate delegit. 

 

As regards the location of [Romulus’] city — a matter which requires the most  

diligent foresight on the part of one who hopes to plant a commonwealth that will endure 

— he made an incredibly propitious choice.1 

 

 

This chapter continues to concentrate on the Curia Hostilia itself, and the way 

Livy’s portrayal of it was informed by the socio-political relationship between space and 

power. Whilst Chapter 3 focused on the history of the Curia Hostilia building more widely 

and an episode from Book One, the accession of Tarquinius, this chapter looks to the role 

of the Curia Hostilia elsewhere in the AUC and explores a case study from the final book 

of the First Pentad: the speech of Camillus and the decision to stay in Rome following the 

Gallic invasion of 390. 

 

The first section of this chapter seeks to demonstrate how Livy was not only writing 

the history of Rome ab urbe condita, but also its topography. I suggest that in Livy’s 

writing he is employing a teleological approach to his spatial histories and that this can be 

seen in the narrative’s treatment of the curia(e) of Rome. I argue that the curia was a key 

 
1 Cicero Rep. 2.3. Author’s translation. 
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building for Livy’s ‘written Rome’,2 and explore the anachronistic qualities inherent in the 

way that Livy collapses and telescopes all curiae into one throughout his narrative. In the 

extant AUC, there are only three mentions of a named curia (Livy 1.30.2, 5.55.1, and 

22.55.1)3 out of 138 occurrences of the term curia,4 despite the recorded existence of at 

least 15 distinct curiae throughout Rome.5 I examine these three citations in detail and 

consider what effect the collapsing of all curiae into one curia has throughout the First 

Pentad. I suggest that the collapsing of all curiae into one ‘every’ curia can be understood 

through Foucault’s model of heterotopia and that the creation of this heterotopic curia is 

part of Livy’s teleological approach. 

 

The second section examines the famous episode at the end of Book Five where 

the dictator Camillus convinces the Romans not to abandon their city for Veii following 

the Gallic invasion (5.51-54). Livy’s Camillus argues that Rome, and by extension Roman-

ness, cannot and should not be doubled and moved to Veii. Specifically, following a 

 
2 Jaeger 1997.  
3 The Curia Hostilia in all cases. Livy 45.22.2 has the Rhodian embassy (during an appeal to the Senate 

after being excluded on account of being enemies of Rome) use the phrase ‘curiam Romanum’, this can be 

assumed to refer to the Curia Hostilia too (cf. Livy 45.20.7, stating that the envoys were standing in the 

comitium when the consul came out of the senate-house and they spoke to him). It is meaningful that Livy 

portrays another people as seeing the curia in the Forum Romanum as the curia. This is evident throughout 

the AUC, but particularly in the Fourth Decade when Livy narrates several embassies to Rome (e.g., 

30.21.4; 37.1.3; 43.2.5; 43.4.9; 44.14.3; 44.15.2; 44.19.6; 45.20.3; 45.24.12; 45.25.1; 45.44.20). In all of 

these instances Livy refers only to the curia – which, from the narrative, is often identifiable as the Curia 

Hostilia (cf. 45.24.12), but not always (cf. 45.44.20).  
4 N.B.: not all 138 occurrences reference a meeting place of the Roman Senate. There are 22 ‘foreign’ 

senatus mentioned throughout the extant AUC, the senates of: Falerii; Tusculum; Campania; Samnium; 

Velitrae; Capua; Satricum; Tibur; Carthage; Saguntum; the Allobroges; Nola; Petelia; Croton; Achradina; 

Syracuse; Atella; Calatia; Arrentium; Thessaly; Messene; and Phocaea (N.B.: the Volciani (a people from 

Hispania Tarraconensis); the Latins; the Etruscans; various ‘Gallic’ peoples (21.20.7); the Massiliots; the 

Aetolians; the Thessalians; the Acarnanians; and the Achaeans are all described as having concilia 

‘councils’, and the people of Medio and Rhodes as having a contio ‘general assembly’). Seven of these 

‘foreign’ senates also had senate-houses described as a curia, e.g., Falerii (5.27.11); the Samnites 

(7.31.11); the Capuans (9.6.11; 23.2.9, 10; 23.3.3, 7; 23.10.5; 26.8.1; 26.13.1); the Tiburtines (9.30.7); the 

Carthaginians (23.12.1, 8; 30.35.11; 30.44.4; Periocha 50); the Achradinians (24.22.1); the Syracusans 

(24.24.4,6,9; 24.32.1); the Messenians (39.49.12). Thus, excluding Periocha 50, there are 21 (out of 138) 

occurrences of the term curia being used to refer to a non-Roman curia. 
5 LTUR I 329-337 covers the known curiae. I have omitted the ‘curiae novae’ and ‘curiae veteres’ entries 

from the number. Of these 15, 12 appear to pre-date 27. 
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detailed analysis of the speech itself, I look to how Camillus, and Livy, focus on the 

importance of space and physical buildings as a vital part of the argument in favour of 

remaining in Rome. I am particularly interested in how the senators are finally convinced 

of Camillus’ argument and decide to stay in Rome only when a centurion stops his cohort 

outside the Curia Hostilia and states it is ‘a good place to remain’ (5.55.1). I suggest that 

Livy’s unique version of the narrative would have resonated with his first readers, as it 

explored the importance of the spaces of the city of Rome in creating and maintaining 

Roman identity. 

 

I conclude that Camillus’ speech embodies the amalgamation of topography and 

history that is found throughout the First Pentad and is an example of the post-civil war 

spatialities present in Livy’s ‘written Rome’. I suggest that the marriage of Camillus’ 

lengthy and comprehensive speech with the omen of the centurion in the comitium has 

implications for Roman identity – particularly political identity and various possible 

modes of leadership. I argue that the Senate and the Curia Hostilia are portrayed as 

fundamental to Roman identity and relevant in moments of crisis. 

 

 

curiam fecit quae Hostilia usque ad patrum nostrorum aetatem 

appellata est: The Curia(e) of the AUC 

 

In this section, I explore the anachronistic qualities inherent in the way that Livy 

collapses and telescopes all curiae into one throughout his narrative. I examine the three 

extant mentions of a named curia from the AUC in detail and consider what effect the 

collapsing of all curiae into one curia has throughout the First Pentad. I will argue that as 
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Livy was ‘writing Rome into existence’6 he was responding to the post-Actium spatialities 

and the repercussions of prolonged civil war on the city of Rome, its topography, and its 

relationship with space and place. This teleological approach to history and its tension with 

a more experiential approach has been explored by Grethlein, building on the 

demonstration in Jaeger’s 1997 monograph that Livy’s use of space is teleological rather 

than experiential.7 As Grethlein explains, a teleological approach makes use of hindsight 

(rather than placing an emphasis on the experience of the historical actors) which ‘allows 

historians to evaluate events in the light of later events and make out links that are still 

invisible to the historical agents’.8 My own analysis follows that of Jaeger and argues that 

Livy employs a teleological approach in his spatial histories. 

 

As Jaeger has argued, Livy’s narrative writes the very city of Rome ‘into 

existence’. From a historiographical perspective, the ab urbe condita formula is often 

understood to be a chronological one (ab… condita), but that chronology necessarily has 

a spatial dimension. This is anchored in condita, telling us this is a narrative centred on a 

city founded not only at a particular time, but also in a specific place. In writing a narrative 

ab urbe condita, Livy has to write and realise the founding and construction of the city. 

He details its topography and various public and private buildings. Thus, as Livy 

constructs his narrative, he is constructing his own Rome. As we have seen, this Livian 

Rome is (at least in part) in response to, and influenced by, the civil conflict that had 

marred the recent history of the city, and to its post-Actium future. Indeed, to return to the 

notion of ‘history as therapy’ outlined in the Introduction, for Livy to be (re)writing the 

city into existence would have been a restorative activity – aiming to consolidate and make 

 
6 Cf. Jaeger 1993, 1997, 2006, 2007. 
7 Grethlein 2013:24. 
8 Grethlein 2013:3. 
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tangible a new history for the city in light of a new future. The act of writing itself is almost 

a re-founding of Rome. Livy’s (re)writing of the buildings of Rome ab urbe condita was 

as integral to the narrative as the traditional stories of famous individuals. Of course, whilst 

places are necessary to anchor individuals and stories – and places may also have their 

own chronologies – in Livy’s narrative it is clear that the past and present of space are 

often conflated and collapsed, enabling the spaces (and any associations they had) to 

transcend a strictly sequential and chronological narrative.9 As Jaeger has pointed out, the 

city of Rome was simply too large for Livy to reconstruct and write fully into existence.10 

Thus, Livy focuses on the places, spaces, and monuments he believes to be significant in 

the history and development of the city. One such space is the curia. 

 

As we have seen, in the extant AUC there are only three mentions of a named curia 

(Livy 1.30.2, 5.55.1, and 22.55.1): in each case the Curia Hostilia. Jaeger argues that the 

buildings Livy refers to repeatedly are then the ones he believes to be the most significant, 

and it is through these vignettes that Livy ‘draws a schematic, easily comprehensible and 

easily memorable portrait of the city’.11 Thus, Livy’s 117 (extant) references to a/the curia 

indicate that it was seen as a significant part of his world-building narrative. Yet, if it was 

such a significant building, why was Livy happy to be so imprecise about the curia to 

which he was referring? This question becomes even more interesting when one contrasts 

how reluctant Livy was to name the specific curia he was discussing at any point 

throughout his narrative with his willingness, as demonstrated by Bonnefond-Coudry, to 

 
9 Cf. Virgil Aeneid 8.337ff when Evander gives Aeneas a tour around the site which will one day be Rome 

and Virgil shows his readers the old and new Romes overlaid upon each other. See Feeney 2007 on 

evolving Roman attitudes to time and chronology and how the 40s were a formative period in developing a 

more rigorous sense of time. 
10 Jaeger 1997:21. 
11 Jaeger 1997:21. 
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take the time to name the specific temples in which the Senate had chosen to meet.12 The 

Republican Senate was able to meet in either a curia or temple but, even though we know 

that there were at least 12 curiae in use throughout the Republican period which pre-date 

the First Pentad, Livy does not feel the need for the same attention to detail when 

discussing the curiae. Talbert tells us, in relation to the Curia Iulia, that most contemporary 

sources did not add the Iulia appellation, using only curia in the same manner as Augustus 

does in the Res Gestae (19.1).13 The Curia Iulia is believed to have been the most popular 

meeting place for the Senate in Rome during the Imperial period, which would explain 

why contemporary authors may not have considered it necessary to use the full title of the 

Curia Iulia.14 However, returning to Livy, during the First Pentad it is a meaningful choice 

on Livy’s part when he chooses to use (or not) the appellation Hostilia, considering the 

importance of curiae, and especially the curia located in the Forum Romanum, throughout 

the Republic(s), civil war(s), Triumvirate(s), and the early Principate. It is distinctly 

possible that the usage of Curia Hostilia may have been more prevalent had Livy’s text 

survived intact, but there is only one extant example of Livy naming another specific 

Roman curia either in the First Pentad or in the rest of the AUC: that is Pompeius’ curia 

where Caesar was murdered (Per. 116).15 It may be that his preference for curia (without 

any appellation) in the books following the First Pentad was an anachronism that resulted 

from the mores of the period in which he was writing (i.e., the post-Actium Principate). 

Even so, this custom (that is the collapsing of all curiae into one as Livy does throughout 

 
12 Bonnefond-Coudry 1989. 
13 Talbert 1984:116. 
14 Talbert 1984:114. 
15 Although we cannot be certain from the Periocha of Book 116 that Livy’s original text contained the 

phrase ‘Pompeii curia’ specifically, I am inclined to believe that he would have named the curia 

considering the magnitude of the event. 
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the AUC) was anachronistic and can be understood through Foucault’s model of 

heterotopia, coined in 1967.16 

 

Foucault’s model of heterotopia, as Smith succinctly states, ‘describes the ways 

that certain spaces relate to other spaces by mimicking, mirroring, subverting, and 

critiquing those spaces’.17 I discussed the six principles of heterotopia outlined by Foucault 

in the Introduction, and it is the fourth – the heterochrony – that interests us here. 

Heterochronies are heterotopic single spaces which never stop accumulating time and that 

function as archives – they encompass all times and places and overlay these upon each 

other like a palimpsest. Livy’s curia is a heterochrony – as is his Rome. It encompasses, 

collapses, and telescopes all curiae into a single space. 

 

That the Curia Hostilia constituted a heterochrony during the Late Republic can be 

seen in other literature, such as Book Five of Cicero’s de finibus. Cicero is relaying a 

conversation between himself, his brother Quintus, M. Piso, T. Pomponius, and Lucius 

Cicero in the Academy. Cicero records M. Piso as remarking that he feels his emotions are 

more strongly aroused by seeing places of note than by reading about them. He ends by 

saying that:  

equidem etiam curiam nostrum (Hostiliam dico, non hanc novam, quae minor esse 

videtur posteaquam est maior) solebam intuens Scipionem, Catonem, Laelium, 

nostrum vero in primis avum cogitare; tanta vis admonitionis inest in locis. (5.2) 

 

Even when I saw our senate-house (the Curia Hostilia I mean, not the new one, 

which seems to me lesser since it has become greater in size), Scipio, Cato, Laelius 

and above all my own grandfather would come before my mind; such powers of 

suggestion do places possess.18 

 
16 The heterotopic model has been gaining traction in classical scholarship, e.g.: Leontis 1995:40-67; 

Selden 1998:325; Nightingale 2007:77; Chin 2008:145-168; Thalmann 2011:67; Hierman 2012; Boozer 

2013:278; Newlands 2013:141; Smith 2014; Stackelberg 2014; Barry 2019:53-54. 
17 Smith 2014:3. 
18 Author’s translation. 
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Thus, to Cicero’s Piso, clearly the Curia Hostilia holds powerful associations and has the 

power to remind the viewer of famous men and deeds across the history of Rome. The first 

three famous statesmen named by Piso (Scipio, Cato, and Laelius are necessarily separated 

from his own grandfather (suggested to be L. Piso Frugi) by a significant period of time. 

In this way, the Curia Hostilia is presented as a sort of achronic palimpsest of famous 

individuals and their deeds19 – in essence, a heterochrony. It is clear that specific spaces 

in Rome, and particularly those public religious and/or political spaces associated with the 

kings of Rome or the Early Republic, obtained various associations with earlier events and 

individuals.20 For example, Cicero’s Piso associates the Curia Cornelia with the Curia 

Hostilia and that building with famous historic figures who spoke there – such as M. 

Porcius Cato. The longevity of these buildings ensured that, despite being revered as being 

static in place (as it were), their relevance and symbolism were constantly evolving in 

response to current events.21 

 

In the AUC, the first mention of the Curia Hostilia (1.30.2) can be described as an 

example of ‘antiquarianism’22 as Livy describes the building of the Curia Hostilia by 

Tullus Hostilius:  

templumque ordini ab se aucto curiam fecit quae Hostilia usque ad patrum 

nostrorum aetatem appellata est. 

 

[he] also built, as a consecrated place for the order he had enlarged, a senate-

house, which continued to be called the Curia Hostilia as late as the time of our 

fathers. 

 
19 For notion of Rome as a palimpsestic city, e.g.: Edwards 1996:28; Gowers 1995:23; Duret and Néraudau 

2001; Ash 2007:236; Larmour and Spencer 2007; Spencer 2007:74; Vout 2007:306-322; Jenkyns 

2013:257ff.  
20 Cf. Edwards 1996:17. 
21 Cf. Edwards 1996:82. 
22 See MacRae 2018 for a convincing argument that antiquarianism is an ‘anachronism generated in the 

Renaissance’ and should not be considered as separate from historiography.  
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The comment ‘ad patrum nostrorum aetatem’ allows Livy to collapse centuries of history 

of the building and gives an impression of an unbroken, linear progression of time from 

the regal past to the previous generation. In this way, Livy’s narrative serves to compress 

all this history into a single heterotopia which no longer existed for his readers following 

the demolition of the rebuilt Curia Cornelia in 44 by Caesar. Although Livy’s first readers 

would have presumably known that there had been three different buildings on the same 

site serving the same purpose (a consecrated templum and a meeting place for the Senate), 

the previous generation were the last to see the ‘original’ Curia Hostilia with their own 

eyes.23 The intangibility of this heterotopia for Livy’s readers, then, serves to magnify the 

telescoping narrative and resulting heterochrony. In other words, the very fact that the 

heterotopic curia of their fathers’ day did not exist for Livy’s first readers made it the 

ultimate heterotopia – an illusory space. 

 

The remaining two instances in which Livy names the Curia Hostilia further 

demonstrate this distinct choice. The second instance is the very end of Book Five, when, 

following Camillus’ rousing speech against moving the city of Rome to Veii (following 

the city having been sacked by the Gauls in 390), the Senate were discussing the matter in 

the Curia Hostilia (5.55.1). Whilst I will return to this episode and its significance in the 

next section of this chapter, it is important to note that two of the three surviving mentions 

of the Curia Hostilia fall in the First Pentad. The significance of this is further underscored 

by the way that these two mentions bookend the First Pentad – with the first being in the 

Book One and detailing the construction of the building and the second being at the very 

end of Book Five and serving as the reason for the (re)construction of the city of Rome. 

 
23 See Chapter 3, the Curia Hostilia appears to have remained largely unchanged from its creation until 

Sulla’s work in 80.  
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The third extant mention of the Curia Hostilia is toward the end of Book 22. As 

with the episode in Book Five, this episode follows a major disaster for the city of Rome 

in 216: the Battle of Cannae. Following the loss at Cannae, the praetors Publius Furius 

Philus and Marcus Pomponius believe that Hannibal will advance on Rome. They call the 

Senate together to discuss the defence of Rome:  

P. Furius Philus et M. Pomponius praetores senatum in curiam Hostiliam 

uocauerunt, ut de urbis custodia consulerent; neque enim dubitabant deletis 

exercitibus hostem ad oppugnandam Romam, quod unum opus belli restaret, 

uenturum. (22.55.1) 

The praetors Publius Furius Philus and Marcus Pomponius summoned the Senate 

to the Curia Hostilia, to deliberate over the defence of the city; indeed, they did not 

doubt that the enemy, after obliterating their armies, would be coming to besiege 

Rome, which was all that was left to finish the war. 

 

This episode discusses a Senate meeting when there is a threat that Rome will be captured 

again (as it was in 390). However, where previously the Senate had been called together 

to discuss whether to abandon the city following the defeat of the Senones, this time the 

discussion is centred about how to shore up the city’s defences and repel Hannibal. This 

time there is no question of whether to abandon Rome. Following this meeting, Quintus 

Fabius Maximus and the Senate take decisive action and ensure the people are kept calm, 

despite the grief of the huge losses at Cannae. The location of the Curia Hostilia may have 

been considered an appropriate, and inspiring, place to meet in 216 as it was the location 

of the Tabula Valeria, a painting representing the victory M. Valerius Maximus Corvinus 

Messalla over Hiero and the Carthaginians in 263. It was the first such painting exhibited 

to the public according to Pliny the Elder, who credits it with improving the reputation of 

paintings in Rome.24 In this way, the physical building of the Curia Hostilia itself was co-

opted by M. Valerius Maximus Corvinus Messalla as a symbol not only of his own 

personal success and auctoritas, but also of the possibilities of Roman supremacy over 

 
24 Pliny HN 35.22. 
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Carthage more generally. The depiction of a military victory over Carthage on the exterior 

side wall of the main seat of the Roman Senate underlined Roman identity by highlighting 

that of the most significant ‘other’ of the Republic: Carthage.25 To put it another way, to 

represent the military defeat of a people considered antithetical to Rome on the side of the 

Curia Hostilia was to bolster the role of that building (and the Senate) in representing and 

securing Roman identity. Livy, and presumably his sources too, viewed the Curia Hostilia 

as integral to the self-image and self-identity of Rome, especially in times of crisis, as the 

only two examples of the use of the full name not related to the founding and construction 

of the building (5.55.1 and 22.55.1) are at major turning points in the city’s history. 

 

Livy’s heterochronic curia helps him to arrange and re-arrange the spatialised 

narratives of the curiae into a coherent and unbroken narrative of a singular space. In 

effect, he ignores (or writes out) the cycle of rebuilding and destruction in which the curia 

in the Forum Romanum had been engaged in over the previous 80 years and the historical 

rupture created by the reorientation of the Curia Iulia and deletion of the comitium. In the 

AUC, then, Livy’s reader is able to experience, through the text, not the world as it is but 

as it ought to be; the text, then, does the job of (re)organising, (re)orientating, and 

(re)structuring the physical and lived spatiality of a key political space. As Jaeger says, 

‘the Ab Urbe Condita draws its audience away from the objective world by making it an 

observer of and, to a degree, a participant in the world created by the text’.26 Thus, 

whenever Livy is non-specific in his use of the term curia (the majority of instances in the 

extant AUC), he collapses or telescopes long (political) histories into post-Actium 

contemporaneities (real or imagined). The heterochronic curia(e) of Livy’s narrative serve 

 
25 Loc. cit. ‘proposuit in latere curiae Hostiliae’ – note Pliny explains the painting was exhibited to the 

public meaning it would need to be on the exterior side wall. 
26 Jaeger 1997:177. 
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a teleological purpose, by drawing out and making explicit the links between the past and 

the future/present invisible to the historical agents for the benefit of both his 

contemporaneous and later audiences. This layered, quasi-palimpsestic space becomes the 

signifier of the idealised world(s) and historical narrative.27 Put simply, the lack of 

appellation throughout the vast majority of the (extant) AUC creates a Livian ‘every’ curia.  

 

The next section of this chapter will explore Livy’s treatment of the space of the 

Curia Hostilia further by focusing on the second instance where Livy names the Curia 

Hostilia specifically – 5.55.1. This is a useful case study on account of its prominence in 

the narrative – it is the closing episode not only of Book Five but also of the First Pentad 

as a whole. Following the invasion of Rome in 390, the tribunes propose to move Rome 

to Veii (5.50.8). Livy’s Camillus makes an impassioned speech against such a move to the 

Senate and the plebeians, arguing that Rome cannot be ‘doubled’ (5.51-54). However, it 

is only when an omen appears outside the Curia Hostilia, signalling to the Senate that they 

should remain in Rome rather than move to Veii, that the Senate agree to vote with 

Camillus (5.55.1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
27 Cf. Edwards 1996:7 ‘Livy presents himself as offering a version of the city better than the material 

constructions of Rome’s rulers’. 
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hic manebimus optime: Camillus, Place, and Roman Identity  

 

In this section, I look at Camillus and how he is convinced that Rome should not 

(and cannot) be doubled and moved to Veii (Livy 5.51-54).28 Specifically, I explore how 

Camillus (and Livy) focus on the importance of space and physical buildings and how the 

senators are convinced of Camillus’ argument when a centurion stops his cohort outside 

the Curia Hostilia and states it will be ‘a good place to remain’ (Livy 5.55.1). I suggest 

that the Rome Camillus creates in his speech is a heterochrony, and that it would have 

resonated with Livy’s first readers who had lived through a period of civil war and were 

navigating its aftermath, when old identities were in flux and new identities were being 

formed in response to the new power structures forming at Rome. 

 

What is the context for Camillus’ speech? Following the Gallic invasion of Rome, 

the Senones besiege the remaining Romans and starve them out. Meanwhile, Camillus is 

languishing in exile in Ardea, lamenting the invasion of Rome (5.43.6-7). Camillus 

persuades the Ardeans, once some of the Senones are marching on Ardea, to help him 

attack the advancing Gauls (5.44).29 Around the same time, a group of Romans who had 

fled to Veii begin to grow in strength and engage in skirmishes with the Etruscans. 

Eventually, these displaced Romans send for Camillus after consulting the Senate at Rome 

who resolve to recall Camillus from exile formally and declare him dictator (5.46.7-11).30 

 
28 For ancient sources on Camillus: Cicero Letters (Fragments) 2.5; Diodorus Siculus 14.117.2-6; Livy 5-

6; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 13-14; Valerius Maximus 1.5.1-2, 2.9.1, 5.2, 5.8; Seneca Suasoriae 7.6; Plutarch 

Camillus; Pliny HN 3.17, 33.5, 33.36, 34.11; Silius Italicus Punica 1.636, 7.555ff; Plutarch Moralia 319A, 

324E; Appian Historia Romana 2.8.1-6, 4.1; Aulus Gellius NA 17.21.20; Dio 7 (Zonoras 7.24); Florus 

1.17.4; Eutropius Brevarium 1.20, 2.1, 2.4; Aurelius Victor de viris illustribus 23. For an overview of 

Camillus, including Livy’s possible sources: Oakley 1999:376-379; Bruun 2000; and Gaertner 2008. 
29 Cf. Plutarch Camillus 23. 
30 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 13.7; Silius Italicus Punica 7.555ff.; Plutarch Camillus 24-25, Moralia 324E; 

Appian Historia Romana 4.5.1-2; Dio 7.25.7 (=Zonaras 7,24). 
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The Gauls attempt to take the Capitol once again but are repelled when the sacred geese 

of Juno wake up Marcus Manlius, a former consul and distinguished soldier (5.47).31 

Following this failed attempt both sides succumb to the realities of the siege and suffer 

from famine, eventually leading the Senate to agree that it was necessary either to 

surrender or ransom themselves from the Senones (5.48.7-8).32 The tribune Quintus 

Sulpicius was sent to meet the Gallic prince Brennus and he agreed that 1,000 pounds of 

gold would be paid as a ransom for the surviving Romans (5.49.8).33 Livy tells readers that 

the very idea of this ransom was a ‘most foul disgrace’ (rei foedissimae), notwithstanding 

the dishonesty of the weights used by the Gauls (5.38.9).34 However, before the transaction 

is completed Camillus appears and states that the ransom will not be paid and that the 

Gauls must leave (5.39.1).35 The Gauls refuse to do so and a battle ensues instead, resulting 

in Camillus and his forces routing the Senones. After the appropriate religious rites are 

observed, such as dedicating all the gold that had been gathered together for the ransom to 

Jupiter Optimus Maximus (5.50.7), the tribunes are found to be ‘incessantly urging the 

plebs to abandon their ruins and emigrate to a ready-made city in Veii’ (tum demum 

agitantibus tribunis plebem adsiduis contionibus, ut relictis ruinis in urbem paratam Veios 

transmigrarent) (5.50.8).36 Camillus then makes a passionate and lengthy speech in front 

 
31 Cf. Ennius Annales 7.227-228 Skutsch (=Macrobius Saturnalia 1.4.16-18); Cicero Letters (Fragments) 

2.5; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 13.7-8, 14.4; Virgil Aeneid 8.652ff; Plutarch Moralia 325C; Appian Historia 

Romana 2.9.1-2; Florus 1.17.5; Aurelius Victor de viris illustribus 24; Claudian De Bello Gothico 430. See 

also Walsh 1961:250-251; Ogilvie 1965:734; Horsfall 1981; Jaeger 1993; Oakley 1999:476. 
32 Cf. Polybius 2.18.2-3; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 13.9; Plutarch Moralia 326.  
33 Cf. Plutarch Camillus 28. Contra Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 13.9.1 and Pliny HN 33.5 who state that it was 

2,000 pounds. Gaertner 2008:35 believes that the tradition of 1,000 pounds (as opposed to 2,000) is the 

older tradition, which he identifies as predating 52. 
34 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 13.9; Seneca Suasoriae 7.6. 
35 Cf. Seneca Suasoriae 7.6; Plutarch Camillus 29. Contra Polybius 2.18.2-3; Diodorus Siculus 14.117.5; 

Suetonius Tib. 3.2. 
36 Ogilvie 1965:742 believes the tradition is a ‘recent’ one and that it recalls the tribune G. Gracchus’ 

proposal to recolonise Carthage in 122. Indeed, it is not the first time that the tribunes had proposed the 

abandonment of Rome (5.24.5-11). Livy’s earlier narrative certainly casts ‘abandonment’ as plebeian with 

Camillus (and the other patricians) portrayed as being vehemently opposed to this – an echo of the 

secessions of the plebeians perhaps (2.32ff; 3.50-55). 
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of the entire assembly and Senate, which Livy gives in full, to persuade his fellow citizens 

to remain at Rome (5.51-53).37 

 

Camillus’ speech is one of the longest in the Pentad, indeed in the extant parts of 

the AUC (1,425 words).38 It is considered to be the ‘culmination’ of the First Pentad, both 

in terms of the narrative and structure of the work.39 Its importance, underscored by its 

length, position, and content, means it rightly enjoys much attention from scholars.40 It is 

important to examine it here in some detail. Camillus’ speech begins with an exordium 

(5.51.1) where he states that the actions of the tribunes (i.e., in suggesting the move to 

Veii) are painful to him and that he had not intended to return from his exile in Ardea.41 

Ogilvie has noted the Ciceronian parallels in this exordium, pointing to Cicero’s writings 

on the consolations of exile in the Tusculanae Disputationes (5.107ff, cf. Fam. 4.4.4, 

7.3.4).42 Since this is a deliberative speech, the narratio (i.e., the statement of the facts) is 

sprinkled throughout the speech and woven into the confirmatio. Camillus then goes on to 

state the issue at hand (5.51.2) and explains that he must speak now, as ‘even now I would 

gladly keep quiet and hold my peace, were not this too the fight of my country; which to 

fail while there is breath in my body is in other men disgraceful, but in Camillus impious’ 

 
37 Cf. Ennius Annales 5.154-155 Skutsch with commentary, contra Gaertner 2008:41 n.68.  
38 Cf. Appius Claudius’ speech at the beginning of Book Five (5.3-6), 1,432 words. Luce 1997:27 

describes Camillus’ speech as a counterbalance to Appius Claudius’ (5.3-6), arguing that both speeches 

form the ‘supports’ of the structure of Book Five. Other word-totals for speeches in the First Pentad are: 56 

(Romulus, 1.12.4-7); 96 (Tullia, 1.47.3-6); 52 (L. Junius Brutus – the liberator, 2.2.7); 81 (Gaius Mucius, 

2.12.9-12) with a further 44 in the same chapter (2.12.15-16); 138 (Attius Tullius, 2.38.2-6); 119 (Marcius 

Coriolanus, 2.40.5-9); 177 (Publius Valerius, 3.17.2-7); 302 (L. Quinctius Cincinnatus, 3.19.6-12); 140 (L. 

Icilius – Verginia’s betrothed, 3.45.6-11); 111 (L. Valerius, 3.52.6-10); 759 (Titus Quinctius Capitolinus, 

3.67-68); 1,033 (C. Canuleius, 4.3-5); 117 (Gaius Junius – a tribune from 423, 4.40.6-9); 90 (M. Sextius – 

a tribune, 4.49.13-16); 96 (P. Licinius Calvus, 5.18.3-5). 
39 E.g.: Levene 1993:175 and Edwards 1996:45. 
40 Recent work on Camillus’ speech: Jaeger 1993; Levene 1993:199-202; Edwards 1996; Chaplin 2000; 

Stevenson 2000; Gaertner 2008; Chaplin 2015; and Isayev 2017. 
41 Cf. 5.30.2-3 where Camillus makes similar arguments against the first proposal of the move to Veii. 
42 Ogilvie 1965:743. Cf. Gaertner 2008:42-48ff. 
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(et nunc quiescerem ac tacerem libenter nisi haec quoque pro patria dimicatio esset; cui 

deesse, quoad vita suppetat, aliis turpe, Camillo etiam nefas est.).43 

 

The main thrust of Camillus’ argument against the move is outlined in 5.51.3-52. 

Camillus poignantly asks: ‘for why did we win [Rome] back, why rescue her, besieged, 

from the hands of the enemy, if, now that she is retrieved, we abandon her?’ (quid enim 

repetiimus, quid obsessam ex hostium manibus eripuimus, si reciperatam ipsi 

deserimus?). Camillus reminds both his listeners (and readers) of the indignities the city 

has recently suffered at the hands of the Senones, and how the Romans have just celebrated 

a victory. He asks whether the city’s victory will leave it emptier and more abandoned 

then when many of the inhabitants fled the Gauls following the defeat at the Allia (5.51.3). 

Following an appeal to the Romans’ duty to the gods (5.51.4-10), Camillus explains that 

Rome’s fortunes are directly tied to their relationship with the gods (cf. 5.54.6-7). He 

reminds the Romans that during the Gallic invasion they took refuge in the arx on the 

Capitol – the seat of Jupiter Optimus Maximus – and that it was the gods who gave the 

Romans their victory (5.51.9). Throughout this section, Camillus uses ‘we’ (e.g., 

confugimus in Capitolium ad deos, ad sedem Iovis optimi maximi) even though the 

audience know he was in Ardea at that point (cf. 5.51.1). Furthermore, he attributes the 

victory to the gods (5.51.10) rather than his own actions, in contrast to the way that Livy 

presents the episode as a mixture of both.44 Camillus’ arguments that centre on pietas and 

the religious obligations of the Romans underline his approach throughout his speech, 

 
43 On Camillus’ emphasised pietas see Bruun’s (2000:66) suggestion that Camillus is a ‘speaking name’ 

and that its meaning (i.e., a camillus being a ‘boy attendant of a priest’, see Bruun 2000:50, esp. n.43) ‘tells 

[us] something about the character of the person that bears the name’. 
44 Cf. Livy 5.46-49, esp. 5.49.7 where Camillus is hailed as a ‘Romulus, Father of his Country, and a 

second Founder of the City’ (Romulus ac parens patriae conditorque alter urbis). On Livy’s Camillus as 

parens patriae: Stevenson 2000. 
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which is to define and delineate Roman identity and explain that it can only be protected 

by thoroughly rejecting the tribunes’ proposition. 

 

Camillus argues that by attempting to move Rome to Veii that the Romans are 

‘planning a grievous sin’ (paremus nefas) (5.52.1). It is at this point that Camillus goes 

into the famous list of religious reasons that Rome cannot be moved or doubled. He points 

out that ‘the city was founded with due observance of the auspices and augury and that no 

part of it is not filled with religion and the gods’ (urbem auspicato inauguratoque conditam 

habemus; nullus locus in ea non religionum deorumque est plenus) (5.52.2). This is widely 

considered to be the crux of Camillus’ entire argument – that the very space of the city of 

Rome, and what makes Rome Rome, is inseparable from the religious life and obligations 

of the Roman people.45 Camillus holds up the conduct of C. Fabius Dorsuo as an 

exemplum, remonstrating with the audience that if they were to move then they as a people 

would be more neglectful of the gods and City than a private citizen had been to his gens 

(and the gods) (5.52.3-5).46 Camillus then points to the various rites that can only take 

place in Rome (5.52.7) which render any move to Veii absurd, either because these 

observances would have to be undertaken in Veii or priests dispatched from Veii to Rome 

(5.52.5). Camillus goes on to hammer home his argument by enumerating the other rites 

unique to Rome before asking why the cult of Juno had been conveyed from Veii and the 

Capitoline Games instituted if ‘we intended to abandon Rome along with the Gauls’ (si 

una cum Gallis urbem Romanam relicturi fuimus) (5.52.11-12). This line of reasoning 

marks the beginning of a reduplication of his argument so far – by rhetorically asking ‘why 

did we bother?’ Camillus returns to the questions asked at 5.51.3. The mention of the 

 
45 Cf. Miles 1995:79ff; Edwards 1996:50ff; Stevenson 2000:30; Gaertner 2008. For Livy’s Camillus as 

another Numa: McIntyre 2018. 
46 See Ch.2, n.74.  
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evocatio of Juno (5.21ff) points to an inversion of the hierarchy – arguing that religious 

obligations required the Romans to be in Rome, but also reminding his audience that even 

deities (such as Juno) had chosen Rome over their own cities (and, in this case, had 

explicitly chosen Rome over Veii). 

 

Next, Camillus reminds his audience that it is not only that the ‘sacred rites’ (de 

sacris) are embedded in the topography of Rome (cf. 5.51.4, 5.52.2-8) nor that the temples 

(de templis) are tied to the very fabric of the city (cf. 5.51.9, 5.52.11) but that the priests 

and, by extension, their duties are too (5.52.13). He explicitly names the Vestal virgins 

who cannot dwell anywhere but the Temple of Vesta and the flamen dialis who cannot 

sleep outside the city. Camillus provocatively asks, ‘will you make these priests Veientine 

instead of Roman?’ (hos Veientes pro Romanis facturi estis sacerdotes) – he makes it clear 

that one cannot leave Rome and still be Roman (5.52.14, cf. 5.52.5). The absurdity of a 

move to Veii is demonstrated further by his asking whether they will move all of the 

specific rituals which need to take place inside the pomerium – such as the meetings of the 

curiate comitia and elections – to Veii or whether the people will have to be ‘greatly 

inconvenienced’ (tanto incommodo) and return to Rome so the meetings are legitimate 

(5.52.15-17, cf. 5.52.5-6). The usage of incommodum is notable, considering that it can be 

used to mean a ‘setback’, ‘defeat’, ‘disaster’, or ‘ailment’.47 Following this enumeration 

of all the religious reasons not to leave Rome, Camillus moves on to what Ogilvie terms 

the ‘positive arguments for remaining in Rome’.48 I am doubtful as to whether 5.53 really 

does outline ‘positive arguments’ for remaining in Rome, as it appears to be aimed at 

compounding Camillus’ argument that such a move would be shameful. However, it could 

 
47 OLD incommodo 2, incommodum 1. 
48 Ogilvie 1965:747. 
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be considered as a sort of confutatio, as Camillus begins by arguing against his opponents’ 

arguments (5.53.1). 

 

Camillus suggests that the argument that Rome must be abandoned as it is ‘polluted 

beyond all possibility of purification’ (pollui omnia nec ullis piaculis expiari posse) is a 

‘pretext’ rather than the truth (5.53.2). He refers to the previous proposal to migrate to Veii 

following its defeat in 396 (5.24.4-11), arguing that even if it may have been a good idea 

to migrate following a victory, the Romans cannot migrate following a defeat as it would 

not only be ‘wretched and disgraceful’ (misera ac turpis) but also a ‘glory to the Gauls’ 

(Gallis gloriosa est) (5.53.3-4). Camillus then goes on to emphasise the shame in leaving 

the city following the loss at the Allia and subsequent occupation by the Gauls. This 

indignity is further compounded when Camillus suggests that the Gauls may return and 

seek to occupy Rome if it is abandoned (5.53.6). Perhaps worse still, Rome’s ‘ancient foes’ 

(veteres hostes) the Volsci or Aequi may seek to occupy Rome and become Roman 

(5.53.7). Camillus is explicit about how the city of Rome itself is what defines Roman 

identity, explaining that should his fellow citizens seek to occupy Veii they will become 

Veientes and give up all claim to Roman-ness. Camillus argues that it would be better to 

continue to be Roman and live among ruins than to give up the mantle of Roman-ness. He 

castigates his audience: ‘are you prepared to endure these outrages, this dishonour, because 

it irks you to build?’ (haec scelera, quia piget aedificare, haec dedecora pati parati estis?). 

By insinuating that those who suggest moving to Veii would trade in their dignity on 

account of their laziness Camillus makes a direct attack on their Roman-ness. This is 

buttressed by Camillus’ appeal to Romulus and the Romans of the past (maiores) – for 
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who could be more Roman than Romulus and his ilk (5.53.8-9)?49 Camillus argues that if 

a rustic hut was good enough for Romulus so, too, should it be good enough for the rest of 

them.50 Similarly, if their ancestors were able to build a new city quickly (novam urbem 

tam brevi aedificarunt) then why can it not be done again? Are the current Romans such 

shadows of their former selves?51 

 

Camillus leaves that emotive suggestion hanging and makes a practical observation 

– what happens if fire breaks out at Veii (5.54.1)? Will they repeat this whole process 

again? He follows this rhetorical question with another, more emotive, one: ‘have the soil 

of our fatherland and this land which we call our mother so slight a hold on us?’ (adeo 

nihil tenet solum patriae nec haec terra quam matrem appellamus) (5.54.2, cf. 2.1.5). 

Camillus asks if the ‘love of our country depends on buildings and beams’ (sed in 

superficie tignisque caritas nobis patriae pendet?) and suggests that it is the natural 

landscape which holds more sway (5.54.3). It is notable that this appears to contradict 

Camillus’ earlier appeals to the importance of the fabric of the city – particularly the 

religious fabric of temples and shrines (cf. 5.52.11, 5.52.13). Camillus then gives a 

‘powerful eulogy of the natural advantages of the site of Rome’52 (5.54.3-5) prior to 

concluding his speech by explaining that even if the Romans can be transplanted elsewhere 

then their fortune cannot (5.54.6). Camillus’ conclusio recalls the unearthing of a human 

head on the Capitol which signalled that Rome should be ‘head of the world and the seat 

of empire’ (eo loco caput rerum summamque imperii fore) – to ignore that omen would be 

disastrous (5.54.7). Camillus’ last plea returns again to the notion that the gods are bound 

 
49 Although Livy’s Romulus and the first ‘Romans’ were not really Romans in Book One as demonstrated 

by Livy’s description at 2.1.4-5. For problematisation of Roman-ness of early Romans see Dench 2005. 
50 See Ch.1,n.69.  
51 Cf. Livy praef. 9. 
52 Ogilvie 1965:748. Cf. Cicero Rep. 2.5 – for a discussion of the overlaps between Livy’s Camillus’ 

speech and Cicero, see Gaertner 2008:42ff (building on Ogilvie’s observations). 
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to the place of Rome – rather than the idea of Rome – and that not only will the Romans 

abandon their own identity, and their gods should they leave the city, but that the gods 

shall abandon the Romans. 

 

Camillus’ speech is an example of Livy’s unique approach to a historical episode 

and its construction serves to underline the themes he has introduced in Book Five.53 Livy 

describes Camillus’ speech attempting to persuade the Romans not to move to Veii not 

only as a second saving of Rome (5.49.8), following his role in expelling the Gauls, but 

also a refounding of the city itself. The speech focuses on Roman identity, and what it 

means to be Roman. Livy represents Roman identity as endangered throughout Book Five; 

Romans behave in un-Roman ways throughout the narrative – particularly in the lead-up 

to and during the Battle of the Allia. There are brief respites in Livy’s narrative, such as 

when the former senators and triumphatores dedicate themselves to death on behalf of the 

city, when Fabius Dorsuo braves the besieging enemy to carry out the annual sacrifice of 

the Fabii on the Quirinal (5.46.2), and when Manlius Capitolinus single-handedly beats 

back a group of attacking Gauls (5.47).54 These episodes all provide exempla of Roman 

virtus and pietas and offer a restorative narrative thread throughout Book Five and Livy’s 

version of Rome’s interactions with the Gauls. 

 

In answer to the tribunes of the plebs’ suggestion that the entire population of the 

city move to Veii (5.49.8; 5.50.8), Camillus reminds his audience of plebeians and 

senators gathered in the comitium of his exile in emotive language (adeo mihi acerbae 

sunt) (5.51.1-2). He asks rhetorically ‘for why did we win [Rome] back, why rescue her, 

 
53 Cf. Ogilvie 1965:742 ‘[the speech] is L.’s own work, designed to form a tail piece to the first five 

books’; Luce 1971; and Levene 1993:199ff. 
54 See Ch.4,n.31.  
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besieged, from the hands of the enemy, if, now that she is retrieved, we abandon her?’’ 

(quid enim repetimus, quid obsessam ex hostium manibus eripuimus, si reciperatam ipsi 

deserimus?) (5.51.3). He goes on at length about the physical city’s significance, and the 

significance of the buildings – particularly the Capitol and the arx, which he states were 

never taken from the hands of the Romans and gods (5.51.3).55 He emphasises the religious 

significance of the space (5.52)56 and argues that others may become Romans instead if 

they take over the abandoned city (5.53.7).57 This aspect of Camillus’ argument goes to 

the heart of the question of Roman identity, and who was allowed to be Roman. Livy was 

writing some 60 years after the Social War, a war with the issue of enfranchisement at its 

heart. The extension of the franchise had typically been unpopular with the urban plebeians 

– making it a clever threat on Camillus’ part to persuade them against abandoning Rome.  

 

The speech then goes on to discuss the natural advantages of the site of Rome 

(5.54.4-6),58 before reminding the assembly of the tradition of a human head being found 

on the Capitol and how it was an omen that Rome would be the head of the world 

(5.54.7).59 The speech is a sort of ‘highlights tour’ of the city of Rome, the Rome that 

Camillus reminds his audience that they fought to save. This Camillan Rome is, 

necessarily, a heterochrony in the same vein as Livy’s curia in Book One, as discussed 

previously. Livy’s Camillus is speaking to multiple audiences – one of which is Livy’s 

(first set of) readers. As Isayev shrewdly notes ‘Livy’s arguments against moving Rome 

attempt to establish the meaning of Rome spatially and materially’, and this is as much for 

Camillus’ audience as for Livy’s. 60 When Camillus exhorts his audience(s) to rebuild the 

 
55 Cf. Plutarch Camillus 31.3. 
56 Loc. cit. 
57 Cf. Plutarch Camillus 31.4. 
58 Cf. Cicero Rep. 2.5; Vitruvius 1.4; Plutarch Camillus 31.4. 
59 Cf. Livy 1.55.5. 
60 Isayev 2017:7. 
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Rome they know and love, it is not just out of sentimentality – although Livy does 

acknowledge the importance of that in Book One (1.6.3) – but a religious obligation and 

because if they do not rebuild their city, they will be giving up their identity. This argument 

would have resonated with Livy’s contemporaries, at a time when identities were in flux 

and old identities were being refashioned into new ones,61 and these identities were being 

expressed through large-scale building projects. 

 

By contrast, our other main source for Camillus’ speech against the proposed move 

to Veii, Plutarch, reduces it to one line: ‘accordingly, Camillus decided that the question 

should be debated and settled in council. He himself spoke at great length, in exhortation 

to preserve their common country, and everyone else who wished did likewise’ (ἔδοξεν 

οὖν βουλὴν προθεῖναι τῷ Καμίλλῳ: καὶ πολλὰ μὲν αὐτὸς διεξῆλθε παρακαλῶν ὑπὲρ τῆς 

πατρίδος, πολλὰ δὲ καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁ βουλόμενος) (Camillus 32.1). The important detailed 

arguments which Livy puts in the mouth of his Camillus, those pertaining to place, are 

given to unnamed senators by Plutarch. For example, where Livy’s Camillus goes on at 

length about the various cults and rites (5.52), Plutarch’s senators ‘tried to soften and 

convert the people pointing out the sepulchres and tombs of their fathers, and calling to 

their remembrance the shrines and holy places which Romulus, or Numa, or some other 

king, had consecrated and left to their care’ (αὐτὴ δὲ παρεμυθεῖτο καί κατεπράυνε 

πείθουσα καί δεξιουμένη τὸν δῆμον, ἐπιδεικνυμένη μὲν ἠρία καί τάφους πατέρων, 

ὑπομιμνῄσκουσα δὲ χωρίων ἱερῶν καί τόπων ἁγίων, οὓς Ῥωμύλος ἢ Νομᾶς ἤ τις ἄλλος 

αὐτοῖς τῶν βασιλέων ἐπιθειάσας παρέδωκεν) (Camillus 31.3). Plutarch’s version of the 

debate is much shorter and avoids the detail of Livy’s Camillan speech. There are fewer 

 
61 Consider the ‘propaganda war’ between Imperator Caesar and Antonius, where the former repeatedly 

portrayed the latter as ‘Eastern’ rather than Roman, and the careful thought that went into selecting a post-

Actium identity for Imperator Caesar, where Romulus was rejected in favour of Augustus because of its 

connotations (Suetonius Aug. 7.2). 
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emotive aspects, such as discussion about the love of the city itself, or Ciceronian 

allusions, namely the references to exile. The buildings of Rome are not as prominent in 

Plutarch’s writing, as he names only two (the Capitol and the Temple of Vesta) and neither 

are mentioned by Camillus himself. However, Livy’s Camillus names 10 distinct public 

spaces, mentioning the Capitol eight times and the arx and the Temple of Vesta three times 

each.62 This rather contradicts Isayev’s argument that the rhetorical question of whether 

the ‘love of our country depends on buildings and beams (sed in superficie tignisque 

caritas nobis patriae pendet?) (5.54.3) indicates that for Livy ‘Rome was not its urban 

fabric’.63 It is more specific than that – Camillus’ ‘buildings and rafters’ appears to be 

specifically referring to houses (cf. 5.54.8, 5.54.9). As he himself states, the ‘Capitol and 

Citadel are untouched and the temples of the gods are standing’ (nos Capitolio, arce 

incolumi, stantibus templis deorum) (5.54.9). It is not that buildings are unimportant, but 

rather that Camillus is arguing that it appears the Romans are valuing the wrong buildings 

in choosing to abandon Rome on account of their destruction. Indeed, as we have seen, 

Camillus’ argument that Rome’s topography is essential to Roman identity explicitly 

includes public buildings and built spaces. 

 

For Livy’s first readers, Camillus’ speech would have spatialised the episode in 

reference to the contemporaneous appearance of the city. Similarly, whereas Plutarch’s 

senators do mention that it would be a ‘disgrace’ should the city be occupied by 

immigrants or aliens (Camillus 31.4), he does not go so far as to have the senators say that 

 
62 The 10 public spaces and buildings Livy’s Camillus mentions (5.51-54) are as follows, with the number 

of times in brackets afterwards and in order of their first mention: the Capitol (8); the arx (3); the Temple 

of Jupiter Optimus Maximus (2); the Quirinal Hill; the Temple of Vesta (3); the Temple of Juno Regina; 

the Temple of Aius Locutius (vowed but unbuilt at that point); the Nova Via; the comitium; the casa 

Romuli. Camillus also mentions the Alban Mount once. 
63 Isayev 2017:368. 
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those people would then become Romans – as Livy’s Camillus does (5.53.7).64 

Throughout the speech, Livy presents Roman-ness ‘not as a nebulous, abstract quality but 

as concretely related to a particular place and imperilled by absence from that place’.65 

Livy’s Camillus highlights the opposition between Roman and ‘other’, by repeatedly 

stressing what Roman-ness is not – in that it is not located elsewhere. Livy’s readers can 

see emphatically that Romans are not Veientes (Veii is mentioned 10 times by Camillus), 

nor are they Ardeans or Volscians.66 Camillus maintains throughout that it is the various 

spaces of Rome – ranging from the geographical locations to the city’s religious spaces 

(imbued as they are with the religious observance of generations) – are what is vital for 

maintaining Roman-ness. To leave the city space is to discard the mantle of Roman 

identity, and that mantle can be easily assumed by any peoples who come to claim the 

vacated city.67 

 

According to Livy, this was actually the second time that the tribunes of the 

plebeians had mooted the suggestion of moving to Veii (5.24.5-11) – it was first raised 

shortly after Camillus’ sack of Veii (5.11-12). The tribunes proposed that half the 

plebeians and Senate should move to Veii, so that the Romans could inhabit two cities 

concurrently.68 The senators were affronted by this proposal – asking why anyone would 

prefer a vanquished city over a victorious one and why should a vanquished city deserve 

a greater fortune than it would have if it had been left free (5.24.10ff). Finally, the senators 

appeared to feel most outraged by the idea of following a tribune, Titus Sicinius, to Veii 

 
64 Cf. Plutarch Camillus 31.4. 
65 Edwards 1996:47. 
66 There are eight peoples and places mentioned by Livy’s Camillus (5.51-54) in opposition to Rome and 

Romans, they are as follows with the number of times in brackets afterwards and in order of their first 

mention: Ardeans; Gauls (5); Veientes (10); the Volscians (2); the Aequi (2); Fidenae; Gabii; Etruria. 
67 Cf. Oakley 2015:239. 
68 See Ogilvie 1965:683-684.  
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as a ‘founder’ and abandoning ‘the god Romulus, the son of a god, the Father and author 

of the City of Rome’ (deo Romulo, dei filio, parente et auctore urbis Romae).  

 

The disagreement is portrayed as between plebeians and patricians, as Livy states 

that the tribunes attempted to inflame the plebeians against Camillus saying that he had 

reduced the spoils of Veii to nothing by making it public property and dedicating it to the 

gods (eum praedam Veientanam publicando sacrandoque ad nihilum redegisse) 

(5.25.12ff). Eventually, to settle the matter, Camillus urges the Senate (who so far had 

failed to quash the proposal since it had first been made) to go into the Forum Romanum 

on the day of the vote and ‘fight for hearth and home, for the temples of their gods, and 

for the soil of their birth’ (pro aris focisque et deum templis ac solo ino quo nati essent 

dimicandum fore) (5.30.1).69 Camillus tells the Senate that he ‘considered it impious that 

a city abandoned and forsaken by the immortal gods should be inhabited, and that the 

Roman People should live on captured soil, substituting their conquering city for a 

conquered one’ (sed nefas ducere desertam ac relictam ab dis immortalibus incoli urbem, 

et in captive solo habitare populum Romanum et victrices patria victim mutari) (50.30.3). 

Livy reports that the senators were so inspired by their ‘leading member’ (principis) that 

they went into the Forum Romanum and canvassed among those there by begging them to 

not forsake the city which they and their forefathers had fought for whilst pointing to the 

Capitol, the shrine of Vesta, and the other temples around them. They begged them to not 

make the Roman people exiles in their own land. Livy says that the tribune’s bill for a 

move to Veii was narrowly defeated because the patricians had appealed to the gods and 

that ‘the majority felt guilty’ (religiosum parti maximae fuit) (5.30.7). As we can see, from 

comparing this to Camillus’ speech at the end of Book Five (all the above is indirect 

 
69 Translated by B. O. Foster 1924. 
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speech), many of Camillus’ arguments and concerns are deployed by the senators. Perhaps 

even more interesting is that the behaviour of the senators from 5.30.4ff is much more 

similar to Plutarch’s narrative which refers to the proposal to move to Veii following the 

sack of Rome rather than a proposal to move following the sack of Veii (Camillus 32.1ff). 

This might suggest that there was an earlier source – perhaps a post-Gracchan one – which 

both Livy and Plutarch had in common, which referred to a single proposal to move to 

Veii. 

 

Livy tells us Camillus’ speech is said to have deeply moved the listeners, 

particularly when he touched upon religion (movisse eos Camillus cum alia oratione tum 

ea quae ad religiones pertinebat maxime dicitur) (5.55.1) before immediately 

undermining Camillus’ auctoritas and his reputation as a second founder (cf. 5.49.8). Livy 

does this by telling his readers that the matter remained undecided (rem dubiam).70 Livy 

explains that an omen appeared in the ‘nick of time’ (opportune): whilst the Senate is 

deliberating which action to take in the Curia Hostilia (the first time a specific curia is 

mentioned following the aetiology of the Curia Hostilia at 1.30.2), an omen occurs in the 

comitium outside:  

quod cum senatus post paulo de his rebus in curia Hostilia haberetur cohortesque 

ex praesidiis revertentes forte agmine forum transirent, centurio in comitio 

exclamavit: ‘Signifer, statue signum; hic manebimus optime’. (5.55.1) 

 

It was while the Senate, a little later, was considering these matters in the Curia 

Hostilia that, by chance, some cohorts returning from guard-duty were crossing the 

Forum in a column, and when they came to the comitium, the centurion called out: 

‘Standard-bearer, fix your standard; here will be our best place to remain’. 

 

The senators accept this omen (senatus accipere se omen), as do the people gathered in 

the assembly, and the tribune’s bill is rejected. By way of comparison, in Plutarch’s 

 
70 The suggestion being that both the plebeians in the assembly and the Senators were undecided. 
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narrative the people remain undecided until Camillus resolves that the Senate should 

discuss the matter. Following his speech, he calls another senator, L. Lucretius, to give his 

sententia but before he does so a centurion calls out and bids his standard bearer to place 

his signum there for that ‘was the best place to settle down and stay in’ (κάλλιστα γὰρ 

ἐνταῦθα καθεδεῖσθαι καὶ μενεῖν). At this point, L. Lucretius says that he will ‘vote with 

the god’ and all the other senators agree that it is best to remain at Rome.71 Plutarch’s 

narrative, which appears to be derived from the same sources as Livy’s (if not Livy’s 

itself), makes no mention of the Curia Hostilia directly or indirectly. 72 It appears that Livy 

has chosen to name the Curia Hostilia on this occasion, at the end of Book Five and the 

First Pentad, instead of just using curia as he has done many other times hitherto. Here, 

the deliberate reference to the building by name taps into the heterochronic curia and 

amplifies the links between Camillus’ speech and Livy’s present day. The Curia Hostilia 

is the only building (out of the many that Livy’s Camillus names) that no longer exists for 

his readers – in this way the telescoping and collapsing of long histories is both underlined 

by the very real historical and physical interruption occasioned by the demolition of the 

Curia Hostilia a decade or two earlier, and a device to almost ignore (or overwrite) this 

interruption. The comitium itself would vanish by 27. In this way, divine intervention 

brings the Senate and people together in agreement and allows Livy to close the First 

Pentad with concordia in the Roman state.73 Not only that, but this concordia has arguably 

been fostered by one man – Camillus – who goes on in Book 6 to be described by Livy as 

 
71 Plutarch Camillus 32.2. 
72 On relationship between Plutarch and Livy’s texts: Ogilvie 1965:742; Gaertner 2008:29-32ff. 
73 N.B.: Books 2-4 are chiefly concerned with civil strife and that Book 5 (5.2-9) opens with renewed strife 

between the orders and that this is the reason for Appius Claudius’ speech which is a counterweight to 

Camillus’.   
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Rome’s ‘leading citizen’ (principe), a title associated previously with Pompey and later 

adopted by Augustus.74 

 

Chaplin asks, ‘if Livy makes the centurion’s command the decisive factor, what is 

the point of Camillus’ lengthy and exempla-filled speech?’, and explains this apparent 

inconsistency by arguing that Book Five is ultimately concerned with religion.75 Thus, 

throughout Livy’s narrative of Book Five, Chaplin argues, divine intervention ‘controls 

turning points’.76 Gaertner disagrees with this, arguing that the ‘real reason’ is that Livy 

had to integrate his innovative and elaborate speech into a well-known episode of Roman 

history, meaning that he could not ‘suppress the well-known anecdote of the centurion’.77 

Chaplin’s view is that the combination of speech and omen is particularly impactful for 

Livy’s reader(s), which goes some way towards explaining the specific construction of the 

episode.78 It is particularly important that this episode comes at the culmination of not only 

Book Five, but also of the First Pentad – meaning that it is not surprising that Livy wished 

for the episode to have a greater impact (as opposed to Plutarch’s narrative, where the 

episode is not significant structurally). From a narrative perspective, Camillus’ speech 

certainly serves to ‘prime’ his audience to accept and respond to the omen appropriately. 

Yet, Livy’s readers already knew that Camillus would be vindicated as they read his 

speech so it cannot be said to be serving the same purpose for them. As such, Gaertner’s 

argument gains (some) traction – that Livy included the anecdote because he had to, but 

that it is Camillus’ speech that was designed to be the real ‘centrepiece’ of the episode. 

 
74 6.1.4. On Pompey as princeps: Sallust Historiae 3.48.23 M; Cicero Har. resp. 46, Pis. 25, Dom. 66, 

Sest. 84, Red. sen. 5 and 29, Red. pop. 16. On Augustus as Princeps: Tacitus Ann.1.1, 3.28. N.B. Ovid 

(Fasti 1.641-644) and Plutarch (Cam. 42.2) record Camillus vowing a Temple of Concord in 367 if the 

gods would bring an end to conflict between the orders. Livy does not mention this Temple, rather saying 

that the Senate vote to honour the gods by celebrating the ludi maximi (6.42.12). 
75 Chaplin 2000:87. 
76 Loc. cit. 
77 Gaertner 2008:41 n.67. 
78 Chaplin 2000:87. 
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Nonetheless, it is not certain that the centurion is an essential and old part of the 

narrative – indeed, the omen itself can be seen as picking up and confirming the religious 

aspect of Camillus’ argument (itself often attributed to Livy). One could be justified in 

arguing that speech and action do not have to cohere for the speech to be considered 

thematically significant. In addition to this, Livy does not explain the presence of armed 

men in the Forum Romanum (that is within the confines of the pomerium). It may be 

explained by the fact that this is taking place in the aftermath of the war against the Gauls, 

but it does have echoes of the recent past and Late Republic where there were armed men 

in the Forum Romanum at the behest of various Roman leaders.79 Regardless of the extent 

to which the centurion is a Livian invention or not, neither Chaplin nor Gaertner pick up 

on the themes of the importance of the Senate and space and place to Roman identity and 

destiny throughout the First Pentad, and the wider extant AUC. 

 

Livy’s emphasis is on manebimus optime, which serves to both foreshadow the 

rebuilding of Rome following 390 and its ascent to become the head of an empire in the 

Republic, as well as linking that success to the curia and Forum Romanum. Indeed, 

militaristic and imperial overtones are inherent in the image of the centurion and his cohort 

marching through the Forum. This is further emphasised by the fact that the centurion’s 

pithy speech condenses Camillus’ argument from 1,425 words to six. What Camillus fails 

to achieve by persuasion with his extensive deliberatio the anonymous centurion achieves 

with an order. Livy invests a lot in Camillus’ speech – it is lengthy, highly developed, full 

of emotive and sophisticated imagery, and takes us on a ‘highlights tour’ of a heterochronic 

Rome – and his audience do too. The centurion provides a different style of leadership and 

mode of identity, as well as emphasising that Rome’s prophesied imperial destiny could 

 
79 See Chapter 1. 
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not be avoided. Livy’s narrative consciously reasserts that Rome is destined to be caput 

rerum by intentionally linking the omen of a human head being unearthed on the Capitol 

(cited by Camillus during his conclusio (5.54.7)) to this a second omen during a period of 

crisis. Just as Camillus reminds his audience of their city’s ‘significance in order to save 

it’,80 Livy reminds his readers of the curia and Senate’s significance by counterbalancing 

Camillus’ speech and the omen of the centurion. Indeed, the contrasting styles of 

leadership go beyond the contrast between a lengthy speech on Camillus’ part and a pithy 

order on the centurion’s – it speaks to the notion that what is needed is both the powerful 

individual leader and the consensus of the Senate, and that both are strengthened by the 

role of the gods (who have been integral to Rome’s history and success). 

 

In Livy’s narrative it is the Senate which hears the centurion’s words first and have 

the role of deciding whether to accept it as an omen. It is significant that the Senate is 

positioned in the narrative as best placed to make the decision as to whether to leave Rome 

and, with it, Roman identity. Livy further emphasises the importance of the Senate by 

tying the omen that leads to the decision to stay to the location of the comitium and the 

Curia Hostilia (alongside the wider Forum Romanum). Essentially, the key to an omen – 

i.e., what made it open to reception – was who was there to hear it and interpret it. This 

link also indicates that the Senate and the curia were an integral part of Roman identity 

and what made Rome ‘Rome’.81 In this episode, it is almost as if the Senate and the Curia 

Hostilia, as well as the comitium, are the gatekeepers for Roman identity, rather than 

Camillus himself. Whereas Camillus is a convenient mouthpiece and exemplary 

individual,82 it is the omen and its location that ultimately decides the question. Returning 

 
80 Jaeger 1993:355. 
81 Cf. the consul L. Cornelius Lentulus’ speech in Lucan Pharsalia 5.15-47ff, esp. 20-25; emperor Otho’s 

speech to the soldiers in Tacitus Historiae 1.84. 
82 Cf. Chaplin 2015. 
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to Isayev’s argument that, for Livy, Rome’s buildings and built spaces are unimportant, 

this omen demonstrates otherwise. It is the culmination of the theme of the importance of 

the Senate at times of crisis, which runs through the narrative of the Gallic invasion of 

Rome. For example, when the city is being evacuated as the Senones march on Rome, it 

is made clear that the Senate is one of the things that must survive if Rome is to survive 

(5.39.12). This theme is furthered with the behaviour of the elderly senators and 

triumphatores who dedicate themselves to death on behalf of the city (5.41.3; 41.7-9).83 

  

Both Kraus and Jaeger have convincingly argued that Livy’s deployment of 

architectural metaphors in his praefatio and throughout the (extant) text of the AUC, in 

particular his comparison of Rome to a building that is falling apart, are a significant part 

of his narrative and its structure.84 These architectural metaphors are complemented by 

Livy’s ‘architectonic’ method of structuring his books, as demonstrated by Luce.85 As 

Luce highlights, Livy structures his narrative so that important episodes are placed at 

‘preferred points within books or pentads’; Luce uses the example of Book Five, in 

particular the invasion of Rome in 390, understood by Livy to be a key turning point in 

the history of Rome.86 The events of the end of Book Five precede the (re)building of the 

city and its history in Book Six, and also signal the end of the less reliable period of the 

AUC, according to Livy.87 Accordingly, the importance of this episode and its role in the 

development of the theme of the importance of the Senate in times of crisis, is indicated 

by its position at the end of Book Five and the First Pentad.88  

 
83 See Chapter 2. 
84 Kraus 1994:286ff; Jaeger 1997. 
85 Luce 1977:27ff. 
86 Loc. cit. Cf. Livy 6.1.1-3. 
87 Cf. Kraus 1994a:269 ‘Livy’s new pentad will refound the city and its history, both of which lie in ruins 

from the Gallic attack’. 
88 Cf. Vasaly 2015a on the composition and structure of the First Pentad. 
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Place, and its role in the development of the city of Rome, is a key theme of the 

First Pentad. It is noteworthy that Livy states that ‘Romulus and Remus were captivated 

by the longing to found a city in the region where they had been exposed and brought up’ 

(Romulum Remumque cupido cepit in iis locis ubi expositi ubique educati erant urbis 

condendae) (1.6.3).89 Similarly, in the opening of Book Two, Livy points out that it was 

just as well the kings were not overthrown and the Republic did not begin earlier than 509, 

as the people of Rome would not yet have found a ‘love of the place itself’ (caritasque 

ipsius soli) (2.1.5), which he argues was vital to the success of the Republic.90 The theme 

likewise culminates in Camillus’ speech in Book Five, an important ‘turning-point’ in the 

history of the city of Rome and in the history of the topography of the city. For it is after 

this point, Livy tells us that, in their haste to rebuild, the Romans remade the city in a 

higgledy-piggledy fashion (5.55.2-5) – an explanation for the contemporaneous 

appearance of the city using language (e.g., exsurgere … opus) that reflects the growth of 

his literary urbs as the First Pentad draws to a close.91 

 

The importance of Rome’s location had been a live issue for some time and would 

have been familiar for Livy’s first readers.92 Indeed, Ogilvie believes the proposal to move 

the city to Veii and to abandon Rome must be set against the background of the Social 

War of 91-88.93 During the Social War the Italian confederates had claimed Corfinium 

(renamed as Italica) as the capital of Italy,94 highlighting the importance of space and place 

 
89 Cf. Edwards 1996:18; Miles 1997:90. 
90 Cf. Cicero Off. 1.53. As Chaplin 2000:86-87 points out, ‘Camillus, who has only just returned from 

exile, is of course the perfect person to deliver a speech about the sacredness of Rome’s location and the 

attachment the Romans should feel for it’. See also Phillips 1978. 
91 Cf. Kraus 1994a:269-270, 285-287. 
92 E.g.: Cicero Rep. 2.3. Cf. Vitruvius de architectura 1.4 on Rome’s location as part of a treatise giving 

advice for the best place for locating a city, dedicated to Imperator Caesar. Contra Cicero Rep. 2.11 where 

Cicero has Laelius suggest that Romulus’ decisions (such as the location of Rome) was borne out of 

chance or necessity rather than good judgement. 
93 Ogilvie 1965:742-3. 
94 Strabo 5.4.2; Diodorus Siculus 37.2.3. 
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in a civil war context. To designate a new capital was to attack the notion and reality of 

Rome’s supremacy over Italy, and to raise questions about where power should reside.95 

Accordingly, the Romans’ response had to be both real (in the form of military success) 

and imagined (in the form of what Ogilvie terms as ‘propaganda’). Following the Social 

War, the theme of Rome as destined to be caput rerum can be seen to have taken on a 

heightened relevance.96 The notion of Rome as destined to achieve supremacy became 

convention relatively quickly and is a central theme in the AUC. Isayev argues that Livy 

was offering ‘a new construction of Rome … through its appeal to common myths and 

history, [the AUC] provided one way of reconciling (or masking) divergence’ and that the 

text ‘by developing a particular imaginary of Rome … conveyed the sense of a shared, if 

volatile, understanding of what Rome is’.97 This shared ‘imaginary’ is seen in the 

heterochronic curia of Livy’s narrative and the heterochronic Rome of Camillus’ speech. 

 

Following the Social War, the issue would rear its head again just a few generations 

later. Suetonius (Iul. 79.3) records that the rumours that Caesar wanted to move the 

resources of the capital to Ilium or Alexandria, leaving Rome in the charge of his friends, 

were part of the reasons that led the conspirators to hasten their plans for the dictator’s 

assassination. Only a decade later, Caesar’s heir, Imperator Caesar, was able to use similar 

rumours to attack his opponent Antonius. In 32, Imperator Caesar ‘purged’ Antonius’ 

supporters from the Senate and obtained what he alleged to be Antonius’ will and read it 

aloud to a meeting of the Senate.98 Imperator Caesar alleged that Antonius had formally 

recognised Caesarion as Iulius Caesar’s son, bestowed ‘enormous’ gifts upon his children 

 
95 For Social War and the proposition of Corfinum as a new capital: Isayev 2017:311-359. 
96 For caput rerum: Livy 1.55.5-65, cf. 5.54.7; Ovid Met. 15.736; Pliny HN 28.4.15. The story was treated 

by Fabius Pictor FRHist 1 F30 (= Arnobius 6.7). For related concept of imperium sine fine: Virgil Aeneid 

1.279. Cf. caput mundi coined by Lucan in his epic poem Pharsalia 2.135, 655 (begun c. A.D. 61). 
97 Isayev 2017:313. 
98 Plutarch Antonius 58.2-4; Suetonius Aug. 17.2; Dio 50.3.5. See Chapter 2. 
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by Cleopatra, and wanted his remains to be buried in Alexandria. By this point, it was 

already clear that Imperator Caesar and Antonius would be going to war.99 Following this, 

Dio states, the Romans were so scandalised by the contents of Antonius’ will that they 

gave credence to other rumours that had been circulating – such as Antonius’ desire to 

give Rome to Cleopatra and to move the empire’s capital to Egypt.100 As Pelling points 

out, Plutarch emphasises the senators’ disapproval of Imperator Caesar’s actions rather 

than of the contents of the will – although Plutarch has made it clear already that those at 

Rome are displeased with Antonius’ conduct.101 Pelling argues that this is because Dio’s 

version of events relies more heavily on ‘propaganda’ originating from Imperator Caesar 

and his supporters. If one agrees with Pelling, then this underlines how symbolic Antonius’ 

actions were considered to be and that either they were grave enough to be easily exploited 

by Imperator Caesar (and sources loyal to him) or they were what Imperator Caesar (and 

sources loyal to him) thought would gain most traction on public opinion – or both. Dio 

tells us that the reaction to this information was unanimous: Antonius’ ‘most intimate 

friends’ censured him severely, as well as his enemies and those who had chosen to remain 

neutral.102 He was deprived of his authority, and all but declared an enemy of the state. 

The very idea of Rome being abandoned in favour of another city in Egypt was scandalous 

and served to consolidate Imperator Caesar’s narrative of Antonius’, and his supporters’, 

un-Romanness and treachery.103 By contrast, in the years following his victory over 

Antonius at Actium in 31, Imperator Caesar would affirm his commitment to Rome by 

 
99 Plutarch Antonius 57.3; Dio 50.2.1. 
100 Dio 50.4.1. 
101 Pelling 1988:261. See Plutarch Antonius 54, where Antonius’ treatment of Octavia, the donations of 

Alexandria, and the oriental displays in the gymnasium are given as reasons for displeasure at Rome. Cf. 

Dio 49.41. 
102 Dio 50.4.2. 
103 This attitude would prevail throughout the Augustan period; thus, it would be possible for Virgil to 

recall the threat to the city in the form of Antonius’ (alleged) desire to migrate the capital to Egypt on the 

shield of Aeneas (Aeneid 8.626ff). On the symbolism of the shield see Kraus 1994a:282. 
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completing his mausoleum on the Campus Martius.104 The Mausoleum stated that not only 

was Imperator Caesar committed to Rome in life but also in death – unlike his rival – as 

well as providing an indication of his dynastic tendencies. Antonius was never quite able 

to wipe clean the stain of wanting to abandon Rome and his Eastern sympathies, 

demonstrating just how powerful the accusation was.105 The importance of the location of 

Rome – and the implied threat to Rome should the capital be moved – was still a valid way 

to malign rulers even during the Imperial period.106 

 

The Mausoleum was just one element of the building programme during the 

Triumvirate and civil war by Imperator Caesar and his supporters in the city of Rome: C. 

Domitius Calvinus (cos. 53 and 40) rebuilt the Regia (the ancient house of the second king 

of Rome, Numa Pompilius) in 36 and L. Cornificius (cos. 35) rebuilt the Temple of Diana 

on the Aventine, which was said to have been built by Servius.107 Edwards argues that 

‘[f]or Livy’s earliest readers, it would have been difficult not to see his celebration of 

Camillus’ commitment to the physical site of Rome as a positive response to Octavian’s 

well-publicised commitment to the city’.108 However, this argument, which is often used 

 
104 Cf. Pelling 1988:261 who points out that Plutarch’s (Antonius 58.2-4) version dwells especially on 

Antonius’ desire to be buried in Egypt (rather than Rome) and does not provide as much detail as Dio 

50.3.5. Pelling argues that this was out of a desire to make Antonius out to be ‘romantically extravagant 

rather than villainous’. On date of building the Mausoleum see Maschek 2020:337 n.42.  
105 Antonius’ ‘Eastern’ behaviours (such as extravagance, self-indulgence, and effeminacy) were 

repeatedly emphasised in the contemporary and later sources to underline how he was behaving in un-

Roman ways; see e.g.: Cicero Phil. 2.44-45, 48; Virgil Aeneid 8.685-688; Livy Per. 130-133; Suetonius 

Aug. 17.1; Florus 2.21.11.1-3; Plutarch Antonius 23.2-5, 36.3-4, 53,6, 54.3-9, 56.4-60.1, 71.2-3, 73.3, 75.1; 

Appian BC 5.11; Dio 49.41, 50.3-5, 24-30.  
106 E.g.: in A.D. 64 following the fire of Rome (alleged – Suetonius Nero 38.1; Tacitus Annales 15.44; Dio 

62.16.2 – to have been started by Nero to clear space for his enormous domus aurea complex), Suetonius 

(Nero 39) records the following quip as circulating amongst the people: ‘Rome is becoming one house; off 

with you to Veii, Quirites! If that house does not soon seize upon Veii as well’ (Roma domus fiet; Veios 

migrate, Quirites, Si non et Veios occupat ista domus). This is a clear reference to the suggestion of 

moving Rome to Veii and picks up on Livy’s story directly. 
107 Imperator Caesar and his supporters financed some 20 projects – see Maschek 2020:344 for a full list. 

See Ridley 2014:117-118 for relationship between Diana and Servius’ (alleged) servile origins. For 

foundation of the Aventine cult of Diana in Livy see Poletti 2018. 
108 Edwards 1996:48. The argument is part of a more sustained argument in which Edwards argues for 

Livy’s Camillus to be understood as Augustus, cf. Miles 1997:89-95ff. Contra Gaertner 2008. 
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to support an Augustan interpretation of Livy’s Camillus, ignores the fact that Antonius 

and his supporters were building in Rome during this time, too. Whilst Antonius and his 

supporters do not appear to have been involved in as many projects as Imperator Caesar 

and his supporters, their contribution was still significant – some five major projects – and 

indicated that Rome’s topography was very much up for grabs. Antonius himself possibly 

commissioned the Temple of Sol in 42 (fig. 7).109 L. Munatius Plancus (cos. 42), who 

would famously defect to Imperator Caesar in 32 and provide him with Antonius’ will, 

had rebuilt the Temple of Saturn in the Forum in 42. The temple was one of the most 

sacred places in Rome, and the oldest temple in Rome after the Temple of Jupiter Optimus 

Maximus.110 In the same year Munatius Plancus may also have commissioned the Temple 

of Diana Planciana.111 Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 32) commissioned the Temple of 

Neptune between 39 and 36.112 C. Sosius (cos. 32) aimed to rival the Temple of Apollo 

Palatinus (announced by Imperator Caesar in 36 and inaugurated in 28) by rebuilding the 

Temple of Apollo Medicus on the Campus Martius.113 Until 36 the Temple of Apollo on 

the Campus Martius had been the only temple of Apollo in Rome, 114 making it a popular 

meeting place for the Senate outside the pomerium.115 This interest in rebuilding public 

and religious buildings for both parties indicates an acute understanding of the role of 

space and civic topography in civil war, alongside the inherent messaging (e.g., projecting 

pietas) in rebuilding temples. It is important to remember that whereas Imperator Caesar, 

 
109 See Maschek 2020:337. 
110 Macrobius Saturnalia 1.8.2 states, when speaking of the Temple of Saturn in the Forum, that the ‘god 

also has an altar before the Senaculum’ (habet aram et ante Senaculum). A senaculum was, apparently, a 

place where senators assembled before entering the curia, cf. Varro Ling. 5.156; Valerius Maximus 2.2.6. 
111 LTUR II 15. It has also been suggested that the temple was commissioned by Cn. Plancius (curule 

aedile in c.55/54). 
112 Pliny HN 36.26. 
113 LTUR 1 49-54. N.B.: Pliny (HN 13.11, 36.4) refers to it as the Temple of Apollo Sosianus. There is the 

suggestion that Augustus was the one to complete the temple on account of an internal frieze (see La 

Rocca 1985:83-102, 1988:122-23; and LTUR I 50-51).  
114 LTUR I 50-51. 
115 Cicero Quint. frat. 2.3.3, Fam. 4.4, 8.5, 6, Att. 15.3.1; Livy 4.49.4.1, 41.17.4. See Bonnefond-Coudry 

1989:151-160. 
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and his supporters, rebuilt many temples, there was a dynastic and regal element to his 

building as seen through the new Mausoleum and the restored Regia (originally the 

residence of Numa, who later donated it to the pontifex maximus).116 This can be contrasted 

with the rebuilding of the Temple of Apollo in the Campus Martius, a key senatorial 

meeting place, by Antonius’ supporters. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 7 RRC 496/1 

Silver Denarius of M. Antonius, 42.  

 

Thus, perhaps more so than being a set piece designed to promote a positive image 

of Imperator Caesar, Camillus’ speech in Book Five highlights the importance of place 

and topography to Roman identity,117 as well as exhorting his fellow Romans to ‘build 

back better’. Camillus’ speech is full of expressive anachronism that makes it relevant for 

Livy’s first readers. It is proleptic and prophetic, as we have argued that Livy’s first readers 

had been living and continued to live through a period of significant and competitive 

 
116 Plutarch Numa 14.1. See also the Basilica Iulia (LTUR I 177-179); Temple of Quirinus (LTUR IV 185-

187); Forum Iulium (LTUR II, 299-306); Theatrum Marcelli (LTUR V 31-35); Rostra Iulia; and Porticus 

Octavia (LTUR IV 139-141). 
117 Hence the significance of the attempt to create a rival capital to Rome in Corfinium during the Social 

War – as Isayev 2017:320 notes, ‘the physical location of Corfinium could not be more different to that of 

Rome’. 

 

The image originally presented here cannot be made 

freely available via ORA because of copyright. See 

caption for the original source of the image. 
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building activity which was transforming the topography of the city and realising the 

contemporaneous discourse around Roman identity following the turbulence of the 

proscriptions.118 Accordingly, Livy’s narrative would have spoken to post-civil war 

spatialities and anxieties at play in Rome. 

 

The importance of the location of Rome was relevant in times of crisis, particularly 

in times when Rome’s supremacy seemed challenged. The space of the city, as well as its 

geographical location, was a key part of this relevance. This is clear from Livy’s tying of 

the omen – which ultimately kick-starts Rome’s ascent to the position of caput rerum – to 

the curia and the comitium. It is here that a centurion directs his signifer to fix the standard, 

an emblem of Roman military power and Roman identity.119 Livy’s narrative strongly 

links the curia to the comitium, having them work in tandem (although with the curia 

having the final say) at a time when the planned (and presumably underway) re-orientation 

of the (new) Curia Iulia away from the from the location of the previous curia(e) and the 

comitium was taking place. Indeed, by 27 the comitium had vanished. There had been a 

statue of Camillus on or near the Rostra Vetera, one of several statues in the Forum 

Romanum.120 Thus, Camillus, alongside other famous Romans, would have been a central 

part of the visual tableau – completed by the backdrop of the curia – a speaker on the 

rostra placed himself in. This eyeline was completely changed with the re-orientation of 

the Curia Iulia away from the Rostra Vetera (which had also vanished by 27); this was a 

re-orientation away from the history of the platform, and a break in its relationship with 

the curia, the statues that surrounded or adorned it, and the speeches made from it. The 

 
118 As Bernard 2018:404 states ‘Rome in the opening years of the Augustan regime, precisely when Livy 

was composing his first decade, resembled a massive building site’. 
119 Cf. another interesting example of a centurion involved in a symbolic act very close to the comitium is 

of course Verginius’ murder of Verginia to preserve her libertas (Livy 3.48.5). 
120 Pliny HN 34.11; Livy 8.13.9; Eutropius 2.7. 
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placing of an omen in the comitium underscores the religious allusiveness of the curia-

comitium-rostra complex, and neatly underlines Camillus’ argument that the religious 

significance of the physical space is paramount to retaining Roman identity. Despite the 

contemporaneous political reality, in which the two bodies were being separated 

topographically, Livy’s narrative brings them back together at the end of the First Pentad. 

 

This bringing back together of these two places is vividly underlined when one 

considers the fact that both the curia (a building known to his readers’ fathers where, as 

we have seen, years of history and identity were compressed into one heterotopia) and the 

place where the signifer rooted his signum in the ground (i.e., the comitium) are now gone 

– demolished by Caesarian interventions to the Forum Romanum which Augustus would 

complete. Thus, the place where Livy’s centurion declared hic manebimus optime – the 

locus of permanence that was legitimised and endorsed by an omen from Rome’s gods – 

is gone. In other words, the location of the omen that kickstarts the rebuilding of Rome 

following the Gallic sack is no longer. A visceral allusion, perhaps, to Camillus’ argument 

– that without Roman spaces (imbued as they are with the relationship with Rome’s gods) 

there is no Rome – and exemplifying contemporary anxieties about Roman identity 

following prolonged civil warfare. Specifically, concerns surrounding the interventions in 

the Forum and what the end of the relationship between the curia and comitium may signal 

for Roman-ness in Augustus’ new future. Considering this, Livy’s deliberate overwriting 

of the contemporary topography may perhaps be seen to be a criticism of the Caesarian 

and Augustan interventions in the Forum Romanum and the symbolism inherent in the 

historical rupture created by the re-orientation of the curia and deletion of the comitium 

and Rostra Vetera.  

 



  

 257 

The omen foreshadows the empire of the Republic, and Rome’s rising from the 

ashes of the Allia and the Gallic invasion of Rome to become caput rerum, which Livy’s 

readers would have known was achieved through military might. As Ash has argued in her 

discussion of Tacitus’ Histories 3, the buildings of Rome had ‘huge potential to drive home 

moral lessons’.121 Ash continues: these buildings ‘are potentially even more expressive 

than the human protagonists, precisely because of the reassuring sense that they have 

always been there in an urban landscape laden with memory’.122 Building upon this 

argument, it would follow that Livy’s focus on the physical buildings and spaces of the 

curia and the wider Forum Romanum makes sense in a post-Actium reality. When Livy 

was writing his First Pentad, Rome was recovering from a prolonged period of internecine 

warfare which had destabilised society and disrupted the normal functioning of public and 

private spaces. Even following Imperator Caesar’s victory at Actium in 31, the future of 

Rome was far from certain. Thus, Livy is rooting his narrative of (re)building the city 

firmly in the space of that city and, in particular, the space of the curia which (perhaps 

crucially) no longer existed for his audience. Livy’s narrative weaves the Rome of his (first 

set of) readers’ day with that of Camillus, much like Evander’s tour of Rome does for 

Virgil’s readers (Aeneid 8.306-369), by placing buildings that did exist side-by-side with 

those that no longer did (such as the Curia Hostilia). In this way, Camillus’ Rome is 

heterochronic in that it is an idealised Rome that compresses centuries of history into a 

single heterotopia and therefore inhabits a quasi-mythic space in social memory. It is 

through the people’s relationship with these important spaces that the city can be (re)built 

and go on to become caput rerum following this period of crisis. Book Five is both an 

 
121 Ash 2007:237. 
122 Loc. cit. 
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ending and a beginning – as we know, Book Six heralded the refounding of the city, and 

the Romans had rebuilt better than before.123 

 

 

 

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 

Edwards’ insightful summary of Book Five offers us a fruitful starting point for 

this conclusion:  

Rome’s founding and refounding in Livy’s History are preceded by destruction, of 

Troy, then of Rome itself. After the civil wars which brought the end of the Roman 

Republic, Rome lay again in ruins – at least metaphorically. According to 

Augustus, Antony, his rival, had proposed leaving Rome and making another city 

the empire’s capital. Augustus chose to identify himself with Rome, affirming his 

commitment to the city through an unparalleled programme of building work. Thus 

Augustus too might figure himself, according to the Livian formula, as Rome’s 

refounder. This version, like the Romulean and Camillan ones, depended on a 

city’s early destruction – Roma capta becomes Roma (re)condita.124 

 

Whilst I am not so certain that Livy wrote Camillus to be an Augustus (particularly when 

one considers the period during which the First Pentad was written),125 Edwards’ point 

that Rome’s (re)founding and (re)building is tied to a cycle of destruction is important and 

serves to highlight the importance of the background of civil war to the text’s relationship 

to space and identity. Indeed, Kraus has reminded us that Camillus’ appeal to the location 

of the city ‘is the perfect means of persuasion in a time of crisis, calling as it does on his 

audience’s fundamental sense of identity and national pride’.126 As we have seen, the 

length and placement of the speech suggest that Livy is exploring a significant concept 

here. 

 
123 6.1.3. 
124 Edwards 1996:52. Miles (1986, 1997) also argues for Camillus as an Augustus. 
125 Cf. Gaertner 2008. 
126 Kraus 1994a:281ff. 
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As Camillus surveys the religious rites and buildings that have made Rome ‘Rome’ 

over the past 364 years, we see Livy recount his history of the city that he has written into 

being over the past five books.127 The speech highlights the amalgamation of the 

topography and history of the city that is present throughout the First Pentad and the AUC 

more widely. As Jaeger has commented, ‘Livy’s history infuses the city with meaning’.128 

I have argued that an example of this is the First Pentad’s treatment of the curia. It is clear 

that in Livy’s narrative the curia is an important ‘character’ throughout. The First Pentad 

demonstrates that Livy was aware of, and interested in, the political and religious spaces 

of Rome when writing his narrative ab urbe condita and writing the city into existence. 

This makes sense as the First Pentad was written after a prolonged period of civil warfare, 

and during a time when Rome was attempting to (re)construct its self-identity. This civil 

warfare would have had dramatic implications for the Romans’ relationship not only with 

themselves, but with their city and its spaces. I have suggested that the First Pentad’s 

treatment of the curia is responding to these civil war realities, and the resultant changing 

relationship with space. 

 

Section one of this chapter argued that rather than seeing the Ab Urbe Condita from 

a purely chronological perspective, scholars should recognise that it also has a spatial 

aspect (as evinced by condita). Thus, as Livy is writing the AUC, in particular the First 

Pentad, he is as much writing Rome up from its Romulan foundations to its Augustan 

marble as he is transcribing a linear timeline of key events in the history of the city’s 

population(s). Livy is writing his own Rome in response to the contemporaneous political 

climate and, in response to that climate, he engaged in writing restorative narratives to 

 
127 364 years AUC by Livy’s chronology. 
128 Jaeger 1993:350. 
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consolidate a new history for Rome in light of the new future. As Livy is writing Rome 

into existence, there are distinct parallels between ‘the urbs Livy is writing about and the 

urbs he is writing’.129 One of these parallels, I believe, is seen in the curia of Livy’s Rome 

as opposed to the curiae of his reader’s Rome. Livy’s choices as to how to present the 

various spaces in his narrative were deliberate, and I have argued that Livy was (re)writing 

the city to make sense of new spatialities following the recent return to peace.130 Livy’s 

narrative helps his first set of readers engage with both the city’s past and its post-Actium 

present. Livy’s treatment of the curiae of Rome is heterotopic, in that he creates a 

heterochrony by deliberately telescoping and collapsing all the curiae into one curia. In 

doing this, the AUC creates a curia that is an achronic palimpsestic space which, through 

the reader’s act of reading, creates a novel perspective on familiar and famous historical 

events in the history of the city. Thus, once the curiae of the past become indistinguishable 

from each other and those of the present, Livy’s narrative becomes implicated in the here-

and-now of his first set of readers’ post-civil war political realities. Section two explored 

a key example of the relationship between space and civil war in the First Pentad, 

Camillus’ speech at the end of Book Five and the subsequent omen in the comitium.  

 

Camillus’ speech to the Senate against moving Rome to Veii (5.51-54), looks at 

people’s relationship with space following a civil war. Following the tribunes of the plebs’ 

urging the people to abandon Rome and move to Veii, Camillus gives a long and 

impassioned speech against it to the people and the Senate. I have argued that Camillus’ 

speech ties Rome’s history to its historically significant public buildings and built spaces, 

as well as the natural topography of the area. This speech is often seen as the culmination 

 
129 Kraus 1994a:268. 
130 Cf. Jaeger 1997:13. 
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of the First Pentad and is a resolution to the various issues surrounding Roman identity 

that Livy raises throughout the course of Book Five. We may infer from comparison with 

Plutarch, the other major source for the speech, that whilst the episode itself pre-dates 

Livy, Livy’s treatment of it is unique. The AUC narrative explores what happens when a 

traumatised community tries to rebuild itself following internecine conflict; indeed, 

whether that is even possible. Livy positions Camillus not only as a saviour of Rome but 

a second founder. Camillus argues that it is the physical location and landscape as much 

as anything else that makes a space. The speech provides a ‘highlights tour’ of Rome and 

is designed to speak to multiple audiences – including Livy’s (first set of) readers. This 

Camillan Rome (itself a Rome within a Rome within a Rome), is necessarily a 

heterochrony, much like the Livian curia in Book One. This heterochrony may have been 

part of a wider project, aimed at building a common Rome for Livy’s first readers 

throughout Italy to understand and feel connection with by creating a shared history, 

building on Isayev’s suggestion of a shared ‘imaginary’, which ‘reconciled’ and ‘masked’ 

divergence.131 The heterochrony was part of the process of understanding what made 

Rome ‘Rome’, and of teasing out some constants in Roman identity following a prolonged 

period of civil war. 

 

Throughout Book Five, the narrative has been focused on un-Roman behaviours 

and questions of what it means to be Roman – repeatedly placing Roman-ness in 

opposition to ‘others’ such as Veientes and Gauls. Camillus’ speech suggests that Roman 

identity was so imperilled that the Romans almost entirely lost themselves by considering 

giving up the city. Livy’s Camillus provides a hopeful message to a community looking 

to rebuild following civil war – he argues that not only is it possible to rebuild, but it can 

 
131 Isayev 2017:313. 
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be rebuilt in the same place and that the city can go on to be great.132 Livy’s narrative 

provides a hopeful message that history can repeat itself – Rome has been subject to trauma 

and the physical space has been subverted by conflict before, but it recovered and achieved 

greatness. However, despite the powerful rhetoric, Camillus’ suggestion is only accepted 

by the Senate once they view an omen outside of the Curia Hostilia. It is this omen, where 

a centurion orders his signifer to place his standard in the comitium in front of the Curia 

Hostilia, that convinces the senators of Camillus’ arguments. In this way, Livy links the 

Curia Hostilia to the very continuation and survival of Rome as his readers know it and 

portrays the Senate as gatekeepers of Roman identity (albeit gatekeepers who sometimes 

find the right identity problematic to pin down). 

 

Overall, this chapter has suggested that Livy’s narrative gives shape to Rome’s 

past and to her future as he writes Rome’s history into existence.133 Indeed, the rebuilding 

of Rome at the end of Book Five foreshadows the hope of (re)building Rome following 

Actium. Similarly, Camillus’ emphasis on the importance of the physical location of Rome 

– and how its very buildings are essential both to the creation of Roman identity and the 

maintenance of that identity – ties into contemporaneous rumours about the dictator 

Caesar’s and, later, Antonius’ apparently corroborated desires to move the capital of the 

empire away from Rome. It also reflects the attitudes of both men and their supporters, 

who understood that civic topography, and supremacy over it, was important in civil 

conflict contexts (particularly when the warring factions are trying to ‘other’ each other) 

and hoped to demonstrate their commitment to Rome by engaging in extensive building 

programmes. 

 
132 Cf. Levene 1993:201. 
133 Cf. Jaeger 1997:182. 
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In Chapters 3 and 4, the two episodes discussed (the accession of Tarquinius and 

Camillus’ speech with the omen in the comitium) bookend the First Pentad and see the 

Curia Hostilia portrayed as key to Roman identity and relevant in moments of crisis for 

the city. This usage of the curia – described by Cicero as the caput urbis – reflects 

contemporaneous relationships with the space and geography of the city. For example, 

Augustus attempted to use his newly inaugurated Curia Iulia to promote a narrative 

promising the end of civil war and the beginning of a new age of peace. Whilst Livy, and 

his first set of readers, could not have foreseen all of the changes Augustus would make to 

Rome’s landscape, nor known whether the peace would last, they must have understood 

that their relationship with the city and its key spaces could not remain unchanged 

following years of violence. Thus, Livy’s narrative explores these anxieties in Book One 

(as seen in Chapter 3) whilst ending on a hopeful and patriotic note in Book Five, assuring 

his readers that Rome can – and will – rebuild. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

 
 

ego contra hoc quoque laboris praemium petam, ut me a conspectu malorum quae 

nostra tot per annos vidit aetas, tantisper certe dum prisca [tota] illa mente repeto, 

avertam, omnis expers curae quae scribentis animum, etsi non flectere a uero, 

sollicitum tamen efficere posset. Livy praef. 5 

 

 

I, on the contrary, desire this additional compensation for my work: that I can 

avert my eyes from the calamities which our generation has been witnessing for 

so many years, for so long as I am returning to [all] that ancient courage, I am 

free from the anxieties which can upset the writer’s mind – even if I cannot forget 

the truth. 

 

 

It seems apt at this point to return to the aims stated at the beginning of Livy’s 

work. Despite Livy’s stated aim in the Preface, to avoid having to look on the troubles of 

his age through the study of history, he could not escape the present completely. Indeed, 

if we return to the beginning of this thesis, it is likely that when Livy came to write the 

death of Rome’s founder and first parens patriae only some 20 years after the assassination 

of Caesar, comparison must have been inevitable.1 It would have been at this point, that 

Livy, had he been a mouthpiece for the new Augustan regime, could have made different 

choices – he could have omitted this aberrant variation of a tyrannical Romulus murdered 

by the Senate, or he could have tweaked it to create more distance between this tyrannical 

Romulus and the narrative of Caesar as tyrant. Yet, he included both variations – sitting 

side by side in his narrative without too much trouble. Perhaps this reflected reality for the 

elite in Rome during the Triumviral period – where the same Caesar whom Imperator 

Caesar upheld for legitimacy and as a god could never be entirely cleansed of the narrative 

of tyrant. As we have already seen, multiple, and (at first glance anyway) conflicting 

 
1 Catullus (29) had already launched a stinging attack on Caesar, referring to him as Romulus. For Livy’s 

later portrayal of Iulius Caesar see Toher 2009:231-233.  
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narratives about the same person or deity could and did co-exist in the Roman social 

memory. 

 

Livy’s treatment of Romulus makes sense when one considers a broader aim of the 

First Pentad – which was to write a therapeutic and restorative history of the city in light 

of the need for a new history to suit the new future. Indeed, considering Caesar’s role in 

Imperator Caesar’s civil war and in the formation of Imperator Caesar’s early identity, the 

analogues between the senatorial death-narrative of Romulus and the actual death of 

Caesar were surely too good to ignore. This is even more pertinent once it becomes 

common knowledge (amongst the literary elite at least) that Augustus had considered 

Romulus as an alternative name, and that Augustus himself would later cultivate physical 

and ideological proximity to Romulus through the upkeep of Romulus’ hut, the location 

of his Palatine dwelling, and other such actions. The irresistibility of such a lurid story – 

where through the telescoping of long histories Romulus prefigures Iulius Caesar, and 

Caesar, in turn, is a Romulus figure – is seen in the way that later writers, such as Dionysius 

of Halicarnassus and Plutarch, exploited the counterparts in the two narratives and indeed 

took the narrative of Romulus’ descent into tyranny even further. Thus, we are left with 

the question: why did Livy not do that? If one looks at it through the lens of a therapeutic 

and restorative history, then Livy’s decision to go with what makes ‘a better story’ makes 

sense – I return to Livy’s assertion that Romulus became a god because the Romans made 

him one, not because it was not true that he was ripped to pieces by the senators on account 

of his tyranny. In this way, Livy’s Romulus is not too far from Livy’s message at other 

points in the First Pentad – that history and the urbs can be what he and his readers make 

of it. The Rome of Livy and his readers could be rewritten and rebuilt as needed. 
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Throughout this thesis we see evidence of the recrudescence of interest in regal 

narratives and in figures such as Camillus in the late first century B.C., a time of existential 

crisis for the state. Part of the reason for this constant reimagining, I suggest, is on account 

of autocratic regimes – from the dictatorships of Sulla and Iulius Caesar to the rise of 

Imperator Caesar – as it is usually uncomfortable to discuss issues directly (particularly if 

they may be critical) because of the fundamental power dynamics involved. It is, then, 

preferable to speak obliquely – which results in displacement and anachronism.2 Thus, the 

figures that have been redeployed over and over throughout Roman historical writing are 

called up to serve once again. Also, I see a contrast between the way in which Livy treats 

these issues in Book One and Book Five. In Book One, where Livy covers all of Roman 

regal history and builds up to the setting up of the Roman republican state, we see much 

more of a dialogue with Livy’s contemporary setting – the treatment of Romulus’ as a 

palimpsestic founder figure, with two death-narratives as a reflection on the reality of the 

competing narratives surrounding Iulius Caesar; the treatment of Servius at the hands of 

his family creating a dialogue with the proscriptions; the fertile narrative of an overthrow 

of a legitimate ruler redeployed as a meditation on current crises; and the reflections on 

power and space inherent in the Servian deposition a reflection on the spatialities of civil 

war. In Book Five, the hopeful end of the Pentad that sets up a vision for a rebuilt and 

greater Rome, we see a more restorative and therapeutic history – one that uses heterotopia 

to telescope long narratives but that also writes an alternative history. In Book Five, we 

have senators behaving as they should have or could have behaved during the 

proscriptions, and we have a functioning Senate as one of the gatekeepers of Roman 

identity. Livy’s urbs in Book Five has been written up from its foundations, and the 

 
2 Cf. Loraux 2005:128. 
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message his readers are left with is a positive one of rebuilding following trauma and a 

period of existential crises for the elite and the state.3 

 

I have argued that in the First Pentad Livy was reacting to recent discord and 

disaster. It is a dangerous game for any Livian scholar to postulate what Livy the writer 

thought – not least because of the amount of text we do not have. Indeed, the fact we do 

not have the books that cover the civil wars, Triumvirate, and proscriptions is a great loss. 

In looking back over the thesis, I suggest that we return to the oft-quoted Preface and take 

it as read. Livy seems to have seen the contemporary state of affairs as the culmination of 

a Sallustian decline, but he intended his work to offer an optimistic way forward. In 

particular, when Livy and his contemporaries looked at the Senate they saw an institution 

which had been troubled since the Sullan era and which Imperator Caesar / Augustus was 

trying to bring on side following the bloodshed of the Triumviral period and civil wars. 

Livy’s investment in the early Senate could be seen as a way of thinking about how the 

elite’s relationship with the new world order being promoted by Augustus was developing 

and how far they had moved on from the atrocities of the recent past. As such, Livy’s First 

Pentad was in constant dialogue with the Triumviral period in various ways and sought to 

explore both the socio-political reality at a safe distance (on account of autocratic rule) and 

to realise a new past in light of the new future. 

 

Further study might involve following the evolution of the Roman Senate 

throughout the First Pentad. Such a project might lend itself to methodology driven by 

themes – the themes I identified whilst working on this thesis were as follows: the Senate 

and space, the Senate and foreign policy, the Senate and embassies, the Senate and social 

 
3 Cf. Livy 6.3. 
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policy, and intra-Senate relationships. These themes should be contrasted with an in-depth 

analysis of Livy’s treatment of foreign senates throughout the First Pentad. This study 

would naturally benefit from being expanded to explore how the depiction of the Senate 

and foreign senates change throughout the extant AUC. In addition to this, there is scope 

for further work on the relationship between declamation and Livy, and specifically an 

exploration of the relationship between the writings of the elder Seneca and the AUC as 

regards the impact of the Triumvirate and the proscriptions upon Livy’s writing. Finally, 

there is a longer work (perhaps the work of a lifetime) in the exploration of the curia and 

the Roman Senate more widely as a heterotopia in Roman literature – a study charting the 

change from the Late Republic to the Imperial period would do much to enrich our 

understanding of the Roman Senate and its relationship to Roman identity. 

 

One of the advantages of writing a monumental history must have been that it truly 

was a palimpsestic history, continually growing and accruing new resonances. In this way 

Livy’s Rome is Freud’s Rome, where ‘nothing that has come into existence [has] passed 

away and all the earlier phases of development exist alongside the later ones’ – in essence, 

a type of heterochrony.4 This Rome is the culmination of a continual process of physical 

and literal building over previous layers. Moreover, Freud’s suggestion that the observer 

need only ‘change the direction of his glance or his position to call up’ differing views can 

also be said about Livy’s text.5 Thus, whilst there are many different layers to the AUC 

and it is the most recent layer which often determines how those below are seen, it is still 

possible for a reader to glimpse any one layer by altering their perspective. Accordingly, 

any dialogue with past events may have been made ‘live’ or alternatively ‘dampened’ once 

 
4 Freud 1985:257.  
5 Freud 1985:258. 
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Livy reached that point in the narrative. Indeed, the fact that Livy’s work spanned such a 

long period in itself should indicate that the AUC could never be a homogeneous entity. 

Livy was neither a Republican nor an Augustan writer when he sat down to write the First 

Pentad, but rather a Triumviral writer. 
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APPENDIX 

 

 

LIVY AND DIODORUS SICULUS ON 390 B.C.  
 

 

The ‘striking and close’ resemblances noted by Ogilvie between Livy’s narrative 

of 390 and that of Diodorus’ 14.114-116 merit close examination – as do the marked 

differences.1 Ogilvie’s 1965 lamentation on the lack of research on the relationship 

between the two still stands, and his implication that the similarities are due to overlapping 

sources that reported similar longstanding traditions about the Allia and the Gallic invasion 

warrants further exploration.2 When one compares Diodorus 14.113.4-116.8 and Livy 

5.35.5-49.7, the outline of the story is broadly similar: the Roman ambassadors behaved 

badly at Clusium by killing a high-ranking Gaul, which kickstarts the chain of events that 

leads to the Allia and the invasion of Rome; following the siege of the Capitol, the Romans 

agree a ransom for the Gauls to leave. There are other similarities in the narrative, such as 

the detail surrounding the routing of the Roman forces at the Allia, the adventure of Pontius 

Cominius (or Cominius Pontius according to Diodorus) crossing enemy lines, and the fact 

that the Capitol did not fall. 

 

However, the differences are just as striking as the similarities. For example, when 

one compares Diodorus 14.113-4-7 to Livy 5.35.5-36.10, one sees that Livy has included 

the following ‘extra’ elements (part of his general strategy of ‘expansion of the past’ 

perhaps): the names of the Romans, the fact that the Romans had originally intended to 

 
1 N.B.: Diodorus began writing in late 40s at the earliest – see Ch.1,n.160.  
2 Ogilvie 1965:719. 
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create a cordial relationship with the Gauls, that the Gauls refused the (apparently 

reasonable) request of the Romans to leave in an aggressive manner, and that (contrary to 

Diodorus’ account) the battle between the Gauls and the Clusini had not already begun 

when the ambassadors arrived. This addition of ‘extra’ detail is seen throughout the Livian 

narrative: for example, the fact that the speed of the Gallic army took the Romans by 

surprise (5.37.7-8); Livy also provides more detail regarding the mindset of the Roman 

troops during the battle (5.38.6-7) and on the left/right wings of the army (5.38.8-10). 

Besides the additional detail found in the Livian narrative, there are multiple points where 

the AUC diverges from Diodorus. There are significant differences in detail: for example, 

Livy (5.37-38) places the Battle of Allia on the left bank of the Tiber, whereas Diodorus 

114.2-3 places it on the right; in the AUC (5.39.9-10) it is Roman survivors from Veii who 

notify those still in Rome about the loss, rather than the survivors who fled directly to 

Rome as in Diodorus 14.115.1-2; Diodorus reports a delay of four days between the Allia 

and the invasion of Rome (cf. Polybius 2.18.2 and Plutarch Camillus 22), whereas Livy 

shortens this to one day (cf. Tacitus Ann. 15.41); and the role of Pontius Cominius is 

expanded and incorporated into the Camillan narrative arc by Livy (5.46.4-11, cf. Dio 

7.25.7 [ = Zonaras 7, 23]). 

 

There are also significant differences between the two in their characterisations of 

the Gauls – Livy makes multiple comments on the Gallic character and ethnotype which 

are not found in Diodorus throughout the build-up to the invasion of Rome: Livy (35.5-

36.10) portrays the Gauls as particularly bellicose (in stark contrast to the way he will later 

portray them during the invasion of Rome at 5.41.4-5), he states that the Gauls as a people 

are powerless to control their anger (5.37.4), and he later states that as a race, the Gauls 

are given to ‘vainglorious outbursts’ (vanos tumultus) (5.37.8). In this respect, Livy’s 
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(5.36.1) comment (‘that the Romans ‘behaved more like Gauls than Romans’ (ni 

praeferoces legatos Gallisque magis quam Romanis similes habuisset) is particularly 

significant and presages the defeat at the Allia. 

 

Lastly, there are many aspects of the Livian narrative which are not found 

anywhere in Diodorus, for example: the characters of Brennus and Camillus are not 

mentioned by Diodorus;3 the gates of Rome being left open in Livy (contrary to Diodorus 

and other sources – as discussed in Chapter 2); during Rome’s preparation for the siege, 

Livy specifically mentions the sacred objects and has the majority of the populace leave 

the city (5.39.4-40); the devotio of the old senators (5.41.1-3); the exempla of C. Fabius 

Dorsuo (5.5.46.1-3); the punishment of the neglectful watchman and the celebration of 

Manlius (5.47); and the interruption of the ransom by Camillus (5.49.1-7). 

 

Overall, the tone and focus of the Livian narrative are entirely different from those 

of Diodorus. For example, Livy’s narrative makes explicit that the decisions taken by those 

in Rome in the run-up to the invasion were concerned with the preservation of the concept 

of Rome as much as with its physical preservation – specifically, the preservation of the 

Senate and the relationship with the gods (5.39.4-13); and his description of the Romans 

in the arx watching Rome burn is full of grief (5.42). The introduction of Camillus is 

perhaps the greatest single difference in the Livy as compared with Diodorus: Livy’s 

narrative not only firmly establishes Camillus as a second founder and prepares the reader 

for Camillus’ speech at the end of the book (see Chapter 4) but also ameliorates the story 

of the ransom and of the Allia itself, as the Romans are (eventually) able to rout the Gauls 

as roundly as they themselves had been. 

 
3 N.B.: Diodorus (14.117.2-6) does mention Camillus as being dictator after the sack. 
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Having examined the two narratives in detail, we can see that the two accounts 

derive from the same source(s). This matters because: first, if we knew more about 

Diodorus’ possible sources for Book 14, it would shed some light on Livy’s possible 

sources; and secondly, and perhaps more importantly, this confirms that Livy did indeed 

rewrite aspects of the Gallic invasion as I argue in Chapter 2. However, the question of 

Diodorus’ sources is not much more straightforward than that of Livy’s and, unfortunately, 

there is no clear answer.4 The Budé edition suggests no fewer than seven authors as 

possible sources for Book 14: Callisthenes, Ctesias, Ephorus, Philistus, Theopompus, 

Thucydides, and Timaeus (of whom perhaps only the last is likely to have dealt in any 

detail with Roman affairs).5 The only specific suggestion for the events of 390 is that 

Diodorus may have used Fabius Pictor – this is because Diodorus follows the tradition of 

the Gauls invading Rome on the fourth day after the Allia, revealing an annalistic source.6 

I would add that Diodorus may have used Polybius – who also followed the tradition of 

the invasion on the fourth day and whom Diodorus probably used for Books 28-32.7 At 

the same time, we must beware the argument that use in later books evinces use in earlier 

books. Livy nevertheless cites the invasion of Rome as being the day after the Allia – 

meaning that if Fabius Pictor and/or Polybius was the source both Livy and Diodorus drew 

on for the events, Livy preferred another source’s version of events when it came to the 

time elapsed between the Allia and the invasion or that he innovated himself. 8

 
4 For Diodorus’ sources: Stylianou 1998:25-132 and Rathmann 2016:156-270. 
5 Budé (eds. Chamous and Bertrac) v.1 p.xxiv. Cf. Stylianou 1998:6ff, 69 and Rathmann 2016:241 who 

believe that Diodorus used Ephorus heavily in Books 11-16. Stylianou 1998:51ff also supports the use of 

Timaeus. Previously, Diodorus had been dismissed by Schwartz as a mere copyist – sewing various other 

writers’ accounts together verbatim. However, scholars have since challenged that assumption e.g., the 

Budé edition argues for Diodorus’ originality of style if not content; Sacks 1990:4 esp. n.5 for doxography; 

and Rathmann 2016. 
6 See Budé v.1 pp.xii-xiii; Sacks 1990:118 n.; Rathmann 2016:28 n.64, with doxography for Diodorus’ 

(possible) use of Fabius Pictor. 
7 Stylianou 1998:8ff. 
8 N.B.: Stylianou 1998:26 prefers a ‘narrative source’ for 14.113-117 – but does not posit a specific author. 
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