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Livy: His Historical Aims and Methods, P.G. Walsh

It is to Livy more than any other writer that we owe our conception of the Roman national character and interpretation of the Roman civilization. Livy is unique amongst the greater Roman historians in having no personal experience in politics and warfare. It is necessary to study him primarily in relation to the theories of historiography which he adopted and to the sources which he followed. The historian's debt is to the earlier tradition. His own account of his own times has not survived and none of his letters has come down to us. There is little evidence of his activities in the writings of others. His birthplace was Patavivun (Padova). This region became increasingly the proverbial repository of the ancient Roman virtues, and Patavium, in contrast to Rome, retained much of the strict moral outlook of older days. This conservatism of manners was naturally reflected in its political outlook, and its pro-Senatorial attitude. Livy's history is imbued with a traditionally pro-Republican outlook, and with an emphasis on the strict moral code which regulated the lives of the great Republican leaders. Patavium was a flourishing commercial city famous for its wool and the home of more wealth than any other city of Italy with the exception of Rome. It had also a venerable history, claiming to rival the capital in the antiquity of its foundation. Livy patriotically mentions at the beginning o£ his history Antenor's landing at the end of the Adriatic at about the same time was Aeneas was settling in the south. It is evident from his skill at speech-composition that he was soundly trained in the theory of oratory. He certainly had no military experience; he is so ignorant of the practical aspects of soldiering that he can never have thrown a pilum in anger. It seems clear that he stayed at home and read. At this time his interests were divided between history and philosophy. These years of philosophical study had a considerable effect on the early sections of his historical writing. They provided an impetus and a direction which reflect that Stoic view. Before he began to compose his massive history, Livy moved to Rome to write his prose epic for a nation at peace  and to guide men in their principles of conduct by an appeal to the mores of Republican heroes. Livy was perhaps in Rome to witness the triumphant return of Octavian from the East in the summer of 29 B.C. He wrote one hundred and forty-two books in the unfolding of Rome's history from the foundation to the death of Drusus in 9 B.C.-a period of seven hundred and forty-four years. Of these books only thirty-five have survived, I-X and XXI-XLV, which cover the years 753-293 and 219-167 B.C. His composition can be best appreciated by a division of the work into units of five books. Livy's work should be read in pentads, as it was clearly written in pentads. One should examine not merely the last book of each section but also the first, because in many cases he postpones the treatment of a major event to have an arresting topic for the beginning of a new section. Book I, which embraces the whole of the Regal period (753-510), may have been published separately, for Book II has a new introduction. If he wrote continually until his death, he averaged over three books yearly for forty years. In fact his composition was probably still more rapid. Significantly CXX contained the execution of Cicero and the condemnation of the conspirators, whom Livy assessed favourably. The work demonstrates the historian's phenomenal and unflagging industry. The scrutiny of at least three sources for each book, the attempt to reconcile them, and the translation of their content into the complex medium of Augustan prose, often with a complete rewriting of the speeches-to have worked at this for over forty years at the rate of at least ten books every three years is a programme which leads one to the realisation that Livy led a life of complete dedication to his writing. There is no doubt that the Ab Urbe Condita was commenced in an atmosphere of renewed hope. There was general enthusiasm and willingness to work for the restoration of Rome's greatness, and a strong belief, nourished by Augustus' studied moderation, that not merely the symbols but also the spirit of Republican government could be reintroduced. He must have welcomed Augustus as the second founder who was needed to put a halt to the progressive degeneration, political and moral, to which Sallust and others had drawn attention. This notion of Octavian as a second Romulus was strongly current at Rome after the final defeat of Antony. In this sense Livy can be termed an 'Augustan' historian. It is significant that the greatest writers of this great literary age were all born in Republican days. Like Vergil and Horace, Livy looked back in shame and anger at the anarchy and savagery of the twenty years preceding Octavian's triumphant return in 29. There is a remarkable correspondence between the spirit animating the first decade of the Ab Urbe Condita and that of Vergil's Aeneid. The same central concept of Rome as pulcherrima rerum dominates both works. Both conceive the city as divinely founded and providently guided; both emphasise her imperial mission to establish the pax Romana throughout the inhabited world. It is abundantly clear that such patriotic sentiments were encouraged by Augustus himself and Livy's history was fostered by the government. But it is a very different matter to claim that Livy prostituted  his historical talents to the service of the regime. The impression has been frequently conveyed that he was little more than a propagandist, and that his message was the recommendation of the principate. Others go further, even claiming that in Livy's characterization of Romulus, Hercules, and Numa there are allusions to Augustus, with the clear intimation that he is divine. Elsewhere we read that in his Preface the historian sets the seal of approval on Augustus' proposed social and political reforms... The outspokenness of historians was tolerated by the emperor; there was complete liberty for Livy to write what he pleased. True, Augustus obviously made a determined effort to befriend the historian, and from Tacitus one learns that they were on intimate terms. Livy's presentation of the fall of the republic showed his integrity unimpaired in spite of his close relationship with Augustus. The obvious reason for such reticence about Caesar is the sense of collective guilt which haunted the conscience of the Augustan age, and the feeling that Julius was especially guilty in precipitating the conflict.the early books of the Ab Urbe Condita reinforced the effects of Varro's writing in giving inspiration to Angustus' programme of religious and moral reform. There is no reason for assuming that Livy adapted his history to the service of the regime. Nowhere is there flattering mention of the Emperor. Livy naturally enough acclaims the end of civil strife, but seeks no personal favours from Augustus. Augustus is mentioned in other places factually and without flattery. Still more popular is the view that Livy depicts the great figures of the past in such a way that the reader sees in them the image of Augustus. So Romulus, Numa, Camillus, Decius, and Scipio Africanus are all to be regarded as portraying facets of Augustus' greatness. Livy, it is claimed, uses Romulus' story to stress Augustus' divinity. The truth is surely that Livy like all historians, can never completely dissociate the past from the present. In depicting historical occasions which have some parallel in his own day, his ears are subconsciously attuned to the echoes of the present, and he employs anachronistic phrases evocative of the features of his own day. If Livy had been concerned to stress the benignity and greatness of Augustus, he could surely have found the opportunity to link one complimentary adjective with his name. The pattern of Roman history is similarly seen as a gradual decline from greatness because of increasing moral decadence. Livy seeks to depict the desperate condition to which the Romans have come, and to demonstrate by reference to the past his ideas of how their pre-eminence must be retained, but nowhere is there any hope expressed that such an achievement is immediately possible. He speaks of his own times “in which we can endure neither our vices nor the remedies for them,” and elsewhere his pessimism is equally explicit. No one can read the Ab Urbe Condita without the realisation that Livy has burning moral need for a spiritual and moral awakening convictions about the state of contemporary Rome, and the; but there is also clearly discernible a scepticism about the easibility of immediate reform. Livy, then, lived for forty years in friendship with Augustus, directing great influence on him and retaining a sturdy independence in his interpretation of the past. He probably resided in Rome for most of his adult life. He died two years before the Princeps death.

Livy's most important immediate predecessors, Sallust and Asinius Pollio, both served the state in an active capacity before they wrote history. With Livy, Roman historiography becomes a more academic pursuit. Livy is indirectly the heir to the views of numerous Greek historians, moulded by Cicero into a doctrine not wholly consistent, about what the form and content of history should be. It is not until the second century that a worthy extant successor to Thucydides appears in the person of Polybius, to maintain that the truth must always take precedence over literary considerations, and to reassert that the historian's primary concern is the discovery of what was actually done on any occasion, 'however commonplace'. Polybius believed that his history had a great practical utility, equipping the student with a method of dealing with any future contingency. Very different from this sober, factual, and didactic treatment was the influence of those who regarded history as closely akin to rhetoric. Their histories contained the worst features of rhetorical history - exaggeration, sensationalism, and love of the marvelous. For such writers the purpose of history was not to offer practical instruction in statesmanship, as it was for Polybius, but to charm and entertain the reader. Those writers addicted to 'tragic' techniques sought to thrill their readers by evoking feelings of pity and fear, by emotional persuasion and by emphasis on the unexpectedness of events and the vicissitudes of fortune. The composition of these writers sought to incorporate the structural principles of tragedy, so that the depiction of episodes had a clear pattern of beginning, middle, and end. Another dominant feature in Hellenistic historiography, which can be traced back to Isocrates, is the moralistic function given to history; the depiction of the lives of great men should fire the reader to emulation of their deeds and thus ensure the moral betterment of man-kind. Amongst many writers of the Hellenistic age, the purpose of history is thus to enshrine the virtues and to deter men from the paths of vice. It inculcates the lesson that the man who seeks to live in harmony with gods and men by espousing virtue will achieve prosperity, but that if he neglects his duty disaster inevitably follows. This sense of ethical purpose in historiography, this attempt to depict history with an invariable moral, takes immediate root in Roman history-writing, being congenial to the national temperament. Nor must one forget the role which the Stoics play in allotting this purpose to history. It is clear then that, with a few honourable exceptions, Hellenistic historiography had strikingly declined from the standards of Thucydides. Its purpose was now not to give practical instruction but to charm, divert, and edify. The over-whelming preoccupation is literary. Though some writers pay lip-service to truth, few are willing to make the physical effort to acquaint themselves with the terrain they depict, or to come to grips with original documents. If they deal with events already narrated by others, their overriding aim is not to outdo their predecessors in accuracy or balanced judgement, but to outshine them in splendid and dramatic description. The distinguishable threads in the historiography of the Hellenistic period - the concern of the minority (as represented by Polybius) for truth and serious political treatment, the emphasis laid by the majority on rhetorical presentation ultimately affecting not only the form but also the content of history, the attempts made by some to produce effects similar to those of tragedy, and the popular view that history should have a didactic function closely addressed to the sphere of morals-all exercise a considerable effect on the Roman tradition of history writing. But Hellenistic influences were by no means the sole factors affecting early Roman historiography. Equally important is the consideration that history-writing in Latin was in origin official and religious, and that this character remains impressed upon it even in its maturity. So Livy prefaces his work by saying the early legends are neither confirmed nor rejected by him. But by the very act of recounting them he underlines the sentimental value set upon them. Livy in his turn copied many items almost verbatim from the later annalists, and the form of the original chronicles can be clearly seen in many passages. In the later decades these extracts are supplemented by accounts of senatorial transactions recorded by his annalistic sources. Though there was no official documentation beyond the senatus consulta and the names of the drafting committees, records from private archives existed to provide the chroniclers with a factual basis for their highly imaginative versions of such debates. It may well be that this formal arrangement of elections, allotments of provinces, army-lists, prodigies, and the like was retained because it lent an air of authenticity to an historian's account. Cicero sought to encourage a view of history-writing which would embrace the best of both worlds. Scientific and truthful history demands a worthy literary setting. These are the Ciceronian standards which Livy consciously sought to attain, and these are the standards by which he is to be judged. The central feature of ancient history-writing always to be borne in mind is the prominence attached to the individual - his thoughts, his emotions, his words, his acts, his character; these are the stuff of history, the motivators of events. Human qualities, then, and beyond them chance (and divine intervention) are regarded as the only considerations necessary to explain the past. Inevitably it is the leaders of communities, the men who make decisions, who alone are important in such a view of history, a fact which explains why Cicero demands from the historian an account of the careers and characters of illustrious persons. Even in one hundred and forty-two books his treatment of so vast a period could be no more than panoramic. The result is that the Ab Urbe Condita is by and large a history of Roman armies, with occasional glimpses of the activities of politicians and legislators at Rome, as the battle is joined first for the hegemony of Italy and later to establish Roman dominion on three continents. In Livy's treatment of this predominantly military theme, three different types or categories of historical material can be distinguished. First, there is the narrative of the campaigns themselves. Secondly, much of his writing is devoted to the spoken word assemblies at Rome and elsewhere, conferences between great leaders and speeches made to the troops before battle. Thirdly, he usually gathers together (at first in a chapter or two, and more extensively in the later, more historical books) the official appointments to magistracies and priesthoods, the celebration of state festivals, the reports of dreams and prodigies, and so on; he thus preserves the annalistic framework. We must be prepared to find little beyond this, except in the early books where Livy devotes considerable attention to internal politics. This general framework of words and deeds is above all well suited to the indirect delineation of character, for a man's basic attitudes and attributes can best be judged by his deeds and words, and by the remarks made by others. His main fault is a too uncritical patriotism, a traditional Roman bias which began when Fabius Pictor, the 'father' of Roman history. Livy's sincerity of belief in Roman greatness is so blatant that we should attribute such bias rather to a defect of vision. The second cause of partiality in Roman history-writing was the political acrimony which marked the last hundred years of the Republic. The traditions of earlier days were distorted by an unscrupulous, often clumsy manipulation in the interests of the anti-Senatorial campaign; and on the other side, those who wrote from a senatorial viewpoint were not loth to use this weapon to attack the hostile opposition of the Populares. The position is further complicated by the use made by many historians of family archives which not unnaturally glorified the achievements of individual families at the expense of the truth. In his handling of such biased source material, Livy steers a reasonably impartial course. Politically speaking, he clearly favoured an aristocratic type of government. For Livy was markedly pro-Pompeian, and correspondingly skeptical of Julius' claim to greatness. He often adopted the practice of composition of speeches not according to the letter of what was said, but with words which would have been apposite to the occasion. This technique became a salient feature of Roman historiography, and writers regarded it as a legitimate expression of their function to invent speeches allegedly uttered on historical occasions. The central importance of rhetoric in Roman education and public life made such composition one of the most desirable attributes of the equipped historian, and Livy's talent in this direction is one of the chief reasons for the enthusiastic recognition accorded to him by such prominent writers as Tacitus, Seneca, and Quintilian. He is not unfaithful to the material which he found in his sources, but he transforms the expression of it in such a way that he attains the double effect of increased elegance and more subtle characterization. The other rules laid down for the historian by Cicero Livy faithfully observes. He avoids the element of the fabulous except in the early books, where such material alone is available; and he implicitly warns us in the Preface not to regard this as historical fact. Though his geography is weak, he is most conscientious in his attempts to clarify points of topography. As Cicero demands, he investigates the causes of important events, but his deeply religious interpretation is not content with the alternatives of “chance, wisdom, or rashness”; he draws repeated attention to the part allegedly played by the gods in human affairs. Livy's writing is also conspicuously affected by the view that history is a medium for moral instruction, which took root in Hellenistic historiography. Tacitus expressly states that the purpose of his work is a moral one to record good and evil deeds to inspire or deter posterity. Livy in his Preface is still more explicit, exhorting his readers to examine the way of life of those who raised Rome to her pinnacle, and to mark the subsequent decline, in order that they may arrange their lives accordingly. The great heroes of his history symbolise the qualities which he believes made Rome great, the bonae artes of religious, political, and private life. Livy combines with this moral function for history a conviction of its practical utility for the statesman. So in the Preface there is an exhortation to scrutinize the past as a guide for future political organization. The fallacy, in Livy as in Thucydides, is in reducing human beings to types which react identically in all circumstances. He shows complete mastery of the orator's equipment. But it should be carefully noted here that Livy specifically rejects the aims of pleasing and charming the reader so common to rhetorical historians of the Hellenistic period. “Set pieces” beloved of the “rhetorical” and “tragic” historians are observable in Livy's account - notably the siege and capture of cities, dramatic dialogues, and human situations, in which horrific, pathetic, or romantic effects are sought. It is in these scenes that Livy gives his rhetorical training full play. Livy's immediate predecessors, all men of political and military experience, viewed their collapsing world from close quarters with experienced eyes, and wrote realistically of what they saw. Their successor first sought to turn away from such harsh realities, and idealised earlier times; tragically enough, the books in which he depicted contemporary events, through which he might partially have vindicated his reputation as historian, are lost. The sole possible link with his predecessors lies in considerations of style. Of these predecessors, Caesar exercises the most direct influence. Livy learned a great deal from the narrative of the Gallic and Civil Wars; the influence of the Commentarii may be noted in Livy's method of describing troop dispositions and certain other techniques of military narration. Sallust on the other hand holds an important place in the development of historia at Rome. Sallust embraces the ethical preoccupations of earlier Roman chroniclers, so that he views all history in terms of man's duty to gods and fellow-men. It is the adaptation of Thucydidean historical analysis to the traditionally Roman ethical approach which lends Sallust such significance as a precursor to Livy. Yet there are elements in the Sallustian style, notably a striving for variety in expression, which contribute to the formation of Augustan prose and thus exercise an indirect influence on the Ab Urbe Condita. 

After pointedly emphasising that he does not intend either to defend or reject the early legendary material (a sure sign of skepticism in conflict with Roman veneration for tradition), he repeatedly qualifies the traditional version of divine intervention in Roman affairs with an alternative, more rational explanation. Especially notable is his skepticism about the activity of gods in anthropomorphic guise. Livy has not deliberately closed his eyes to the absurdities' inherent in the state religion. More persuasive as a possible explanation for Livy's advocating a religious revival is that like Polybius and Cicero he understood the social value of religion as the securest basis for a healthy public morality. His rationalism is confined to the superstition of the lower orders, and it is this element alone in religion which has for him no more than a social value. We must therefore reject the views that Livy seeks a religious revival because of a blind adherence to the state religion, absurdities and all, and, at the other extreme, that he pays mere lip-service to theological concepts which he regards as absurd in order to achieve a morally healthy society. The true explanation must surely be that he sees in these beliefs a symbolic truth. He attempts to sift from the mass of superstitious myth a central doctrine of the relationship between men and gods which will lend order and significance to human life. This is the fundamental force of Livian pietas a reverence for the god-head which ensures the right ordering of men's lives. It is this conviction of a symbolic truth at the heart of Roman religion which alone can explain the pattern of belief consistently and even passionately expounded in Livy's interpretation of the past. The Romans’ philosophic view of Stoic determinism is coloured by their traditional regard for ethical considerations. The man who respects the rights of gods and men, who bases his religious, political, and private life on the virtues which the Stoics uphold, is regarded as living in harmony with Fate. The central doctrine of Stoic physics - that there is an essential harmony in matter, directed by a material god immanent in it - is thus surveyed from the viewpoint of ethics; and the man who follows reason and virtue, being in harmony with the universe, inevitably succeeds, whereas he who espouses rashness and vice inevitably fails. This is the determinism which Livy habitually expounds, and its close connection with Roman Stoicism can be seen. Livy, alone of the greater Roman historians, presents a coherent pattern of history resting consistently on Stoic premises. His Preface stresses that the reader should look to the moral qualities of the early Romans, and that the causes of decline are the vices which the Stoics condemned - greed and soft-living, lust and base ambition; and throughout his work Livy draws from the events of the past moral judgements emphasising the importance of the Stoic virtues. Positive evidence is in the early books - the depiction of the growth of Rome as inevitable and predetermined. Interesting here is Livy's use of final clauses to convey the impression that an impersonal constraint was exercised to ensure that the Romans were confronted with continuous difficulties from without and within. The whole of early Roman history is thus depicted as a period of trial, in which the military and civic virtues of the Roman People are thoroughly tested so that they may become physically and morally capable of world-leadership. Pressure from external races regularly recurs. Domestic difficulties trouble the Romans when they are not hard pressed from without. When both dangers from without and disharmony within have subsided, they are taxed with outbreaks of disease. Coupled with this series of challenges to the Roman spirit of resistance is a supernatural protection which prevents the three dangers of war, discord, and disease from overwhelming them simultaneously. Neo-Stoicism therefore gives to fatum not the sense of an inscrutable destiny, but of one which though predetermined can be foreseen. Yet by no foresight could the overhanging fate be dispelled. It is especially interesting to note how often the major crises of Roman history are linked in Livy's account with fatum. The fall of Veii, the Gallic sack of Rome, the disaster of Cannae, the emergence of Scipio Africanus, the events leading to the death of Marcellus are all depicted as predestined. The gods cannot affect the inflexible course of history. In the symbolic language of the Roman religion, fortuna manifests the power of the gods. Livy seems deliberately to connect the word with the gods. Fortune is especially charged with maintaining harmony in the world by assisting virtue and punishing vice; she symbolises the just working of Providence. She attends on courage or foresight or justice, and lays low those who show no regard for these virtues. There are of course a large number of occasions on which fortuna means no more than “luck” or “chance.” The gods are not anthropomorphic as they were for the Greeks. They wield their sway impersonally. There are rules of conduct on the observance of which prosperity depends. The attempted religious revival, reflected not merely in Vergil's and Livy's fondness for recounting ancient rites and customs but also in Ovid's Fati and in the poetry of Propertius, presented its intellectual problems to intelligent minds other than Livy's. There is a sense in which the Aeneid can be called a Stoic poem, as its central theme demonstrates how the destiny of Rome was guided by Providence. It has also been suggested that there are Stoic elements in the Odes of Horace. When Livy views history from this philosophical standpoint, he is not an isolated witness to the doctrine; one feels that it was in harmony with the official religious revival. This is the religious view of life which Livy regards as sane and objective, in contrast with the subjective superstition of foreign religions, which he repeatedly condemns for the mental illness or the bodily corruption which they cause. Though Livy may accept such a possibility of prodigies, he is aware of the dangers of religious psychosis in time of terror and defeat, and he knows that the announcement of one miracle can provoke a rash of them. Livy has opened his mind to the possibility that a prodigy may be the medium for a divine warning. He has no hesitation in proclaiming that the Romans were superior to all other peoples in the moral qualities on which greatness depends. It must however not be assumed that this bias was extended to the praise of first-century Rome. His more consistently expressed view is one of pessimism. The Romans of his day, he alleges, cannot match their ancestors, and the reward which he seeks from the study of the past is an anodyne to relieve the despondency induced by the contemplation of the present. Livy’s patriotic sentiments, then, are qualified by his explicit awareness of the moral defects of his own society, in contrast to his idealising of the remote past. In the extant books, Livy's history is dominated by ethical preconceptions. He looks at the past as at a battlefield of manners, and seeks to illustrate the moral qualities needed for a state to thrive, and for individual prosperity. Moral and patriotic considerations are united for didactic purposes, to demonstrate to posterity that national greatness cannot be achieved without the possession, especially by the leading men of the state, of the attributes which promote a healthy morality and wisdom in external and domestic policies. These attributes are the principles of religious, political, and private activity. Due observance of the gods (pietas), and readiness to uphold treaties and promises solemnly made (fides); harmonious collaboration in the body politic (concordia), with due deference to authority both military and civic (disciplina); the application of foresight (prudentia) and reason (ratio) in politics and in war, and the exercise of mercy (clementia) when appropriate; at an individual level, the maintentnce of chastity (pudicitia) and of courage (virtus), the need to comport oneself in accordance with one's status (dignitas) with the requisite seriousness (gravitas), and yet to espouse a simple way of life without luxury (frugalitas). These abstract qualities, clothed in the accidental garb of the leaders of each generation, are the true and enduring heroes of the Ab Urbe Condita. Livy draws attention to the religious observance of the ancients on every possible occasion. The shrines are thronged at every crisis; commanders vow and dedicate temples and offerings to individual deities for success in battle. The historian feels it his duty to record even unimportant events if they have a religious connection. Pietas towards the gods and fides towards men are in Livy's philosophy of history closely interconnected. His account of the Roman defeat at the hands of the Gauls in 59O B.C. attributes the disaster to the lack of these virtues. The immediate military defects are thus to be viewed as the outcome of a lack of fides, the failure to observe international law, with which is associated the divine displeasure which the Romans ignored. Similarly the defeat at the hands of the Samnites near Caudium is the result of the Romans' rejection in a haughty manner of the just restitution offered by the enemy. This pride, which caused the Romans to disregard the claims of justice, is the fundamental cause of the humiliation which ensues. Livy's emphasis on the civic virtue of concordia can be seen especially in his portrayal of the struggle of the orders in the early books. Every possible opportunity is seized of praising the measures which advanced such concord, and of condemning the selfishness of sectional interests. His interest is primarily in personalities, not in policies; and when he comments on domestic discord, his remarks are usually psychological. Concordia cannot be achieved without disciplina. The virtues of harmonious cooperation and unquestioning obedience are equally as vital in warfare as at home. Such discipline is maintained only by firm leadership. The importance of prudentia and ratio as attributes of great military leadership is shown by the fact that a good commander should leave nothing to chance. “Fortune is not important; the mind and the reason (rationem) are the controlling powers.” It is the lack of these qualities in a commander which so often causes disaster. Livy castigates the temeritas and ferocitas - the very antonyms of prudentia. In the Augustan age the notion of clementia was elevated to the ranks of the sacred virtues, with the result that Livy re-interprets Rome's past to stress her en-lightened policy in this respect. It implies the according of merciful treatment only to those who willingly surrender. In his praise of Roman clementia Livy inflicts the greatest damage on his claim to historical impartiality. Of the personal qualities to which Livy attributes Rome's rise to world dominance none is more vital than virtus Romana. The importance of chastity (pudicitia) is demonstrated especially by the famous legends of the first decade. The rape of Lucretia and her suicide, and the murder of Verginia by her father to keep her chaste from the hands of Appius Claudius, both serve to illustrate that high ideals of chastity are essential for the well-being of society. “There is not so much danger to our age from the armed enemy as from the pleasures all around us. The man who controls and subdues them by temperance has won a much greater distinction and a greater victory than ours over the conquered Syphax.” Another lesson which Livy is anxious to stress is the necessity for simple living (frugalitas), and the avoidance of demoralising luxury. The edifying legend of Cincinnatus' simple life in a hut across the Tiber gives the historian his most obvious opportunity. Love of luxury is disastrous to communities and individuals. Livy insists on the need for personal dignity and becoming sobriety (dignitas and gravitas) in the conduct of affairs. The devoutness of earlier generations, their good faith, their valour in war, the harmony which they sought to engender in politics, the foresight which they exercised, the moderation of their private lives, their concern for chaste conduct, the moral grandeur and high seriousness of their leaders give us the clearest notion of the direction of his work. It is not exclusively patriotic, for he is willing to praise the characters of non-Romans who measure up to his ideal, and to condemn Romans when they do not. His preoccupations are overwhelmingly moral, an in the depiction of every outstanding personality he accounts for success and fame by reference to moral attributes. The Roman virtues are to be espoused, and vices eschewed, because by so doing men are living in harmony with their destiny. And the Stoic philosophy, with its impact not only on the Roman historiographical tradition but also on Livy personally, lends to the Ab Urbe Condita that sense of an ordered and intelligible universe which justifies the title for Livy of “philosophic historian.” Because of this moral function which he allots to history, the characterisation of individuals, and to a lesser extent of communities and nations, occupies a central position: “I ask that each individual should keenly direct his glance at the kind of lives and manners of ancient times, and observe through what men and by what attributes in war and at home the empire was acquired and increased.” 

Instead of making personal observations on the character of individuals, the historian is content to use the 'indirect' methods which we associate with the medium of drama, so that the reader forms his impression of individuals in three ways. First, the speeches and remarks made by a person give the reader an insight into his character; here the historian, allowed by convention some freedom in the reporting of speeches, has his greatest opportunity to influence our assessment. Secondly, the attitudes of contemporaries towards the person characterised, as expressed in their speeches, are important; here too the historian can subtly introduce rearrangement and change of emphasis. Thirdly, the effect which the person characterized has on other people can be depicted by describing either their mental reactions on encountering him, or the courses they subsequently adopt. In this “objective” approach, Livy follows a tradition of annalistic writing which goes back to Xenophon and Thucydides, and which is undoubtedly influenced by the techniques of characterisation employed in Greek drama. Livy is not blind to Roman faults, but rarely criticises them in his own name. Though the indirect methods of characterisation are the chief ones used, Livy does employ others. After narrating the deaths of important persons, he frequently inserts a brief comment on their careers. There are elsewhere character sketches of a brief nature, inserted at apposite points in the narrative. When introducing lesser-known persons, with whom the reader would not be familiar, Livy briefly indicates their most prominent characteristics. Another method of characterisation common in the ancient world is that of comparison and contrast between leaders. 

Livy is especially fond of contrasting foreigners. Amongst his characterisation techniques Livy employs anecdotes to epitomise a person's predominant attributes. As Plutarch says, “It is not always in the most distinguished achievements that a man's virtues and vices may be best discerned; very often an action of small note, a short saying, or a jest will distinguish a person's real character more than battles in which thousands fall, or the greatest armaments, or sieges of cities.” Livy's emphasis on specific moral attributes often causes his characters to lack individuality, to conform to definite types. This is especially true of the legendary period covered by the first decade; here the family name is often all one needs to establish a man's basic attitudes. It is even more obvious that the constant denigration of the Claudia gens is the result of political animosity at the birth of the literary tradition. One and all of them show insufferable haughtiness towards the plebs. In his concern to demonstrate the disastrous results of the haughtiness and intolerance imputed to the Claudii, Livy omits to ask himself whether such consistent superbia is not too bad to be true. Another interesting feature of the fictional characterisation of the first decade is the obvious influence which the historical career of a later member of a gens had on the depiction of ancestral deeds. As the political struggle is the dominant feature of the early books, many of the men involved are judged solely by whether they advanced concordia or not. It is clear from the conventional nature of such characterisation that Livy has not made many innovations in the traditional material, but is content to lend renewed emphasis to the moral excellences or defects for which these individuals were well known. But in some of the extended characterisation of the later books, he has been bolder in making additions to and changes in his sources, and in suppressing the less palatable evidence. Undoubtedly Africanus approaches nearest to Livy’s ideal Roman. A man of fate destined to lead Rome to enhanced greatness. It is Scipio's moral attributes which are emphasised. His energy and hard work are demonstrated, his powers of leadership, his audacity in his handling of his men is especially marked by the praise and consideration shown for subordinate officers and for his troops. In Scipio's case, then, Livy has concentrated our attention especially on his moral qualities, and he has not hesitated to suppress or modify his less desirable traits in order to present an edifying portrait. Livy seeks to bring out predominantly moral qualities, and in the case of leading Romans to omit what is unedifying. He achieves this aim chiefly by the methods of indirect portrayal. On the other hand, he often gives a direct estimate of the qualities of races and nations, though not at any length except in the case of the Germans. These judgements are not distinguished by subtlety or insight; some reflect Roman insularity at its most biased, and others achieve a unique level of brutality. The portraits of Italian peoples are equally conventional. Livy, then, has not introduced any novel or penetrating views in his portraits of non-Roman races, and in his characterisation of individuals he has often reproduced the traditional judgement. But in his portrayal of a few great men like Camillus, Africanus, and Hannibal, signs of a more original interpretation emerge, owing something to Stoic infuences in that there is emphasis on their pre-destined role in history. Secondly, Livy’s moral and patriotic preoccupations lead him to depict a series of leaders as the embodiment of the Stoic virtues of prudence, justice, courage, and moderation, and of the other virtues which Roman tradition extolled. In these characterisations, Livy has allowed his pursuit of edifying examples to take precedence over a truthful account, not merely by distortion of emphasis, but even by the suppression of unpalatable facts. Contrariwise, he has sought out the signal examples of vice in all its forms in order to demonstrate its destructive effect on the individual and the community. It is this conception of history, dominated by idealised heroes and denigrated villains, which is ultimately responsible for the most serious defect in Livy's work. He has falsified history not by error but by design. 

The most serious objection to any consideration of Livy as a scientific historian is in part an indictment of Roman historiography generally. It is the failure to search out and evaluate the original documentary evidence. Nowhere does Livy base his account directly on such evidence; where he quotes from ancient documents, he has read them in a literary source. This deficiency is not so much attributable to laziness or negligence, but rather to an unhistorical attitude towards documentary evidence. In the historian's defense it must be said that this willingness to accept the testimony of others, without troubling to consult the original documents, is a feature familiar in Roman historiography. This unhistorical attitude was encouraged by the lack of an efficient system of filing public records, and by the fact that the more detailed documentary evidence, being held by the descendants of those intimately concerned in particular transactions, was widely dispersed. Livy belonged to the class of those who sought to present the research undertaken by others in a more attractive literary setting. His subject of the entire history of the Roman state involved a life's work without the detailed scrutiny of the original documents. The poetic features of Livy's style diction, word arrangement, and occasional dactylic rhythms can be attributed partly to such deliberate reminiscence, partly to the poetic license permitted to writers of historia, partly to the use of sources directly influenced by Ennius, and partly to the influences of the rhetorical schools on the artistic prose of the Augustan age. 

If Livy had had ready access to the aids of the modern historian’s manuscripts, maps, topographical charts, reference books of all kinds - his armchair existence would have brought fewer penalties. But the absence of such aids, and the inadequacy of such equipment as was available, was a severe handicap for a man with no personal experience of warfare, who apparently traveled little, and who held no political appointment. Livy is compelled to rely too closely on his sources, and because of his ignorance of the areas described, and of the methods of warfare used, he is guilty of geographical errors and actual mistakes on military matters. Sometimes these faults are inherited from his sources, but sometimes he misinterprets what he reads, or by the omission of important detail misleads the reader. Above all, in considering Livy's choice of sources, one should remember that he is not an original researcher; his aim was to encase reliable facts ascertained by others in a worthy literary framework. One can condemn his lack of historical sense in failing to approach directly the documentary and earliest literary evidence; but one can also applaud the astute choice of sources which were the best available for his literary and patriotic approach, and which were also easily accessible and easily read. Livy's method of using these sources, however, cannot be acclaimed with equal enthusiasm. Generally speaking, he follows one source in the description of the event; in transcribing it he introduces his own motivation, political, religious, and moral, and reorganizes the material to his own stylistic requirements. Then, at the end of this main description, he often quotes the views of other sources who voice other interpretations of the course of events, or who register a different tally of the numbers engaged or killed in an action. Such a method would be forgivable if Livy had consulted the secondary authorities before composing his main account, so as to amend or modify it when the subsidiary sources presented a more probable interpretation. Instead, he allows his main narrative to rest on the factual information of a single authority. Livy has indeed almost always consulted more than one source; but the subsidiary authorities are used merely to check upon the facts of the particular events described; and the main source is frequently changed within a book-sometimes indeed within a chapter. In citation of sources, the historian tends to exaggerate the number consulted. Equally to be censured, the inevitable result of his method is his tendency to summarise at the end of a description a completely opposed view, without always giving a clear indication of his own judgement. He has not troubled to evaluate the merits of the disparate views before hand. Also to be condemned is Livy's occasional carelessness in his scrutiny of the sources. Perhaps the most culpable errors are those involving mistranslation, which can be detected by systematic comparison with the account of Polybius. Secondly, Livy unquestioningly reproduces errors and distortions from his sources which a better historian would have eliminated. There are patriotic falsifications which Livy has not removed. Such patriotic bias is also demonstrated on the many occasions when Livy allows manifestly exaggerated figures of enemy losses to go unchallenged. Also attributable to patriotic distortion in the sources is the confused chronology. Many errors must be attributable to Livy's failure to avoid confusion and repetition when passing from one source to another. Livy found it difficult in many cases to identify the same battle in different authorities, because of the lack of geographical precision and the wild reporting of numbers which he found in the annalists' accounts. The result is that the same battle is often recounted from two different sources as though two separate engagements had taken place. Inconsistencies through a conflation of sources should have been avoided. Livy has not always succeeded in this. Did the Romans pay a thousand pounds of gold to the Gauls to obtain peace in 390? No, says Livy; Camillus arrived in time to prevent the payment. Yet in later references to this event it is assumed that the ransom was paid. The anomalies have not been removed from the conflation of conflicting sources. Again he is the victim of his faulty compositional method, by which he has framed and written his account before evaluating fully the details given in all his sources. From this cumulative evidence of carelessness in translation, of failure to eliminate factual errors in his sources, and of confusion in reconciling his sources, one must conclude that Livy's standards of concentration and accuracy inspire little confidence. But there is something to be said on the other side. His conscientiousness is noteworthy. Clearly Livy cannot be convicted of continual negligence; considering the extensive scale of his work his errors are no more than occasional lapses. But they are still too frequent for him to be viewed as a model of accuracy. More serious still, and even more damaging to his reputation, are his occasional attempts to pervert or to cloak the truth for patriotic or moral reasons. He depicts the great leaders who defended or extended the empire as men of complete integrity, occasionally ignoring evidence which indicates less noble traits. His portrait of the Senate is so idealised that even its panic in the early years of the Hannibalic War is played down. So, after Trasimene, though we read in Polybius that the Senate and people were in confusion, Livy depicts the terror and tumultus of the common folk, but says that the Senate was coolly deliberating measures to meet the emergency. The conduct of leaders and people is idealised both in politics and war. Another danger which Livy has not successfully overcome is his deference to earlier members of the Livia gens. Amongst his sources, Valerius Antias and Fabius Pictor both seized any opportunities to glorify their families. Use made by Livy of his sources cannot therefore be regarded as satisfactory. Given his literary purpose, his choice of them was justifiable; but his carelessness in scrutinizing them, his unwillingness to amend his account in the face of superior evidence, and his moral, patriotic, and gentile distortions must enforce the conclusion that Caligula's judgement of him as “the inaccurate historian” was soundly based. He is vague not only about foreign lands but also about districts of Italy as well. Though frequently Livy is in error on geographical questions, one must accord him a word of praise for his consistent attempts to clarify the topography of a battle, and to explain the location of towns, rivers, and other relevant physical features. It is clear that Livy is not merely transcribing the source; he has taken the trouble to consult other authorities to enlighten the reader on details of topography. Livy's geographical vagueness is a weakness; still more crippling is his ignorance of military matters. The parts of his history left to us are in large measure concerned with commanders and their armies. Equally unfortunate was his lack of military experience which made him ignorant of battle tactics. But it is in siege descriptions that the clearest picture emerges of a mind wholly indifferent to the techniques of war. From all this it is clear that Livy scrutinises his sources without the insight of a military expert; he relies completely on their evidence, reproducing what he reads with stylistic elaboration. As one scholar puts it, “All the battle accounts are frighteningly dull variations on an identical theme. First the Romans, through the enemy's numerical superiority or through surprise, fall into difficulties; then, through the extraordinary bravery or cleverness of their leaders, they gain the upper hand, and finally kill 40,000 or 35,000 of the enemy, or occasionally fewer . . . Often the Romans sustain an initial defeat, later avenged by a more emphatic victory; on the rare occasions when a reverse is admitted, the battle is described with greater brevity than when the Romans are victorious. No definite topography, no clear picture of tactics emerges; the language is general and stereo-typed.” Livy is at pains to dispel the monotony wherever possible by emphasis on such distinctive detail as the tradition offers; so a number of different motifs recur - a duel takes place, or a thick mist envelops the proceedings, or the cavalry fights on foot, or slaves fight for their freedom, or a shower separates the contestants. These variations offer the historian (and the reader) some relief from the contemplation of unceasing butchery. When following more competent narratives, Livy encounters the opposite problem; he seeks to simplify the detailed accounts of tactics employed in major battles. His indifference to the finer points of soldiering, and his awareness of a non-specialist audience, make him aim at a comprehensible and stimulating account. More understandable is his attempt to impose on some battles an orthodox mould, describing successively the operations of right wing, left wing, and media acies. To be fair to Livy, this technique of simplifcation for the non-specialist reader admittedly leads to minor inaccuracies, but usually gives an approximate picture. In view of his audience, litterateurs rather than students of military affairs, it would be unjust to expect technical details of strategy and tactics. The neglect of such technical factors allows free play to his psychological insight. He probes the minds of the protagonists and is concerned above all with human emotions, concentrating our attention on the fears, the anger, the joy of the participants. Indeed, he sometimes allows his imagination too much scope in this respect. Fervent approval of Pompey betrays his failure to appreciate how that politician had contributed to the subversion of the Republican regime by his assumption of illegal powers; Tacitus has the clearer vision. Nor, in his approval of the tyrrannicides Brutus and Cassius, is there any indication that he had realised the futility of the assassination of Julius Caesar in the complete absence of plans for alternative government. One suspects that Livy's preoccupation with persons as moral agents, noted in his portrayal of earlier times in the extant books, has blinded him to the fundamental causes of the civil conduct which he deprecates. But his primary concern is to teach the importance of concordia by moderation and timely concessions. Hence his narrative is more concerned with the attributes of the persons involved than with the significance of the changes themselves . Such emphasis on the personality of participants leads to a short-sighted view of the issues. Such weaknesses may be conceded, yet there is much to praise in Livy's continual attempts to explain the evolution of Roman religious, judicial, and constitutional law. A clear picture emerges of Senatorial control of administration in the fields of finance, foreign affairs, military appointments, and religious matters; and Livy also indicates the various ways in which this power was circumscribed by the decision of the people, whether sitting as the supreme judicial court, or deciding in popular assembly on approval or rejection of proposed laws and on the issue of war or peace, or by vetoing Senatorial transactions or decrees through the agency of the tribunes. Unfortunately his portrayal of these political processes is heavily idealised. In particular, his picture of the Senate, already glorified by the aristocratic tradition, is further enhanced by conscious distortion, as in the careful omission of discreditable intrigue in foreign affairs, and in superfluous depiction of moral strength at critical junctures. Though Livy reveals the existence of some family rivalries within the nobility, his ignorance of power politics makes him unaware of, or at any rate reticent about, the family alliances which sought to prolong their pre-dominance by control of elections. Yet Livy, lacking experienced insight, shows intense and commendable interest in the political life of Republican Rome, and communicates his enthusiasm to the most influential circle of Augustan Rome in the hope that the lesson would not be ignored. If he is blind to the motives behind election struggles, he is certainly not unaware of their moral for Augustan Rome. Livy partly atones for such prosaic failures by his faculty for seeing into the minds of individuals and groups. He is especially fond of analysing the motives, preoccupations, or reactions of men confronted with difficult, fearful, or exciting situations. The importance of Livy's skillful, unobtrusive use of oratio obliqua in the depiction of such attitudes should be acknowledged. Frequently the opposed factions of the state are thus analysed, or the impelling motives of combatants. Also conspicuous as a feature of Livy's psychological treatment is his assessment of the influence on Roman armies of their belief in the efficacy of prayers and ritual. It is the psychological factor rather than the religious which is often stressed. Livy has an appreciation of the salutary effect such appeals to the supernatural can exercise on the morale of an army. Unfortunately, Livy has not been able to resist the allure of dramatic techniques, and so does not draw rigid demarcation between thoughts and emotions. There are twice as many chapters devoted to depiction of Roman reactions after Cannae as to the battle itself, so that Livy may impress us with the native courage and determination adapting themselves to the critical situation. Livy perpetually seeks to communicate with the minds of the men of the past, to relive the mental and emotional experiences felt. Only thus, he implies, can one begin to understand that though the accidents of place and time are different, the essential experiences of humankind never change. 

Livy's interests and his talent lie pre-eminently in his adaptation of the material in his sources to the elegant form of Augustan prose. Noteworthy first is the artistic skill which lies behind the general organisation of the material; the Ab Urbe Condita is carefully divided into pentads. Each pentad has thus a compositional unity, Within this framework, Livy's main preoccupation in the organisation of his material is the need for variatio. In the early books, for example, where the two main themes are external warfare and domestic discord, it is instructive to observe how he sacrifices continuity and clarity by alternating between them in the interests of such variation. Details of domestic problems and decisions, provide a respite from the narrative of campaigning in territory often unfamiliar to his readers. Such preoccupation with religious and political ceremonial reflects a general interest in antiquarian studies in the Augustan age; like Ovid in the Fasti, Livy links earlier ritual with present-day survivals. On the basis of his main source he constructs his historical narrative a chronological order of events, topographical exposition, the pattern of strategy, events, result, and an analysis of the causes of this outcome; and finally an estimate of the prominent persons involved, with biographical detail. Livy found much of this already in his sources. He has merely to add the necessary information, and then concentrate on enhanced literary effects. Livy parades his rhetorical accomplishments especially in speeches, which are carefully worked into an apt historical context to characterise the persons concerned, and to lend significance to the occasions on which they were uttered. Rhetorical devices are prominent in those sections of the narrative which Livy seeks to portray in a dramatic way. Livy's purpose, then, is not merely to instruct and edify, but also to affect his readers with that “pity and fear.” Yet because he took his duties as historian seriously, he did not seek to manufacture occasions on which such dramatic effects could be continually exploited. He follows his sources faithfully, awaiting the opportunity to create or enhance a dramatic situation only when suitable events - crises in battle, excitement in assemblies, human situations of a fearful, pathetic, or romantic kind are being described. His temperate use of dramatic techniques has artistic value; the intervening passages, more prosaically related, enable the tension built up to be relaxed. Livy often divides his narrative into episodes; they have a beginning, a middle, and an end. The events leading up to this are summarized in one or two introductory sentences and the subsequent results are briefly delineated. Then, he plans his history largely in carefully constructed episodes; but this does not result in a series of disconnected pieces, as he skillfully links the various scenes by artistic devices. Often the transition is achieved by relating the journey of a major person involved from one locality to another. Livy's decision to write annalisticaly, reviewing events year by year in widely dispersed areas, makes a completely unbroken narrative impossible. Emphasis is however often laid on the terror experienced by individuals in fearful situations, even at the price of distortion of the facts. Also frequent is the depiction of joyful emotions. Livy seeks to portray emotional reactions by a vivid, imaginative and often imaginary reconstruction of crowd scenes. Especially conspicuous are the uses of asyndeton, short clauses, accumulation of words and expressions, historic presents and historic infinitives. The swift enumeration of successive events in pithy, staccato clauses builds up a vivid portrait of hasty action or overflowing emotion: he often adds imaginative touches which enhance the pictorial quality of his writing. Skilful choice of words is prominent in the achievement of this pictorial effect. Above all, it is in his episode construction that his compression of his sources for artistic purposes is to be found, for he lends prominence to a particular event by summarising or omitting all occurrences immediately prior or subsequent to it. He constantly seeks to clarify points of geography or history, local custom or recondite terms, the knowledge of which his source assumed in the reader. Livy's literary approach can thus be summarised as follows. He utilizes one main source, reorganises the structural arrangement, and introduces new material to achieve more dramatic effects. He compresses or omits the less interesting content, using as criteria the purpose of his work and the interests of his audience. Then, in addition to these literary aims he seeks to fulfill his historian's duties. 

Sieges and blockades were a feature of virtually every campaign. Unless there were some unusual method of attack or other distinguishing feature, the narrative of stereotyped operations would quickly become monotonous. Livy solves the problem by the general expedient of focusing the attention on the persons under siege and here especially demonstrates his affinities with the “tragic” approach so popular in Hellenistic historiography. Increasingly, the humanitarian spirit of the Augustan age is reflected in this compassionate approach. This emphasis on the courage, anguish, uncertainty, and desperation of the besieged enables Livy largely to ignore the technical devices used by both sides. It is interesting to observe how frequently the word repente occurs in siege descriptions, emphasising the suddenness of the onset of madness and desperation after a period of unnerving strain. Livy is more concerned with the motives and emotions of the besieged when under attack than with harrowing accounts of their fate at the hands of the aggressors. To achieve his primary aim of clarity, Livy regularly unfolds battles in phases of distinct chronological sequence. In many engagements there is no intermediate resistance; panic and fight ensue immediately after the attack. This fixed narrative form for battles is also to be observed in Livy's depiction of sea engagements. Battles are written to a stereotyped pattern which makes the operations easily apprehended by the reader. Clarity, then, at all costs is Livy's primary aim, but also notable is his brave attempt to introduce an individual colouring into each battle. But the most popular of these motifs is the duel between a champion of each side, symbolic of the struggle between nations, for it demonstrates which race is superior in war. He has recourse to hyperbole to lend uniqueness to a particular engagement. Exceptional features in a battle become the rule. Of outstanding interest is the frequent attempt to make a battle more dramatic by the unexpected intervention of an ambushing force or a relieving body at the vital point of a struggle. This might be labeled the “deus ex machina.” This is Livy's favorite dramatic device. Above all, in his description of warfare as of all else, he seeks to achieve 'tragic' effects by engaging the reader's interest in and sympathy for the thoughts and emotions of the contestants, especially if they are enduring defeat and humiliation. To sum up, Livy's narrative of battles and troop movements is written to appeal to a non-specialist audience, so that the refinements of strategy and tactics are sacrificed in favor of a clear, easily followed exposition, In addition, the interest of the reader is aroused by original or striking features and by dramatic effects. Above all, there is the preoccupation with psychological considerations - the joy, spirit, and determination of the victors, the depression, fear, and madness of the defeated-which holds so high a place in Livy's conception of the historian's craft. 

Apart from the narration of warfare, the dramatic sections of the Ab Urbe Condita are chiefly to be found in descriptions of meetings and discussions, whether between individuals, or at councils and assemblies. Livy's first aim here was to set the scene clearly, by an indication of the occasion, the site, and the circumstances. Attention is also paid to dramatic structure. The most obvious structural device is his method of artistic division between sections of a discussion. Livy's introduction of a silence between speeches is especially noteworthy for its dramatic possibilities. Livy's exploitation of the crowd scene is one of the most consciously dramatic features of his writing. Always he attempts to probe below the surface, to seek the psychological reasons for mass behaviour, often attempting to convey by this method a picture of national temperament. Almost invariably he embellishes his source in these descriptions. Nor is Livy content with the reproduction of assemblies recorded in his sources; there are occasions when he has introduced fictitious ones to give play to such psychological considerations. Under the heading “conferences,” there are two types of episode differently treated. In the first the set speeches are of primary importance; outside them Livy's sole artistic concern is the setting of the scene and the structural division. The second type comprises crowd descriptions, for which Livy, like Tacitus, has an inordinate fondness because of the scope for psychological interpretation. Characterization of the participants remains the ultimate purpose; invariably some noteworthy person is involved, whose character is illuminated not merely by the views expressed, but also by his reactions when faced with diplomatic situations of an unexpected and exacting kind. Livy also seems to recount attitudes expressive of national characteristics, so that a dialogue may be symbolic of antipathy between nations. Livy's favorite dialogue structure is two statements on each side. A makes a statement which causes B no concern whatsoever; it may even encourage a certain complacency, and B replies with assurance. A then makes the vital comment - an unexpected demand which causes the utmost fear, anger, or confusion in B; this emotion is then reflected in the words which B finally brings himself to speak. This effect often exists in the source, and Livy merely embellishes it to accentuate the contrast; all dialogues, however, contain the germ of drama. For the rest, Livy constructs a lively conversation free of wordy connections and explanations; if possible, the discussion is confined to the most important topic, with the omission of side issues. One outstanding method by which incisive brevity is achieved is the use of oratio recta, connected with simple words like inquit, for the clumsier oratio obliqua of the source. The frequent introduction of oratio recta into these dialogues seeks to produce a livelier conversational effect, and to concentrate attention on a particular speaker, the person particularly characterised. Sometimes both parties in the dialogue use it, but more often it is reserved for the final comment, thus adding emphasis to the explosive indignation so frequently expressed. Livy's psychological preoccupations lead him to pay close attention to events with conspicuous “human” interest, incidents of a pathetic, horrible, heroic, or romantic nature. In the earlier books, with their wealth of legendary content, there are numerous descriptions built around such personalities as Horatius Cocles, Mucius Scaevola, Verginia, the Decii. In the later books, when the source-material presents more continuous and coherent historical content, there are fewer of these picturesque anecdotes, but Livy takes the opportunity to include any matter of this type relevant to Roman affairs, and indeed some which is irrelevant, which appeared in his sources. Another point worthy of note in Livy's edifying stories of young women is his insistence on their beauty, a feature which demonstrates the romantic facet of his character. Like Ovid, too, he takes more than a passing interest in female psychology . Livy's picture of women who spend their time in gossip, who hate to be laughed at, and who above all are indignant if their relatives fare better in the marriage stakes, is humorously and shrewdly drawn. More common than this gentle humour are the portraits of a pathetic kind. The court case following upon the attempted abduction of Verginia by Appius Claudius contains obvious traces of such pathetic treatment. But perhaps the most famous and the most dramatically moving “human” situation described by Livy is in his account of the violation and suicide of Lucretia. Due emphasis is laid on her chastity and on her oppressor's lust, a vice inevitably followed by the expulsion of the Tarquinii. Here is the supreme example of womanly courage. In sieges and battles there is the preoccupation with dramatic effects, and the prominence given to psychological factors. In his reporting of conversations, Livy “edits” them to achieve a more inclusive and arresting version. His descriptions of deeds of individual heroism and suffering are suffused with a pathetic coloring. In all these scenes Livy's debt to the practitioners and techniques of “tragic” history is seen to be considerable. To what extent do such literary aims militate against the historical accuracy of Livy? Remembering that his work is one of synthesis rather than of original research, that it was addressed to a wide audience and not to specialists, one must applaud the attempt to make the Ab Urbe Condita a genuinely memorable work of literary value. But in so far as he falsifies military detail, suppresses or over-abbreviates topics of importance in diplomatic exchanges, and invents accounts of meetings in furtherance of purely artistic and dramatic ends, one must stigmatize his approach as wrong-headed. Clearly these occasions neither recur habitually nor result in major distortion; but it must none the less be understood that Livy is willing to waive accuracy of detail to achieve enhanced literary effects. To this extent his basic attitude is unhistorical. 

Though Livy took considerable pains with the artistic arrangement of his narrative, even more attention was paid to the composition of his speeches, on which his literary reputation at Rome above all rested. Livy's speeches differ invariably in presentation (and occasionally in content) from the versions he read in his sources. Livy attempts to “get inside” the speaker, and to present, through the words attributed to him, a psychological portrait of his qualities. There is always a formal exordium. The various methods of capturing the good-will of an audience can all be exemplified. A common form is a speaker's concentration of attention upon himself. Then a proposed measure is meeting resistance, a speaker may use a forensic technique, and attack his opponents. The spokesman discusses the projected course of action not merely from the aspect of expediency, but also with regard to what is honorable. The closing section of the speech aims to move the emotions of the audience towards acceptance of the viewpoint proposed. Here too Livy introduces characterising elements. The wisdom and maturity of a statesman can be suggested by apposite generalisation. Chiefly marked by passioned language and having thus roused the audience to enthusiastic support, the speaker closes with an exhortation, or more concretely with a specific proposal. Livy's speeches befit not only the speaker but also the occasion. Livy excels in such “vivid description” no less in speeches than in his narrative, achieving his effects by asyndeton, short clauses, rapid accumulation of expressions. Livy's similes are restricted to such familiar topics as the sea, disease, animal life, and fire. Often he introduces additional exempla when a speech in his source contains the citation of inspiring or deterrent precedents. It is no coincidence that these are Roman exempla, for it is part of Livy's purpose to demonstrate that the Romans of old possessed such virtues. Verbal figure is that which ' attracts attention and arouses interest by similarity of words, or by words which are matched or contrasting. Perhaps the commonest is the repetition of a word or phrase. There is surely no speech of Livy which does not contain such rhetorical repetition. The balancing of opposed ideas is a central feature; another ally of antithesis is the figure known as chiasmus. These are the commonest of the verbal figures, but others occasionally employed are adnominatio, the juxtaposition of words of similar sound but dissimilar meaning; zeugma, the use of a single verb expressing different senses with different objects and homoioteleuton, the rhyming effect produced at the end of clauses. The range of metaphor is bolder and wider than that of Cicero. Next can be mentioned irony, usually heralded by scilicet. Very common is apostrohe, the device by which the speaker enlivens his speech by turning aside to address gods or men. Frequently it is a mere phrase such as “patres conscripti.” Other standard techniques of the orator's repertoire are praeteritio, the drawing of the audience's attention to a topic, and then passing over it; reticentia, a statement begun which leaves the rest to the audience's imagination; praesumptio, an admitted objection to an argument, usually introduced by at, at enim, at hercule, which lends an air of reasonableness to a speaker; fictio personarum, the momentary assumption of the identity of an opponent, which pretends to interpret the opposing view; and exaggeratio, the transparent hyperbole used to attract attention. But the commonest and most effective of the so-called figures of thought are exclamatio and interrogatio. The exclamatio can be a mere phrase like

 “di immortales!”  or “pro deum fidem!” or it can extend over a whole sentence. The interrogatio embraces a number of refinements. It can be a rhetorical question, asserting the reverse of the expected reply; or the kind of question which elicits a reply, real or imaginary, from an opponent; or, most usually, a strong assertion put for emphasis in interrogative form. This figure is especially effective in repetition. One must advert to Livy's use of oratio recta and oratio obliqua. The first is obviously the more vivid and expressive medium, used especially for more imposing utterances at significant moments of history, and employed as an important element in the characterisation of major figures. Whilst it is true that direct speech is often preferred to secure a greater rhetorical effect, it must not be assumed that there is no rhetorical embellishment in the medium of oratio obliqua. Such passages as this clearly reveal Livy's habitual aims in his use of oratio obliqua. As historian, he reproduces the essential content of the source, but seeks to sharpen the elements of characterisation; from a literary viewpoint, there is constant attempt at stylistic variation. One cannot state dogmatically the exact circumstances under which he prefers to use orata obliqua, or to have recourse to orata recta; but certain valid principles can be posited. Direct speech is never used for mere repetition of content, for there is always stylistic embellishment for enhanced literary effect, and usually there is rearrangement, excision, and augmentation of the content. On occasion, indirect speech is used for mere repetition of content without embroidery, but this is in short statements mainly, or in longer statements when the speakers are nonentities such as Livy does not desire to characterise. But more frequently these longer speeches in oratio obliqua are treated so as to be interesting from a stylistic viewpoint. In such extended usage, the aim of characterisation is foremost in Livy's mind. Above all, Livy artistically uses oratio obliqua to convey to the reader a psychological impression of the thought processes of groups of people witnessing an event or pondering a course of action. 

In his more extended narrative Livy devised a regular periodic structure. This periodic style is adapted to his technique of episodic narration; his individual sentences interlock to contribute to the architecture of the whole episode. First, the scene is set with a short, uncomplicated sentence [A]. Then comes a typically Livian period - a skillfully contrived complex of participial and adjectival phrases combined with subordinate clauses, which gradually builds up to the climax of the main verb. To suggest that the lack of a logical relationship between subordinate clauses impairs the lucidity of the Latin is absurd. To balance the long sentence a short statement, presents historic infinitives. The conclusion of the episode is narrated in a simple sentence. Here is the balance achieved by describing the action successively from the viewpoint of attackers and defenders. This alternation of action, represented syntactically, is the key to much of Livy's “periodic” composition. The principle of alternation between opposed viewpoints is conceived as vital for a harmonious whole. Livy was well aware that a dramatic effect is heightened not by such an artificial, sophisticated structure, but by a profusion of verbs unconnected by particles. He employs it more usually when recounting a number of preparatory events in an economical way as the prelude to more exciting narration. Livy's diction is also noteworthy for the occasional use of archaisms. It is logical to assume that this is chiefly attributable to the reproduction of words found in his annalistic sources. Classical words are occasionally employed with obsolete meanings. The archaic atmosphere of the early period leads Livy also to employ the old form -ere (avoided by Caesar) in the third person plural of the perfect indicative active. It has been computed that in the early books -ere is used three times as frequently as -erunt, but by the fifth decade the position is reversed. More consistent throughout the work is the appearance of certain colloquialisms avoided by the purists. Abbreviated forms like satin’ (for satisne), and forsan are used, on some occasions with the object of depicting an incident in a homely way. Further, pleonastic phrases like itaque ergo and tum inde, which must have been familiar in common speech, appear from time to time. But the field in which Livy's latinity contrasts most decisively with that of the classicists proper is syntax. There seems to be scarcely a law of case usage or clause construction which Livy does not at some time contravene. These peculiarities can be examined under four headings - case usage, prepositions, conjunctions, and clause constructions. Livy's use of the accusative case shows above all the influence of poetry. There is occasionally an accusative after a past participle in imitation of the Greek “middle” voice and also the so-called “retained” accusative after a passive verb. Accusative after adjectives with the termination -bundus, which thus have a participial force. Another non-classical use is the direct accusative after verbs prefixed by in-, such as invadere, incedere, invehi. Of the usages of the genitive, the most important innovation is the poetic construction with adjectives. The dative case is often employed after verbs of motion like incurrere and inferre. Of the variations from standard usage in Livy's employment of prepositions, the most notable is the inclusion of them in denoting movement towards and away from towns and small islands. Livy's use of conjunctions reflects the desire of Augustan letters for greater flexibility and variety, and hence rigid rules of word order are now abandoned. Though itaque is usually placed first in the sentence, there are numerous occasions when it is in a postpositive. On the other hand igitur, normally postpositive is quite commonly placed first by Livy. He also revives the use of quippe as an alternative to nam, and its frequent occurrence in comedy suggests that it is drawn from common speech. Livy also deviates from Ciceronian usage in his treatment of oratia obliqua. After a secondary, or historic, tense he freely employs the primary tenses of the subjunctive to lend greater vividness to the words spoken; he writes in the tenses actually used by the speaker. Livy also introduces a freer use of the participle. The past participle frequently stands as the sole component of an ablative absolute. One also notes the passive use of past participles of some deponent verbs. His use of the future participle is extended to embrace an idea of purpose, the gerund is used with a mere participial sense. The gerund and gerundive are also found after inter. This use of inter appears so commonly in Livy that he must have drawn it from common speech. Livy employs relative attraction frequently. 

What value have Livy's writings for the study of Roman history? The historian's upbringing in Cisalpine Gaul brought intensified emphasis on the traditional interpretation of history in moralistic terms; and the idealised picture of the priscae virtutes of the Romans of the early Republic is heightened by the pessimism with which he views the contemporary Roman scene at the beginning of the Augustan age. Livy's fundamental attitudes - his deep-seated religious feeling, his profound patriotism, his concern for sound morality - were nurtured by the prevailing climate of the early years of the principate. Yet at the very time when Augustus' studied moderation was causing an upsurge of optimism in Republican breasts, Livy was explicitly stating his scepticism of a return to Republican greatness. In fact, Livy is completely Ciceronian in his political attitudes - in his advocacy of the rule of law, in his doctrine of concordia, in his hatred of Roman kingship, in his defense of Pompey and Brutus and his coldness towards Julius. He is to be regarded, then, as pre-eminently a traditionalist, Livy's philosophical and religious pre-conceptions must be taken into account. There is considerable evidence of a Stoic interpretation of the earlier period. He attributes the foundation of Rome to the guidance of the gods and the fates, and depicts the providential help lent to the city in its early growth. Rome's disasters were traditionally recounted; impiety, injustice, lack of fides or of prudentia are visited by inevitable disaster. Thus the Ab Urbe Condita is centrally concerned with the characterisation of individuals. It is idle to deplore the absence of discussion of social and economic factors, for historia at Rome had no direct concern with such topics. Livy's personal deficiencies as historian are considerable - weaknesses of geography, ignorance of military matters, lack of acquaintance with politics. He is thus incapable of rigorous evaluation or original interpretation in these fields. The main conclusion stands out inescapably: Livy’s value for Roman history varies according to the source followed. Yet though he is too uncritical of his sources, Livy has higher standards of honesty and impartiality than his Roman predecessors. Livy is by no means guiltless of patriotic distortion in his delineation of the conduct of Roman armies and leaders. But Livy's manifest pride in their achievements and sympathy in their difficulties bring compensation for these drawbacks, in the sensitive insight with which he views human predicaments and suggests the psychological motivations behind particular decisions and acts. He had not only historical but also literary purposes. The stream of would-be historians at Rome essayed their tasks in the belief that they would either produce more definite historical knowledge, or prove superior to unpolished antiquity in the art of writing. Livy's talent lies essentially in the second of these aims. The topics selected for dramatic interest - sieges of cities, dialogues, assemblies, acts of individual suffering or a venture - demonstrate the influences of Hellenistic historiography, whose fundamental spirit of compassionate humanitarianism now increasingly pervades Augustan Rome. The encasement of these dramatic descriptions in the framework of the composed episode, the embellishment of the source-material to produce a more lively or pathetic effect, and the adaptation of the style which achieves the requisite emotional pitch all reflect these influences. Livy's narrative style is by no means uniform, and must to some extent be affected by the source currently under scrutiny; but the typical composed episode skillfully combines extended “periods”, with their elaborate complex of subordinate clauses and participial phrases, with the sequences of short sentences so effective in depicting dramatic action. His literary genius also shows itself in the versatility with which he passes from this narrative style to the more antithetic latinity of the speeches. In these he is completely Ciceronian in the balance of clauses and phrases, and in the free use of rhetorical figures. In short, Livy is heavily dependent on his source-material. But in transcribing this content he introduces his own motivation - religious and political, patriotic and moral. His emphasis is pre-eminently on psychological factors, and his literary techniques assist in the achievement of this aim. Research on the Ab Urbe Condita has converged from widely differing viewpoints. For some, Livy is nothing more than a source-problem - a “scissors and paste” historian ineptly gumming together items from different authorities. To others on the contrary he appears as a cunning manipulator of Rome's traditions, furthering the aims of a calculating Princeps. For others, who sedulously trace an intimate relationship between his compositional method and that of certain Hellenistic historians, he is pre-eminently a literary artist. Livy is not a “scissors and paste” historian, for his humanitarian sympathy, his patriotism, his fundamental religions feeling, and his overwhelmingly moral preoccupations powerfully affect his presentation. He is not an Augustan in any significantly political sense. Nor is he chiefly a descriptive writer, subordinating the historian's duties to more congenial literary aims. His central importance is as the historian of Ciceronian theory, seeking to encase truthful history in a worthy literary setting. 

Livy: Reconstructing Early Rome, Gary B. Miles

Analysis of what Livy says in his preface and of his practice in the narrative reveal that he uses the traditional apparatus of historical analysis available to him in new ways and to new effect. To appreciate the extent to which his methods and their results were unconventional, it will be necessary first to look briefly at the historiographic tradition within which Livy operated. The great historians who preceded Livy focused primarily on events that happened either within their own lifetimes or within the lifetimes of their informants; events, that is, for which they could rely heavily on their own firsthand observation and, more often, on the eyewitness accounts of others: Polybius' theoretical analysis ordered the ways of gathering evidence into a clear hierarchy: ''with one's eyes, by actually witnessing events; with one’s ears, by interviewing witnesses; and again with one’s ears, by reading written account.'' Polybius is aware that direct observation has its limitations, it remains for him the superior kind of historical testimony. Oral evidence, hearsay, and what one ''hears'' from written documents remain at the bottom of Polybius' list as less reliable sources of information about the past. In the opening sentence of his preface Livy identifies two standards by which he expects his narrative to be judged. One is its accuracy. The other is its style. He reintroduces the idea of pleasure, offering the very remoteness of his subject, its apparent irrelevance to the present, as the distinctive basis for its capacity to please: it provides a distraction from present ills. Even though Livy acknowledges the utter unreliability of the earliest period of Roman history for which fabulae provide the only evidence, he not only expresses his intention of including that period within his narrative but gives two reasons for doing so. The first is that stories about the divine origins of states are commonly accepted because they lend dignity to their subjects. His illustration of this point, the story of Romulus' descent from Mars, suggests a second reason for inclusion of unverifiable traditions about the remote past. According to Livy, this story has a certain kind of validity. It expresses something about how the Romans choose to view and represent themselves; something, moreover, that is in some sense both true and verifiable in the present, namely, Rome's overwhelming superiority in warfare. Livy’s preface suggests another subject for his narrative, the collective identity of the Roman people, a subject that depends less upon what actually happened in the past than upon how the past has been remembered. Ultimately, it is the problem not of constructing an accurate, ''truthful'' record of past events but rather of revealing the character of the historical tradition itself, the collective memory of the Roman people, and so, their identity, that becomes the persistent focus of Livy's narrative. 
Livy begins with a period of Roman history for which, we have been informed in the preface, there are no reliable records and that call attention to his own discrimination.  The use of indirect discourse to mark authorial reserve and distance is apparently confirmed when the narrator switches to direct discourse in order to identify a ''real'' place associated with the tradition, a place that exists and is known in the narrator's own time. The shift from indirect to direct discourse signals a shift from an unreliable oral tradition from which the narrator seeks to distance himself (and the reader as well) to a certainty based on visible evidence that the narrator is willing to report on its own authority. The brevity and simplicity of the statement further reinforce the sense that it conveys straightforward, unproblematic information. Several short and simple statements, also in direct discourse, follow, reporting the founding of a town, its naming, and the birth of a son. Here the shift to 'direct discourse seems to perform two functions. The first is dramatic, to reemphasize through its own simple directness the Trojans' final release from the demanding and disorienting struggles of their wandering. The second function seems to be to mark the return from a divided to a unified tradition, a use of direct discourse so far unprecedented in the narrative. In Livy's narrative the same three principles of analysis and organization are evoked: unreliable fabula vs. reliable monumenta; what is ''sufficiently or generally agreed'' vs., implicitly, what is not; indirect vs. direct discourse. The narrator describes the alternatives embraced by the duplex fama. Although both are reported in indirect discourse, they are not given equal weight. The first alternative is reported tersely: (1 .1.6). The second alternative is developed much more dramatically and at greater length: Of the two accounts offered at this point in Livy's narrative, the second is clearly more emphatic than the first: it is longer, richer in circumstantial detail, more vivid. Its status is further enhanced by its position in the narrative. As the second and final alternative, it to some extent displaces the first alternative; it has in a sense the last word. Here, then, relative position and length form a consistent pattern of emphasis that clearly privileges one of the two alternatives reported. If we look for some objective basis in historical evidence or in the nature of the sources to explain the narrator's choice of emphasis, we can find none. Thus Livy discourages the reader from seeking actively to evaluate his narrative objectively, in terms of historical reliability. the contrast between parts of the narrative reported by Livy in his own voice and parts that he attributes to the authority of others. Is consensus or currency a useful measure of a tradition's reliability? But whatever logical analysis may suggest, the second version of Remus' death, like the second version of Aeneas' accommodation with Latinus, is clearly the more memorable. Even though there is no apparent basis for favoring it, it is in fact privileged over the first alternative: it is longer, more dramatic, more detailed, more vivid, more troubling in its implications, and so more likely to engage the reader's attention. As he did in the story of Aeneas' encounter with Latinus, Livy has again favored one traditional variant over another without any decisive basis for judging their relative facticity. The author's own inability to present clear and unambiguous judgments about questions of historical fact as important political implications. By suggesting that a factual record of the past cannot be reconstructed with confidence, the author’s evident difficulties bring into question any effort to monopolize the truth by using their authority to determine what is and is not a fact. Such a position is especially relevant to the age of Livy’s narrative, for it was an age when the leading contenders in the Roman civil wars, above all Julius Caesar, and then his heir and successor, appealed to the ''facts'' of the remote past in extraordinary concerted, systematic, and overt efforts both to secure their own personal preeminence and to support the larger ideologies by which they sought to legitimize their power and authority. 
Livy's narrative addresses explicitly two specific examples of attempts by Augustus to use his influence to monopolize historical fact in the service of his own ideological program. In neither case does the narrative directly refute Augustus' claim, but in each case it does undermine them by calling attention to the essential unreliability of the historical tradition. The first passage (1.3.1-3) takes up Augustus' claim to be a descendant of Aeneas, father of the Roman people, and through him a descendant of Venus. This claim was based on Augustus' adoption into the Julian gens, which in turn had in recent years emphasized a tradition according to which they traced their name to an ancestral Iulus, the son ofAeneas.'' It was well established in tradition that Aeneas' son was named Ascanius. Iulus was explained as an alternative name that reflected the child's birth in Troy, or Ilium, as it's also known. At 1.3.1 the narrator introduces uncertainties about this tradition in a way that will by now seem familiar. He begins by identifying Ascanius as the son of Aeneas and his successor as ruler of Latium. He goes on to explain that since this Ascanius was too young to rule at the time of his father's death, his mother, Lavinia, ruled until he was old enough to assume the responsibility himself. So far the narrative and so, implicitly, the tradition seem straightforward. For anyone familiar with the ideology of the Julian gens, however, and virtually all of Livy’s readers must have been familiar with it, this story presents something of a problem. An Ascanius who is the son of the Italian Lavinia is not easy to reconcile with the foundation story of the Julian gens. However, it is only after Ascanius has been identified in the narrative as son of Lavinia that the narrator interrupts unexpectedly to acknowledge the existence of an alternative tradition and the difficulty of determining which is true. This appears to be a rather disingenuous asssessment of the tradition. Did Aeneas really have two sons? And if so, what happened to the one born in Ilium, and how could he have sired the Julian clan, if he, the elder of the two, was not around to succeed his father? As for the rhetorical question ''Who would affirm as certain a matter so old?'' the answer is, of course, the Julii, who affirmed with confidence that Iulus was the founder of their clan. By his own easy dismissal of the whole question, the narrator dissociates himself from the Julii and, by his example, undermines their claim. He reiterates his indifference as he resumes the narrative: ''This Ascanius [not Iulus!] , wherever and from whatever mother born-it is certainly agreed that he was born from Aeneas. 

In such ways the narrator's own uncertainty, confusion, and conspicuous arbitrariness serve to dramatize the logic of his argument, that a confident determination of historical fact is beyond reach. By exposing the weakness of his narrative in important matters of fact, by himself submitting, conspicuously, to the limitations of the evidence, Livy deprives Augustus of the power to impose his authority on history more effectively than if Livy had attempted to present himself as an authority. This pattern constitutes evidence of authorial good faith, proof that tacit criticism of the emperor and his attempts to appropriate the past is not a case of special pleading by the author but is, rather, consistent with his more general assessment of the historical tradition and the ways in which it may (and may not) properly be used. The authorial position was especially well suited to an author in Livy’s particular social and political position. He appears, moreover, to have been one of the few Romans outside of Rome’s active political aristocracy to have written history at all. It cannot be coincidence or accident that Roman history was largely monopolized by members of Rome’s political aristocracy. They had long perpetuated their versions of the past through various formalized oral tradition, through the elogia on the busts of distinguished ancestors whose display was their legal prerogative, and more recently through the writing of history. As one of the very few Latin authors outside the political aristocracy to write Roman history, Livy threatened this monopoly at Rome; as one who had never held political office, he was open to criticism that he was incompetent to write history. He was also particularly vulnerable to criticism and attack. Livy himself was criticized for his Patavinitas, i.e., for exhibiting characteristics of his native city, Patavium. It is not clear precisely what this charge referred to. But whether it meant writing like a Patavian or thinking like one, it marked him as an outsider. The social authority and power that his critics undoubtedly had, Livy acknowledged without explicitly conceding to them a superior competence or excellence as historians or literary craftsmen. But it is an affirmation, nonetheless, of a readiness not only to defer to those with nobilitas and magnitudo but to do so with a good will. This explicit statement of deference is reinforced by the tone. In contrast to those wit nobilitas and magnitudo, the author locates himself among the undifferentiated ''mob,” turba, of undistinguished writers. When he subordinates himself to those who will stand in the way of his own reputation, the subjunctives with which he expresses his own uncertain and tentative aspirations and resolves contrast sharply with the direct and affirmative future indicative that expresses the certainty of their preeminence over him.'' The deployment of the rhetoric of factual analysis in Livy’s narrative serves the same functions as the author’s self-presentation in the preface. While reconfirming his unwillngness and inability to elicit certainty from an unreliable tradition, it reinforces the author’s deferential presentation of himself as tentative, uncertain of his own merits, unwilling to challenge those whose nobilitas and magnitudo give them an auctority that he cannot claim for himself. This rhetorical strategy allows the author to challenge his social and political superiors with a degree of safety. It enables him to take a stand on sensitive issues while disclaiming responsibility for doing so. Thus he can present his own uncertainty about the origins of the Julian clan or about the history of the spolia opima not as a direct challenge to Augustus but as a consequence of the limitations of the evidence or of his own ability to cope with it effectively. He made it easy for potentially dangerous critics - not only Augustus but all those who had an interest in preserving a monopoly on the past - to dismiss him. Modern critics who have dismissed Livy for his historiographic shoddiness have read his narrative in a way that they have, in a sense, been invited or set up to do; but they have read it this way, apparently, without appreciating the value that such a historiographic stance and such authorial self-presentation might have had for an author in Livy’s particular social position and in the particular political circumstances of the early Principate. 
There is an alternate basis for the construction of Roman history, one that does not use received tradition as evidence from which to reconstruct an accurate and reliable record of the past but presents tradition, rather, as the record of the Romans' own perception of themselves, a record that may be used as the basis for reconstructing and interpreting their identity. The uncertainty created when a single monumentum is associated with conflicting oral traditions reveals just how completely the meaning of the place, the monumentum, depends upon the oral tradition that interprets it: the monumentum can have no meaning independent of that tradition. In fact rather than the monumentum confirming or refuting the tradition, the currency of the oral tradition becomes the standard by which meaning is assigned to the monumentum. Contrary to the principle articulated in the preface, fabula, not monumentum (what is spoken rather than what can be seen), has emerged here as the decisive criterion for judging historical evidence. This collapse of a historiographically useful distinction between oral and visual evidence recalls the kind of methodological impenetrability and uncertainty that Livy had initially assumed only to the earliest, prehistoric era of Rome's past. Now we find that no amount of effort can assure certainty about a much later period of Roman history, even one from which a visible trace remains. Livy introduces his sixth book, the beginning of the second half of Roman history, with an emphatic and confident assertion that written records alone provide a secure basis for reconstruction of the past. But even the hope that written testimony of contemporary witnesses will provide reliable evidence proves to be overoptimistic. For one thing, there is much of importance that the writings of contemporaries omit. Further, written sources prove to be hopelessly unreliable in matters of numbers. Significant confusions and inconsistencies suggest an awareness of the limitations of contemporary written sources, limitations that make it impossible for Livy to reach a confident conclusion What is striking about Livy’s references to histories taken as a whole is that he rarely evokes them to assert their authority, rather, almost always to discuss their shortcoming. Livy’s difficulties point out that sufficient written monumenta do not always exist, and, more devastating, that written monumenta themselves may be subject to manipulations and distortions so great as to throw even public monumenta into useless confusion. Finally, the suggestion that a still more specific form of written evidence, the testimony of contemporary historians, will provide a basis for certainty also proves to be illusory. Modern scholars who have found Livy’s narrative most lacking are at least in part simply criticizing him for acknowledging openly the limitations of historiographic principles that were prevalent in antiquity and that others either accepted or criticized less overtly than he did. He is being faulted, in other words, not for actually being less capable than other historians of antiquity but rather for acknowledging more openly the kinds of methodological problems that the historiographic standards of his age entailed, especially when applied to study of the remote past. Taken in context, then, those passages that call attention to traditional standards of historiographical analysis and their limitations appear not so much as expressions of the author’s particular incompetence as testaments to his honesty, evidence that he is grappling openly with intractable problems and that he is not claiming a greater accuracy for his narrative than it can support. 
Strikingly, many passages that call attention to Livy's inadequacy or that of his sources to make a clear determination of fact nonetheless present equally clear weighting of the narrative toward one or another aspect of received tradition. Sometimes the refusal to weight alternatives clearly may itself be ideologically significant. Livy’s failure to decide unambiguously between conflicting versions, indeed his conspicuous display of the obstacles to such decisiveness, has significant political implications. Similarly, the deployment of indirect discourse, even when it is not apparently intelligible in terms of relative historical facticity, may nonetheless support a thematically and ideologically coherent commentary on tradition. In the opening narrative, we noted the greater dramatic emphasis given to the second alternative in the duplex fama about Aeneas' arrival in Latium. In thus reporting Latinus' assessment of Aeneas, Livy protects Aeneas' reputation for courage (his spirit is ready for war) while confirming other qualities that set him apart: his readiness for peace, and implicit in that his sense of fairness and justice. The narrative has been weighted, then, to reinforce a consistent emphasis on one aspect of Aeneas' distinctive excellence – an excellence, moreover, that may be understood as paradigmatic for that of the Romans as a people. It contributes to a larger, coherent portrayal not only of Aeneas as the ultimate ancestor of the Roman people but also of the process of conciliation by which Rome will incorporate new peoples throughout its history. The opening narrative sequence, then, rewards and so encourages a thematic or ideological interpretation of tradition even as it illustrates and so discourages critical assessment of historical reliability. This perspective on the text is reinforced by Livy's two versions of Remus' murder. The murder of Remus by Romulus bring the story of sibling rivalry that began with the twins' grandfather and great-uncle full circle. It suggests that the internecine strife that marks the founding of Rome is not incidental or a historical accident but is rooted in the histories of the city’s founders, if not in the dynamics of family and power itself. Thus it also engages speculation among Livy's contemporaries that the recent succession of civil wars expressed inherent and ineradicable flaws in the Roman character itself.(1.13.!7). The Romans have a willingness to accommodate their allies' proud sense of identity in the practical interests of consolidating power. A series of reports or stories that illustrate Roman pietas, ideological relevance and consistency rather than (actual reliability) serve as the essential criteria by which the narrative has been organized and should be judged. 
Particularly significant is the juxtaposition, within each of several passages, of analytical incoherence, on the one hand, and thematic and ideological coherence, on the other. The effective consequence of this juxtaposition for the reader is twofold. In the first place it discourages looking to the narrative for a reconstruction of actual events based on a critical analysis of tradition and other evidence. At the same time, however, we are rewarded for turning our attention elsewhere, not to the facts behind tradition and the ways in which they may be retrieved, but rather toward thematic patterns that contribute to a portrait of Roman identity. His narrative makes clear that whatever his conscious intentions may have been, his effective concern is less with the facts (the res gestae) that lie behind Roman tradition than with the tradition itself (memoria rerum gestarum) . It is to that end that he redirects the techniques and resources of traditional historical analysis. Insofar as memoria rerum gestarum is shown to be essentially impenetrable and opaque, it becomes itself the ultimate goal and object of the historian’s reconstructive efforts. The focus on Roman memory as an entity of significance in its own right is consistent with the characterization of Romans' memory of the past within the very tradition that Livy presents in his narrative. Throughout the narrative, we see Romans recalling their past, being influenced by it, evoking it to influence others - and deliberately shaping the way in which the past will be remembered by posterity. Elsewhere memoria and pietas are associated explicitly. 

Memory appears as the basis of Roman patriotism and identity. In addition to showing the critical importance of memory to the Roman identity and its decisive influence on Romans' behavior, Livy’s narrative also characterizes Romans as actively, often very self-consciously and deliberately contributing to the collective memory that will shape the behavior and identity of their posterity. Loyalty is expressed in terms of memory: it involves choices about which memories to honor, to perpetuate. Different loyalties are motivated by different memories. Livy places himself and his narrative in the context of the tradition that his narrative perpetuates. In his preface he directs the reader’s attention first to a series of questions: ''what was the way of life, what was the character, by which men, and what skills in war and peace imperium was both created and augmented; then, to how Roman discipline and morale declined to their present nadir; and, finally, to examples from the past that deserve imitation or censure. His narrative makes it immediately clear that the exempla are to be found in the first instance not through the reconstruction of historical fact but through the interpretation of Roman tradition. While Livy does hold out the hope of a time when there might be a secure basis on which to reconstruct a record of res gestae, that time constantly recedes into a more distant and problematic future. In the meantime, his own attention and analytic energies are focused rather on Roman tradition itself. The way of life, the customs, the skills, that he presents are those enshrined in a tradition that contains within itself a record of its own deliberate creation. Livy identifies himself with the legendary creators of Rome who shaped the tradition that is the subject of his history. Or perhaps it might be better to say that Livy helps to create a tradition that provides a precedent for his own interventions and interpretations. His narrative perpetuates and creates a vision of Roman tradition that sanctions his own self-conscious attention to tradition and includes him among those who created Rome by creating its memory of itself. In exposing the impossibility of wresting final certainty from Roman tradition, it allows Livy to undercut attempts to monopolize the past without confronting directly the aristocracy whose position was served by that monopoly. It serves to reinforce the author's deferential representation of himself in his preface, and, finally, it helps to redirect the reader's attention from questions about the factual truthfulness of Roman tradition to the issue of its formative influence on Roman identity and character. In so doing, it contributes to a redefinition of history and its characteristic usefulness. History in this version remains useful not because it represents accurate reconstructions of past events that can serve as analogies in the present but rather because it perpetuates and interprets the collective memory on which the identity and character of the Roman people depend. This is not the only kind of history, to be sure, but one particularly well suited to a society that regulated itself less by a body of written law than by stories, examples, and wisdom transmitted through a rich array of oral traditions that had only recently begun to be reduced to writing. 

The preface and the narrative of Livy's first pentad may either suggest the possibility that Roman identity and greatness may be preserved indefinitely through successive reenactments of a historical cycle that is exemplified in the first half of Roman history. The elaboration of this view of Roman history reflects substantial originality on Livy's part: It involves a systematic selection and reshaping of traditional material and combines that (especially in the central concept of refounding) with a synthesis of preoccupations distinctive to Livy’s own age, a synthesis that must have been unprecedented in the literary tradition. Livy has this to say in his preface. When he turns to the past as a welcome escape from the present, among the things that he finds there are examples of human behavior, example, more specifically, “from which you may choose for yourself and your state what to imitate and what to avoid.” He introduces the subject of these examples, moreover, by asserting: ''This is what is especially beneficial and fruitful in the study of affairs.” Contemplation of Rome's past, then, may offer more than simply an escape from the present; it may also show how to recover former excellence, both for oneself and for the commonwealth. Such a recovery, of course, is contingent upon a true understanding of the past and upon its lessons' being heeded. It is not a sure thing, and Livy quite pointedly reserves judgment on the matter: it may prove that contemplation of the past serves as no more than a mental refuge from the present, but Livy has at least tentatively raised the possibility that it may have a more constructive value. Livy discusses the decline experienced in his own day, Rome had, in act, experienced and recovered from a similar decline once before. Events described in the narrative of Book 5, conform to the same principles of decline that Livy uses to explain the ills of his own age in the preface. The role of pietas that Camillus makes the centerpiece of his argument against abandoning Rome for Veii in book 5, is articulated explicitly: history has shown that Roman fortunes decline when Romans neglect their gods, and prosper when they fulfill the obligations of pietas. Three conditions that contribute to Rome’s subsequent defeat by the Gauls: the failure of Roman pietas, partisan rivalry and conflict between the orders and the tribunician agitations and popular disfavor. The conflict between patricans and plebeians during this period originate with questions of wealth, whether in the form of taxes, booty, land, or eventually, the property of Veii. The power of wealth to distract Romans from their essential responsibilities emerges as an explanation for the failure of Roman pietas, when it occurs. There is also emphasis on the role of luxury (luxuria). Livy regards Roman decline and the demoralization leading to it as penalties for having provoked divine envy. When the city is finally captured, however, the booty so exceeds Camillus' expectations that he fears envy toward himself and Rome and offers prayers to avert it. The Romans' own susceptibility to the attractions of luxury, not divine envy or the immutable laws of history that will be responsible for Rome's undoing. His version places on the greed on the Roman people generally. Livy develops a picture of Rome embroiled in ''multifarious discord” multiplex seditio (5.24.4-8), accompanied by ''shameful rivalries” foeda certamina, and near riots (5 .25.1-2) that are due entirely to two causes: dissatisfaction about the distribution of booty and disagreement about whether part of the population should emigrate to Veii. Livy clearly presents significant expressions of a more general Roman demoralization caused by a virtual obsession with personal gain.  Since the first proposal to introduce pay for military service, the whole campaign against Veii and the subsequent concern about distribution of its booty and its lands have been accompanied by the increasingly disruptive and distracting influence of what Livy summed up in his preface as avaritia luxuriaque, 'greed and wealth' (pref. 1 1). The narrative of book 3 has shown the desire for individual gain in repeated opposition to the claims of both civic duty and piety, we have seen the direct influence of such general demoralization of Roman military performance. 

If the Romans' demoralization in book 5 confirms Livy's introductory generalization about the corrupting influence of wealth, their subsequent recovery conforms to a second, complementary principle introduced in the preface: ''the more modest affairs, the less greed there was. Now honor and obligations to the gods became their first concerns and the real measures of value. Livy illustrates this change of perspective in two episodes. In the first, the flamen Dialis and the vestal virgins, ''setting aside concern for their own affairs,” devote their energy to saving what they can of the sacred objects in their care. A plebeian orders his family out of his wagon to make room for the vestals and their sacred objects. In the second episode, Manlius' heroic defense of the Capitol is rewarded by his fellow defenders with a spontaneous offering of their personal rations. Livy emphasizes the contrast between the small monetary value of the offering and its great value as an expression of true self-sacrifice and respect. Livy imposed his own shape on that material and gave it his own meaning. By selection, arrangement, modification, and elaboration of received elements, he has made the corrupting influence of wealth and the greed it inspires a significant theme in his narrative of Roman fortunes throughout book 5. It becomes the background against which uncharacteristic Roman impiety and corruption are intelligible. Roman piety and martial spirit revive only after the Romans have seen the destruction of their material wealth and have given up their preoccupation with it. Camillus’ speech expresses the two overriding loyalties by which he distinguished himself throughout his career: his loyalty to Rome and his loyalty to Rome's gods. His special status as refounder in Livy depends, finally, on his success in persuading his fellow Romans to share those loyalties. In so doing, Camillus completes a pattern of specific achievements that associate him simultaneously with the original founders of Rome and with the leading statesman of Livy's own day, Augustus. Camillus' expulsion of the Gauls from Rome is itself sufficient to establish him as a worthy successor to that Romulus by whom the city, according to Livy, was first ''founded by force of arms” (1 .19.1).Augustus, likewise, clearly sought to place himself in the first rank of Roman heroic generals when in 29 B.C., he celebrated an extraordinary triple triumph (for victories in Dalmatia, Egypt, and at Actium, just as Camillus had celebrated his triumph, with unprecedented splendor. Augustus' own home, well known for its modesty by the standards of aristocratic residences of that age is on the Palatine, actually within a few steps of Romulus' hut. In 31 B.C., perhaps deliberately calling attention to his residence in the very oldest part of town or to his determination to have among his own sacred things, Augustus also vowed to construct a temple to Apollo on the Palatine right next to his own modest residence and Romulus' hut. Camillus reminds the Romans of their emotional attachment to the site of Rome; he reconfirms his personal loyalty and helps to save the city from abandonment by its own people. His actions shed light on one meaning of Romulus' rivalry with Remus: Romans must be one people, united in loyalty to one city. Concern that dissident Romans might attempt to establish an altera Roma to rival or perhaps eclipse the true Rome was also an issue during the late Republic, and it was an element in the propaganda war between Augustus and Mark Antony. Augustus' supporters could claim that by defeating Antony he had prevented the transfer of Roman power to a new capitol at Alexandria. Augustus also sought to complement a return to peace with a call to renewed piety. Just as Livy calls Camillus ''the most scrupulous observer of religious practices” (5.50.1), so he acknowledges Augustus by name as ''founder and restorer of the temples (4.20.7). Livy never acknowledges explicitly the parallels by which Augustus may be associated with Camillus and, through him, with Romulus. That does not mean that such parallels would not have been apparent to Livy’s audience. Livy’s reticence is, nonetheless, significant. The first pentad must have taken on its essential shape during a period when the main outlines of Augustan policy were being formulated and made public, but before the specific nature of their realization had become clear. The actual fulfillment of Camillus' role by Augustus remained a possibility for which Augustus' propaganda offered promising signs; it was still not a certainty. Livy’s presentation of Camillus suggests that Augustan policies can lead to a revitalization of the Roman people and their rededication to essential Roman virtues, but it does not demonstrate that they will necessarily do so. Livy has a complex attitude toward Augustus. Livy makes Romulus directly responsible for his brother’s murder. He twice calls attention to the hubristic extravagance of Camillus' triumph after Veii (523.5, 5.2A.1) which suggests comparison with Julius Caesar’s triumph of 46 B.C. or, more generally, with the unprecedented splendor of Augustus' own triumph in 29 B.C. Such elements in Livy’s narrative are consistent with its publication at a time when it could still serve as a guide to the new ruler (rather than as a celebration of him) , offering both ''what to imitate'' and ''what to avoid.” 

ust as Roman decline after the capture of Veii conforms to the pattern that Livy ascribed to his own age in the preface, so the refounding of Rome by Camillus simultaneously recalls the original foundation of the city by Romulus and anticipates a similar achievement by Augustus. Thus while Livy describes explicitly one sequence of foundation, decline, and refoundation from Romulus to Camillus, so he holds out implicitly the prospect of a second sequence from the refoundation by Camillus through the decline of the late Republic described in the preface to a possible new refoundation by Augustus. This potentially recurrent sequence comprises a specific cycle of events in which the acquisition or prospect of wealth distracts Romans from their essential loyalties, traditional religion is neglected, Rome is threatened by foreign enemies, and there is anger that the city of Rome will be abandoned by its own citizens for a more splendid alternative, until a refounder appears who saves the city from its immediate perils, recalls its people to their traditional loyalties to place and to gods, and thus reestablishes the community. The prospect of repeating the specific cycle of Roman history exemplified in the first pentad cannot guarantee Rome's recovery but does provide a reason to be hopeful. Interplay between the narrative's explicit emphasis on pietas and its implicit emphasis on the subversive influence of wealth suggests a larger, more complex, and somewhat darker dimension to Livy's argument as well. Roman pietas has been essential to Roman success, but also to some significant extent vulnerable to the distracting power of wealth: it was the promise of wealth (created by Roman power, the conquest of Veii) that caused Romans to lose sight of and neglect their real responsibilities, those whose performance was essential to their identity. On the other hand, Roman pietas was at its height in the early days of their community under Romulus and Numa, when Rome was struggling to define itself and gain a foothold against its powerful neighbors. Roman pietas began to reassert itself again only after the Romans had lost virtually everything to the Gauls. Thus pietas and imperium (which are the conditions for material prosperity) seem to be in competition with each other. This rivalry, implicitly, provides the basis for an endless series of declines and refoundations: as Romans prosper, their pietas declines, thus preparing for a subsequent decline in fortune; when Romans are at their weakest, most vulnerable, and most destitute, on the other hand, their pietas and with it their moral resolve reassert themselves. Viewed in this context, Augustus has appeared when the time is ripe for Romans to recall their obligations to their gods and reassert their particular excellence. But even if he lives up to the possibilities of his particular moment, Augustus' achievement can be only temporary. He may lead Romans to a resurgence of greatness, but however ambitious his vision or his claims, the peace, power, and prosperity that he may secure for them cannot be lasting. By an ironic but saving paradox Romans are at their very best only when in the most straitened circumstances. Understandably, Livy emphasizes the hopeful possibilities before the Roman people after more than a generation of internecine strife, but he does so while suggesting that such possibilities belong to a larger dynamic of Roman history. ' Livy's history shows that Rome has the potential not only to survive forever but to be reborn ''as though from its roots, more luxuriant and more fruitful than before.” Refoundation, in the specific sense of restoring strengths embodied in an original foundation, is the key to this renewal. It is through refoundation that Rome can both survive and grow forever without losing its essential identity. Many of the themes central to Livy's cyclical view of Roman history reflect particular concerns, some of which may have recurred throughout Roman history and all of which were especially prominent during the last generation of the Republic, just before Octavian entered upon his startling career. Among these concerns are a strong sense of general decline, a conviction that traditional virtues were being undermined by a new wealth and taste for luxury, a fear that Romans would abandon their city for a rival capital, and a belief that the gods were being neglected and that disorder would continue until the gods once again received their due. Augustus was the first to make such an integration of general concerns and personal leadership the basis for a successful political program, so Livy was the first to make it the basis for a systematic interpretation of Rome’s past and its possible meaning for his own age and for Rome’s future. 

The cycle of historical recurrence implicit in Livy’s narrative does not involve exact, mechanical repetition of past events but rather the reenactment of a general pattern of foundation, rise, decline, and refoundation. In addition, the refounder clearly plays a critical role both in the process itself and in making it visible within Livy's narrative. This argument can be further refined. The refounder can be shown to be not just a successor to an original founder but the last of several founders. In Livy’s narrative these founders displace the maiores, the undifferentiated ''ancestors'' of Roman tradition, as the authors and perpetuators of essential Roman institutions and qualities. Because these founders, and therefore the contributions ascribed to them, are both finite and limited in time, they define a basis for Roman identity that is clearly circumscribed and can exist within a broad and flexible context of historical change. It explains how in Livy’s historiography, Roman identity can accommodate the recurrence of losses as well as gains, decline as well as rise. Among the nobilitas, the principes, the inner circle of those from traditionally prominent families, placed particular emphasis on their own maiores. A general tendency to equate the maiores of the state itself with those of its leading families encouraged members of those families to rely heavily on the authority of the collective maiores as well. Appeals to the maiores, then, suggest a past when all Romans, or at least all leading Romans, lived in accordance with a common body of wisdom. Although Livy shares the view held by most Romans that the past was better than the present that does not lead him to envision the past as a utopian age in which the wisdom and virtue of the Roman people or their leaders were uniform. On the contrary, he states explicitly (pref. 10) that the past offers examples to shun as well as to emulate. Both Roman villains and Roman heroes are conspicuous in his narrative; we see depravity as well as virtue among early Romans. More to the point is that for Livy even villains, such as Tarquinius Superbus, have contributed to Roman greatness, and even heroes have their days. This kind of appeal to tradition implies that the essential character of society is so unchanged and unchanging that the collective wisdom of the maiores not only makes sense in the present but constitutes a standard of judgment that is timeless. In other words, just as reliance on the auctoritas maiorum implies uniformity in society of the past, so it implies a historical continuity between past and present, a complex of ideas epitomized in Ennius' famous assertion that ''Rome endures because of its ancient customs and its men. But Livy's vision of the past conforms significantly with the views of those 'who seek to ignore, to disguise, or to discourage change. Rather, his history is specifically about change: In Livy the maiores are most always evoked to support one side in an ongoing struggle between social groups (patricians and plebeians in the first pentad). In Livy’s history then, Roman institutions evolve in the progressive resolutions of social and political conflicts, not through the constructive influence of the maiores per se. It is important to note, moreover, that the traditional developments that Livy records, while they may all contribute to Rome’s gradual evolution as a great power, are not simply cumulative in nature, not all expedients of the Romans' ancestors, not even all constructive ones, constituted lasting models to be preserved or emulated by subsequent generation. 

Thus at the beginning of book 2 Livy acknowledges the rule of the first king - a necessary prerequisite to the Republican self-rule that followed, and at the same time makes clear his own view that the freedom of self-governing people is superior to monarchy (2.1.1). Monarchy, then, although it has its appropriate time, is not presented as being best for all times. Likewise, even after the principles of Republican government have been established at Rome for almost a half-century, Livy's introduction of the decemvirate acknowledges its ''flourishing . . . beginning” as well as its swift decline (3.33.1-2). Again, the substitution of a board of military tribunes for consuls has a temporary value in averting an irreconcilable clash between plebeians and patricians. Livy presents an approach to Roman history that explicitly acknowledges the value of change and that denies to the maiores and their institutions a universal and timeless value. In his history the value of institutions is most often judged by the needs of the occasion, not by the more sweeping standard of the mos maiorum. 
Livy not only recognizes change but emphases it; and not only does he emphasize it, but, to the extent that he ascribes it to Roman heroes, he honors it. For Livy such collective leadership is definitely only one aspect of Roman history, an aspect that is often overshadowed by the decisive role of the charismatic leader. This emphasis on the marked independence of Rome's conditores also helps to convey a perception of the Romans as a people conscious of being self made, a people whose success is the expression of native virtues and initiative, (he very act of describing some institutions to the agency of especially distinguished individuals marks those institutions and gives them a special status. Those institutions are the more conspicuous because, in fact, Livy ascribes so few of them to the conditores. For Livy the physical site of Rome, public religion, the formal stratification of society, the rejection of monarchy, rule by law, and the capacity to renew shaken commitments to those foundations are of paramount importance in defining Roman identity and greatness. Not all of Rome’s founders and foundations are equal. Romulus commands the greatest respect. Romulus' preeminence reflects both his primacy and his extraordinary breadth of vision: all of Rome's foundations are adumbrated in Romulus' own actions. Livy’s narrative, through its representation of Augustus and Camillus, calls special attention to the principle of refoundation. Livy calls Augustus ''restorer and founder of all our temples” (4.20.7). The phrase recalls an earlier description of Romulus as conditor of the temple of Jupiter Feretrius, the first temple built at Rome (1.10.5-7). Livy’s description of Augustus here clearly refers to his ''rebuilding'' of the city of Rome, particularly the temples that had been left in neglect during the civil wars. He is a refounder, one who assures the continuity of a Roman foundation when it has been threatened with extinction. Camillus in saving Rome from destruction by foreign enemies and in saving the city and its traditional gods from abandonment by disaffected citizens, reaffirms the allegiance to the physical site of Rome and to the gods attached to that site. He establishes the principle of refoundation, for which he is accorded etide that places him second only to Romulus. The idea that loyalty to the city in the face of a foreign enemy takes precedence over domestic rivalries recurs prominently throughout the first pentade. The idea that religious scruple is also necessary to contain civil discord is articulated. 
By refusing to evoke the maiores, in his search for historical meaning and guidance, Livy departed from the general practice of  Roman contemporaries. That departure was of considerable historiographic moment, for it freed the historian from a perspective that was diachronically and synchronically monolithic: it made possible the exploration of variety and change in Roman historical experience, the perception of the dynamic interaction among groups and individuals as a creative force in Roman history, and the appreciation of short-term expedients as well as of lasting accomplishments. At the same time, Livy's conception of the founder's role assures that his narrative does not present all innovations as equally significant. Association with founders sets certain institutions apart from the rest (central to Roman identity and as sources of vita) continuity between past and present. They can be compromised only at risk to the very survival of the Roman people; they call attention to the important role of the individual, and they help to emphasize the self- made character of the Roman people. At the same time, however, these institutions are specific in nature, finite in number, and their establishment confined to a particular phase in Roman development. Livy can claim that the past was better than the present without representing it as utopian or its leaders as one-dimensional paragon of Roman virtue: what determines the excellence of an age is not its approximation to idealized standard of perfection, but the security of the community's foundations. So long as the foundation laid during the formative stage of Rome’s development remain secure, there is ample scope for change, for growth as well as for decline, without the community losing its identity or its potential for renewal. This perspective on Roman history had a particular relevance for a generation that had lived through a succession of civil wars and was confronted by a still ambiguous and problematic program of ''renewal'' under a leader whose influence had not been equaled since the days of Rome's first kingship. 
Augustus' propaganda had encouraged the fear that Mark Antony would establish his capital at Alexandria, leaving Rome a backwater. As champion of the gods and the city of Rome, Augustus was acting within the tradition of refoundation established by Camillus. Livy’s narrative encourages the reader to welcome those initiatives and to look upon them with favor. 

At least twenty-five different Greek accounts of Rome’s foundation were known in antiquity, not one of which agrees with the accepted Roman tradition. The version most familiar to moderns is that based on the birth of the twins, Romulus and Remus, the vicissitudes of their early lives, and Romulus' eventual foundation of Rome. Livy’s narrative is one of several variants of this story. Livy is distinct in its emphasis on Romulus as a hero who is characterized by self sufficiency and whose essential character reflects the formative influence of his austere rustic upbringing. This emphasis is at odds with several traditional elements of the Romulus story and with other interpretations of it that focus rather on Romulus' inherited qualifications as the son of a god and the representative a line of heroic kings. Livy introduces the topic of Romulus' ancestry and its significance as a specific example of the unreliability of the traditions surrounding early Rome generally. He then proceeds directly to make the distinction. between the validity of the tradition that made Mars the parent of Romulus and of Rome and the validity of the Romans' right to claim descent from Mars (pref. 7): the claim of divine ancestry is justified here not because of its literal truth but rather because it appropriately symbolizes the martial accomplishments of the Romans, who, whatever the reality of their origins, have the ability to compel others to accede to that claim.
Thus in reporting the circumstances surrounding Romulus' deification, Livy acknowledges Romulus' extraordinary popularity with the Roman army and masses but stops conspicuously short of himself endorsing claims of his divinity. Those claims reflect intense partisan rivalry; Romulus' deeds remain wholly intelligible as those of a mortal human. In framing the story in this way, however, Livy inevitably runs counter to received tradition. It treats the fabulous and divine elements of the tradition with pointed caution and skepticism. When it comes to the unambiguously supernatural elements of the story, however, the narrator consistently distances himself from the tradition. The actual story of Romulus' life can be divided into two distinct phases in Livy’s narrative 

The first phase, establishes Romulus' self-sufficiency emphasizing both his isolation from his family of birth and his social marginality. He emphasizes Romulus' and Remus' complete separation both from family and from ordinary society. On the one hand, we see them virtually as the products of nature. On the other hand, Romulus and Remus owe their upbringing to a simple shepherd and a whore, that is, to individuals at the very bottom of the social hierarchy.'' In either case, what is emphasized is that the founder-to-be of Rome began life entirely without the resources of family and social position. In a striking paradox, Livy's narrative identifies this relegation to the margins of society as the very condition for the twins' distinctive excellence. The twins, and Romulus in particular, not only are self-sufficient but are essentially self-created. That is, recognition of their true identiy comes as the result entirely of their own achievements. 
Romulus attacks Amulius apparently on his own initiative. Still, it is only after Amulias has been assassinated and after Numitor sees the twins approach him with congratulations that anyone for the first time actually affirms the identity of Romulus and Remus as Numitor’s grandsons. They approach him with congratulations as supporters of his rule rather than as contenders for it. But this is only possible because the resourceful attack on Amulius initiated by Romulus has been successful. It is Romulus' own actions rather than the testimony of witnesses or the proof of evidence that establish his place in the royal line descended from Aeneas. Even after their acknowledgment, however, Livy’s narrative minimizes the twins’ dependence on Numitor and continues to emphasize their own initiative and resourcefulness. Livy reports the decision to leave Alba Longa and found a new city as the twins' own (1 .6.3). Romulus' choice of site reflects a determination to return to the source of his strength, the environment that formed him: But Romulus' isolation, his self-sufficiency, and his self-creation are most clearly marked in the initial acts of founding his city and the accompanying dispute with his twin. As a consequence of Romulus' determination: divine will is ambiguous; it is human action that is decisive. It is a characterization of Romulus as one who makes his own destiny. The murder of Remus is the final affirmation of Romulus' legitimacy. It completes Romulus' movement toward self-sufficiency, establishes his capacity to defend his city, and marks complete personal identification with the city as a particular source of Rome’s strength.

 One of Romulus' first acts as ruler of his new city will be to affirm his own allegiance to the principle that heroism should be understood not as the source but rather as the product of virtue. As already noted, the only Greek ritual that Romulus incorporates into his city is the cult of the hero Hercules. Livy’s account was especially pertinent to at least three prominent themes in the ideology of his Roman contemporaries. The first is the notion that the Romans were a self-made people who surpassed Hellenistic peoples in morality, practical wisdom, and warfare. Closely related to this idea is a second notion that the Romans were superior not in spite of but precisely because of their apparent cultural backwardness: the simple austerity of their rustic traditions fostered a strength of character that the literary sophistication of the Hellenes could not equal. A further variation of these two themes, constituting a third, arose as the consequence of the appropriation of the first two themes by novi homines, who argued that precisely because they were self-made they were closer to the traditional source of Roman excellence than contemporary nobiles were, and in fact embodied the very qualities on which the ancestors of the Roman nobility had based their original claims to distinction and privilege. 

The idea that the kings of Rome provided a precedent for recognizing the qualifications of' “new men'” is developed explicitly in Livy’s narrative of the struggle of the orders. The references here to ingenium and virtus recall the arguments of novi homines such as Cicero that they were no different from the founders of the nobilitas who had won their positions of respect at Rome on the basis of their own talent and virtue, not birth. The narrative presents Romulus in the typical role of the tyrant, admired by the masses, resented by the aristocracy. Livy explicitly endorses the favorable assessment of Romulus' rule that ''admiration for the man and the immediate terror made well known at the time of his death (1.16.4). Nonetheless he also acknowledges the following: ''I suppose that there were so at the time some who alleged secretly that the king had been torn apart at the hands of the senatorial fathers. This report would have been very suggestive to Livy's contemporaries. For then, the memory of Julius Caesar's controversial reputation, his assassination by senators, and the outpouring of popular affection at his funeral would not yet have been distant memories. Indeed, the narrative of Romulus' death contains other elements that would have reinforced the parallel between him and Caesar. Romulus' deification is confirmed in much the same way as Julius Caesar's: the Senate interprets a celestial vision as evidence of apotheosis - an occurrence other- wise unparalleled in Roman history before Julius Caesar. The characterization of Romulus suggests judgments about the nature of Rome figuratively, through the trope of synecdoche: Romulus is especially significant inasmuch as he represents in himself the collective character of Rome. This personalization of ideological issues is characteristic, of course, a way in which Romans were particularly disposed to think. But in Livy's narrative uncertainty about the nature of Roman civilization rests on more than simply the problematic identity of its founder. It is rooted in a fundamental uncertainty about the very nature and value of urban civilization, an uncertainty that makes itself felt in ambivalence toward the founder but also in the juxtaposition of competing and incompatible models of ideal community. 

If the narrative is unclear whether we should regard Romulus as a champion of self-sufficiency or of a heroic inheritance, as a perpetuator of rustic innocence or of urban corruption, as king or tyrant it is in part because the narrative is informed by a more basic confusion about the nature and value of civilization itself. Just as Livy’s representation of Romulus engages important aspects of Roman collective self-representation, so the kinds of questions that emerge from his narrative have strikingly close parallels in the ideological questions that arose in the political of his contemporaries. Many of the questions that Livy’s narrative raise about Romulus as founder and leader; for example, are analogous to those raised by Augustus’ ambiguous position as both destroyer and restorer of the Republic. Just as Romulus' murder of Remus raised the question whether internecine violence and the elimination of equals were unavoidable and necessary condition for the foundation of Rome, so one could reasonably debate whether Augustus' role in the proscriptions of the forties and in the civil wars was or was not essential for the restoration or survival of the state. Similarly, just as Romulus might be evoked as a precedent either for the ''new man'' or for aristocratic tradition, so a closely related ambiguity was embodied in Augustus' own self-representation. On the one hand, Augustus insisted that his political powers and honors were 1egitmate, because they had been bestowed upon him by the people (or their representatives, the Senate) in willing recognition of actual achievements. Together this record of achievement and public recognition serve to explain the excep- tional auctoritas that Augustus identifies as the real basis of his political power and influence to represent Augustus as embodying the virtues of self-sufficiency and self-creation that characterized the novus homo. On the other hand, even as Augustus insisted that he was no more than the princeps, the first among political equals, he identified himself in art, architecture, and coinage as divi filius, ''son of the divine Julius” and he aggressively propagated the tradition of an aristocratic ancestry that could be traced back not only to Aeneas. Augustus attempted persistently to reconcile the essential contradiction between such representations of himself as self-made statesman and as divinity. Just as the self-representation of Augustus is characterized by many of the same ambiguities and inconsistencies that arose in Livy’s representation of Romulus, so the problems of Augustan self-presentation take place within and are entangled with larger uncertainties and contradictions about the nature of civilization. Rome of the late Republic and early Augustan age was undergoing radical changes, some of which invited comparison with the transition from pastoral primitivism to urban sophistication that Livy ascribed to the earliest period of Rome’s foundation. The late Republic and early Augustan age was a period of intense development of the city of Rome. Augustus is supposed to have boasted that he had found Rome a city of brick and left it a city of marble (Suet. Aug. 28). The last years of the Republic and the first of the Augustan age saw the introduction of major innovations in city planning and architecture. This surge of development in both the private and the public sectors amounted to more than a simple refurbishing of the city. It constituted a fundamental reconception of what the city was and meant inasmuch as the most conspicuous building activity, both private and public, was largely the responsibility of the political ''dynasts'' of the age and was in fact, an expression of their competition for political preeminence. The political leaders who were most conspicuously responsible for the transformation of the city in this period were the leading men, who, it was widely feared, might make themselves kings. Thus the development of Rome into not just an important civic center but rather the center of empire and one of the great monuments of the known world was directly connected with the destabilization of the Republic and the ever more clearly emerging possibility of monarchy or tyranny. This transformation of the urbs set the stage for a new conceptualization of the countryside and rustic life as well. As Rome itself became more distinctly urban, more clearly the locus not only of imperial but also of personal power, the Italian countryside became more clearly and persistently imagined as the repository of alternative possibilities. Two prominent contrasts between city and country recur in the literature of this period. First, country life was portrayed as relatively simple and innocent by comparison with city life. Second, the country was conceived of as the focus for egalitarian community. In contrast to the city as a locus of power focused on a single individual. 

Such exploitation of the country as a repository for Republican values helped to create or reinforce a sense that the opposition between Republic and monarchy was not just a constitutional issue but one that also involved competing models of civilization itself, as it might be exemplified variously in the city and in one or another model of rustic life. That is, opposition between city and country helped to define the choice between Republic and monarchy as an issue not just of constitutional formalities but of lifestyle and of cultural values as well. It further complicated that choice by identifying the city as the locus of power, the country the locus of virtue. The statesman, therefore, had somehow to combine two contrary modes of life, city sophistication with country simplicity. Implicit in the contrasts between urban and country virtues are competing models of community, and of civilization itself. To be a true Roman, to combine power and virtue, sophistication and simplicity, urbanity and rusticity, had come to imply simultaneously endorsing divergent notions of civilization. We can get some glimpse of the consequent pressures. I believe, in the contrast between Augustus' extravagant self-advertisement in such monuments as his mausoleum and the ostentatious simplicity of his personal life-style: the modesty of his home on the Palatine, his insistence that his daughter and granddaughter be taught the traditional women's tasks of spinning and weaving; his diligent attention to the education of his grandsons in fulfillment of a father’s traditional responsibilities. The contrast between rustic and urban was problematic in another way as well. The wealth, power, and values of the city had penetrated the countryside to such an extent that extremes in the hierarchy of power were perhaps even more marked there than in the city. In the larger course of Roman history, as in Augustus' own personal career, the balance was loaded in favor of monarchy, the city, urban sophistication; the experiments in imagining pastoral and rustic alternatives that characterized the literature of the late Republic and early Augustan age soon passed. But the composition of Livy’s first pentad falls within the period when such experiments were at their height, when Roman identity comprised virtues and attributes that contemporary thought derived from competing ideals of urban and rustic community. 

The kind of idealization of the past that we find in Link narrative may so be understood as part of a larger Roman strategy to find a place for traditional values or for values that some Romans attempted to sanction by the claim of tradition-during a period of rapid change. In the author’s view, Rome has, or at least may have, lost the sources of its unique preeminence and succumbed at last to the vices that have sapped the integrity and vitality of all previous powers, leading to the successive displacement of old powers by new. 
The invasion of wealth and pleasures is a recent phenomenon. The old virtues may continue to persist alongside the new, destructive conditions. How the situation will ultimately be resolved is uncertain. If one is willing to learn from the past, then the ills of the present may not after all be irremediable. The concurrence of these two attitudes toward the past reinforces a sense that the final questions of Roman identity are as yet fundamentally unresolved. Ambiguity, uncertainty, and contradiction reflect less on Livy’s failings as a thinker than they do on the depth and candor of his engagement with the prevailing ideologies of his age. 
Women or wives are not objects of value in and of themselves for the Roman, but as means to three other closely related but separate necessities: the propagation of offpring, the contraction of alliances through marriage, and the acknowledgment of Roman worth by neighboring peoples. Paradoxical as it may seem, abduction of brides is not inconsistent with these goals_ The theft of the Sabine women not only leads, in fact, to eventual alliance between Romans and the more established neighbors who formerly spurned them; in particular it is used as an opportunity by the Romans to demonstrate their claim to be taken seriously. This is most clear of course, in the wars provoked by the theft in which the Romans convincingly demonstrate their manliness and military prowess in an impressive succession of victories. It is further emphasized in Link narrative, where the religious festival that gives the Romans their opportunity to abduct the Sabine women also serves as a means of continuing negotiations with their neighbors indirectly, after the neighbors have refused the Romans a formal hearing: it is an occasion for the Romans to demonstrate their qualification as prospective husbands and allies. 
Okay, this is where I ran out of time. You are not currently responsible for the remainder but I will continue to edit it.

They use their imagination and their resources lavishly to make the festivities both ''distinguished and anticipated:e e enient of theft also emphasizes the passive role of women in the tx) btlonal Roman wedding: they are objects transferred from the ownership a one male to anothex. t ese etiological stories locate the origins of distincdve aspects of the marriage ceremony in the theft of the Sabine 'onlen and interpret them w recaUing the original condihon of !oman brides as captives. More speciflcaUy, they caN attention to the women's role as prizes in nlale competition, to their passivity, and to their good fortune. The foregoing represenution of the first !oman qrriage as aninsbtution su or knated to male purposes, and ofwomen, consequendy, as subordinxce to nien, is closely relxted to the Romans' perception of the selves not as an autochthonous people but as a selfnande community of immigrmu. It Is noteworthy that the ancient narratives present the story of the Sabine vvonlen sn c ose assocIation with passages describing the modey character of Rome’s early populadon and Romulus' eHorts to attract immigranu to Is rlew city &om throughout Italy.'' The !omans' percepdon of themselves as a conwnunity ofimmigrants may be related, in turn, to their immemorial policy of controUing neighboring populadons through assimJation. This was achieved in large part by extending various degrees of citizen status to ajlied and subject peoples.Thus the stonr of the Sabine women is in part about one of the most importantways in which the Romanshad, inhistorical realiqr, extended their community and their imperium. It constitutes a partial explanation of how and why that process worked. Sabine women spontaneous and ecxslwe ,ntervention between warring Roman and Sabine men identiftes their own transformation &om passive objects to active agents as essential to the resolution of conficL it is their transformation, their successful initiation as Roman wives, upon which the fulal incorporation ofmale and female, Ro an and Sabine, Into a single community depends. :he nature of women and the rnanner in which women come to play an acdve role in the events sur- rounding them. Just as the aUiance between Sabine and Ko kn cornmunities attempts to create a single communiqr &am two, while preserv- lng the separate identity of each, so Roman marriage ainu to achitv: a union that seeks to accommodate but camlot completely harmonize wo distinct natures. At the most private, most intimate level of the reladonship etween Sabine bride and Roman Woom there remains a note ofresem tt east on the part of the men -and distance. This distance, viewed as a consequence of the hiherent nature ofwomenl caNs attention to the eMstence of potendaUy dismpdve elements that clu never be totaUy e lunged at the veqr heart of no an socieqr. Marriage and thus the aUiances bmed on it remain dependent in part on notoriously unpredictable and uncontroUable passions, ''desim and love(' The pmblem ofpassions and of the Romans' susceptibdity to them takes on even wider implications in light of the preface to Livry's narrative. There, Liw ascribed the decline of contemporary Rome to a general, undiHerenti- ated desire for wealth and to the play ofpassions that excessive wealth makes possIble: ''In fact, the more modest its aHairs, the less greed there was. ^ecendy wealth has introduced avarice, and abundant plemures have ineo- uced a longing to perish and to destroy aD thinG through extavamnce and pmsionate desire:For members of the !oman aristocracy, nmrriage typicaUy entailed the uhton ofyoung men o per aps age twenty-four and girls of ftheen or so. Half of these girls vvould stiU have been under the legal authority of their fathers at the dme of rnarriage, an even greater proportion at the time of their betrothal.'' Among these Romans, marriage was regularly employed as a means of securing social, economic, and/or political advantage through alliances between male-headed households.'' In this process women were the neces- sxry vehicles through which marriage aUiances were made. The poEtical histon/ o the late RepubEc and early Empire provides numerous examples that dlustrate the subordinadon of women to dlis end -Cicerok daughter, TuILa, and Augustus' Juba are only among the most notable.'' In its broad oudines the story of the Sabine women provides a precedent and a suiction or such marriages of convenience. It does this by mserting, at least on iu nlost e )hcit level, the extraordinanr eHlcacy of an irutitudon that can unite not only separate famibes but even hoshle peoples in a mutuaUy eneftcial relationship. This kind of uriage hlnctioned within a society that vwm explicidy divided into a formal hierarchy: senatorials, knights, untheerendated pLcbe- lans, &eedmen (former slaves formaUy nmnumitted by theh owners), slaves, and noncidzem, whose rtladonship to Rome might be defIned in a variety o 'ays. The most inHuential se lent of Fome's senatorial leadership, the nobiles, came &am a long-established aristocracy andjustifled dxeir pj ivileged poslnon in part on the basis of a tradidon of faandy distinction and servhce that was inherited. Although the strata of the Roman social and pohdcal hierarchy were not cmtes (that is, they were not deftned exclusively by birth), and movement hom one to another was possible, marriage dhances, y cementing faandy reladonships within mnks, had tradiHonaUy served rnore oRen to consohdate the integriqr of the separate ranks, especially the serJatorial rank, than to bridge them_Under the inHuence of broad social and pohdcal changes brought about by Home's acquisidon ofan empire and more direcdy by the violent political 'sorders of the late Repubhc, the Traditional role and character of Roman nxriage experienced a variety of strains. Rapidly shiking political aDiances during the civil wars led to a high incidence of divorce and remarriage, which perhaps in mrn accounu for the apparendylarge number ofemrannri- tM liaiiom that characterize aristocmtic society of the late Republic. At the same time, Konnn wives were attaining an unprecedented degree of legal and economic independence. and there is good evhdence to suggest that the ICgal dominance ofmen in the control ofnmrriages hadbeen compromised in Pracdce, now, if not before, by mothers who played an active and often leading role in both arranging and dissolving their daughters' marriages_'' In addition, the hnes dividing the separate ranks in the !oman social hierarchy ecame somewhat blurred and more permeable than before: the range of possible nmrriage aUiances became broader and more Hehble. This new Hexibibty had special mlevance for Rome's senatorial aristocracy, the nohiles, whose ranks had been thinned by the civhl wars of the late !epublic. ''The outbreak of the war beWreen Caesar and ?ompey !49 B.c.E.) ended the dominance of the nobiEqr!'' dd these developments <ach ofwhich in one way or another must have compbcated the traditional hlnction of rnarriage as a vehicle for creadng famUy aUiances .it apPean that the ideal o sendmental attachment between husband and wife gained currency at Rome.'' LJnder the emperor Augustus, changing aMtudes tovrud the mle and nature of Roman marriage provoked an oHlcial reaction. Augustxs ruled according to the ftction that he had not created a monarchy but rather had restored Republican govermnent, that the traditional social and political kerarchy of Rome was intact, and that the state wm ruled by the same aristocracy that had ruled it for cennlries. A central goal of his political Program wE to remsert clear divisions between the principal ranks or ''orders'' ofHoman society,PLugtJstus was responsible for new laws that sought to stabJize marriage, especlaUy among the poEtical aristocracy.The particular character of Auglstus' legisladon concerning marriage rnakes patendy clear that what was perceived as at stake in the issues sur- rounding Roman marriage wv not simply the welfare of the individual or of the family or even of the clan; it was nothing less than the sociopohtical Organization of the !oman state. The narratives of the theh of the Sabine wonlen, though not drecdy addressing the issue of clms and rank, nonethe- ess acknowledge the political relevance of their subject in more general ternls: the theh/marriage is expbcidy presented in each narrative = essential to the welfare of the state, to the perpetuation of Home's greatness. These narratives also make it clear that Roman marriage and therefore the sociopo- tlcal ediflce that it supports depend in turn on roles for men and women that were constructed both by social practice and by legend. The traditional use ofRoman marriages to consolidate albances among male-headed house- holds was based upon and perpetuated disdnct notions about the respective natures ofmen and ofwomen. Roman men, as we have seen, were perceIved as ambitious, energetic, resourceful, aggressive, xnd successful. In claiming their brides they demonstrate their manhood and give evidence of their ability to maintxin a secure and prosperous household in the future. !Vomen, on the other hand, were represented as weak, passive bearers of children whose active aUegiance is evoked principaUy through their children, by appeal to the passions (cupidii# and amor) , and by their own awareness of their helpless dependence on men.'' One of the particular interests of the story of the theft of the Sabine women is that it reveals so clearly how the entire organization of the Roman state rests upon specifIc perceived difer- ences between, and the inequaLity of, men and women. Thus even m it consuucts lnnges of men and women to fIt the conventional character and hnction of 8o qn marriage, Livy's narrative exposes limitations inherent in the !oman practice of twing to bme ideal social and polidcal unions on a relationship of inequaliqr between men and women. these narratives demonstrate a suggestive paraUelism between the social and pohticd inequaILw imbtdded 1n political institutions and inequality within the insdtudon of marriage: t ey raise the question of whether it is possible to have equality on one evel if there is inequaUW on the other.It Is ,n keeping vdth an early Roman historiographic nadition that insisted on vie ing Roman development as the panduct of a collective efort to whlc nlany individuaLs and all social orders contributed cwer dme.' Liy identifles founders and their specifIc contributions as the essential basis for !oman identity: Servius TuUius' organization of the state into orders each with its distinct privdeges takes Its place as only one among several foundations that include also the site of Rome, religious piety, the replacement of king by consuls, the rtllc of law, and the act of refounding. : C e Idea ofhistorical recurrence. In Lisry, however, the phdosophical idea of universal reenactment and the historical tradtion of the rise and decline of successive states are joined for the ftrst dme: Home is depicted m having, like other states, pmgressed through the cycle of rise and decEne, but it is also presented as having ready once recovered and renewed itself, aker reaching the nadir ofdechne with the militaqr defeat by the Gauls and the public demorahzadon that foUowed. Conspicuous parallels between that early decline and recovemr and events in Livy’s own day flrther suggest that Roman recovery after defeat by the Gauk may serve as a model for the new recovery proposed by Augustus. This provocadve paraUebsm benveen pwt and present in Livy's narrative caTs attendon to yet mother factor that is cridcal to the union ofHeUenisdc and Hcman elements in Livy, a factor that provdded a pardcular impetus for their union and that ohen helps to explain its specifIc shape and character: the pressures and chaUenges faced by a historian writing during the turbulent transition &om Repubhc to Empire at Rome. Foremost among these was the necessity to deftne (or perhaps redeftne) the relation between $oman Past, present, and future and, more speciftcaUy, to idendfy the relationship etween continuity and change. However cynical, nnnipuladve, or superfl- clal we nlay judge it, Augusms' program ofreform was centraUy concerned with that relationship and lent to any contemporary reHection upon it a particvdar point and urgency that were inescapable. Any attempt to under- sCan Ronian tradition and the Augustan program for renewal in relation to each other necessarily involved methating bemeen tradition and change 1n a tremendously complex ideological and political context, in which c a ;e meant decline, collapse, and perhaps the promise of renewal, while ''restoration'' was highly selective and included radical imlovahon. Conse- quently, the task of methating bemeen pwt and Present entailed mediadng etween continuity and change and raised the diHlcult question of where a collective identiqr might reside in the relationship bmveen them. Livqr addresses that problem, as we have seen, in part through his elabQra- tlon of the role of onle's founders. Limited in number and dme, they serve to identi$ 3 speciftc, fornntive period in !oman history. Limited in the specifIc institutions and values with which they are msociated, they semre (o tdentify core aspects of Roman character around which change may take place without compromising dome's essential identity and continuing potential for greatness. Liy's critique of established stlndards for evaluation of historical evidence adds a hlrther dimension to his understanding of the relationship between continuity and change in ^oman histoq. In his narra- txvt onian identity derives less £am a substrahlm of ''facts'' or events than owL t e collective memoqr of the !oman people. lnasmuch as Roman rnenlory is itseU not the result of uncritical accumulation but rather refLects an ortolng process of deliberate elaboration and revision, it is a dynanitc creXion. The compleAties of the Auglstan program, characterized by paradoxes and outright inconsistencies, created uncertainties that put other presfures on the historian. It wxs not known, for example, to what extent Auglstus' Program of renewal would embrace tradidonal Republican feedom of expression, or whether the new regime would be totalitarian and opprssive. n addition, the program incorporated divergent, sometimes conHicdng, xdeological positions. Such uncertaindes and complekdes would have posed pro enc for a historian such as Livy, on the margins of Rome's powerful and traditionally exclusive ruling aristocracy, and, we might expect, would ave pressured the historian to reaflrm certain traditional values and attitudes even as the iT-defIned power of a new rujer pressed in other direcdoms. Consequendy, the twk of methating bewreen past and present was not o y conceptuaUy complex and diHlcult; it was further complicated by the necessity for poEtical tact_ n niany ways Livy was a product of his age and Personal circumstances. He used the materials available to him: Roman tradition, HeUenisdc thought, ^omn Republican and Aupntan ideologies. He combined them in ways that are consistent with his pardcular position on the margins of the Roman and wiT to exercise it were (especiaUy during the early, fornandve stages of Livy's work) as yet not fully tested. Given aT ofthis it does not seem possible that the spuciflc ideas found in his narrative could have becu Predicted. They are the product of a unique mind. They reHect a determination to reveal rather than take for granted the ideological underpinning: of !oman ehavhor and to do so while acknowledging and integradng rather than excluding troublesome elements in !oman tradition. They are manifest in the unique ways in which HeUenistic concepts and Roman traditions are adapted to each other, but also in formulations that are sometimes tentative, guarded, and occasionaky inconsistent. Together they contribute to a narra- tlve that is nnny-layered, complex, subdc, often original, and genuinely iUu- ndnating. 

Spectacle and Socieqr 1a Ivy's IlistoTy

k But as Livy pre- scnts It In the preface, the importance of vision in dqc reccpdon of !his narrative relat= particularly to lqis works politica! ftandtion. By imitating thc visual images dqat they bellold in Livv's monumcntum, his readers re- produce them in the conduct of their own public lives. This process ofers one example ofhow vision provides tl1e means through which the historian's literary representation of Romc's past bccomcs a pan of the politIcal !lfc of the Republic in tlmc prcscnt.4 So, t ), in portraving cnl- events of the Roman past as spectaclcts, Liw assimilates the audi- cncc's cxpcriencc of IAis tcxt to their cxperiencc of dqe acnlal spectacles, $uc!3 as sacrfices aIAd ptlblic asscnTblics (contknrs), dlrougl> wITich so much of dAc political anci rcligiotts life of thc Romatl state was con- uctcd. By combining close rcadings of particttlar episodes wirla a ccrn- sideration of thc social hxnctions of tspectaclc in Kol3301 culnjrc, tllis snldy aims to show llow rIAe IAarrativc stratcgics that Liw adopts to cn- gage the gazwe of his authence allovv lqis text to rcproclucc tlac politic;3 eRects of the cvcnts described and thus to act upon rIAe socicty of jlis (CWn tWhc. Greek anei Roman rhetorical trea- tlses freqtlentlv cicscribcd thc aim of makIng an avldicncc scem to see cii- :<C y t!3c evrclnrs dcscribcd il÷ a litcrarbT vvork, In the next cenmry, PltxarcIT vvcrtlld cicclarc tlyat tlac bcsr lxisroriala is tlac omc ;!v o nlakes !Tis narrative an image, as though it were a painting.Lt Is rlor tlnc cv'cuts tlvcmsclslcs that Livgr sets be- foTC ac c)'Cs cgflaiS caucilclaccb it t 1c vtsl > c traccS t mat thctr have leh be- ITIU . CIAc proccss O trNlsmission th'ough which thc ''vision'' of the past is prcscrvcd. :!1c ab lity to rccorcstmlct thc emotional expcricnce of rhc spcctators is vTalucd as a mcans of bridging the distance between present auci past. attempts ''to commtlnicatc vvitll tIAc luilads of tlac mcl; of tl3c past_ to relive tITc nTcnta! JtAct clxxotlonal cxpcricnccs fclt!LiD'S contenlporary audicncc h tIAclr ovvrl tivtvlrc and past calx bc nAapPcd bV tIAc samc sericts crf vicLorics and dcfcatAs-tlrc vrcry cvctats tITat ;>rcrvicic tlac all- rqaltstlc structurc of' LiW'S narrative.

regularity of the ritual pattern ensures that this scene All continue to be imitated. But ar the sanie rime, ul irs capacitor to call to its authence's mind earlier events, become an av~mplum. effect of the Visual element in Lolls narrative is to allow him ~o locate iris representation of the past within the set of spectacles and performances through which the aural Cisic 11fe of the state was conducted was through seeing and being seen that the social relationships ofwatcher and watched were realized and the status Bleach defined.32 The notion that Augusnls7s public presentation of himself was crimed prinlaril)T ~o conceal the rrue nature of his power has a long heritagel Ronald Syme has treated Augustus's use of public display edith ali 6iisnilar skepticism; triumphs and religious 

:stivals are primarily instruments of propaganda, treated together with literature and the arts as a medium for cco~ganizing public opinion?'36 But it is also possible to assign a more important political role to spectacle ccasions on which political power is not so much c(staged1' as enacted. public in-sigiua adopted by the nBeL the Risible Inanifestations of power that funcrion to demarcate ache center as centeqlo thus create rather than simply reflect his authority. By directing the gaze of his listeners ~o various aspects of the scene before them1 Cic-ero uses the Ilistorical and cultural associations of these visual markers to influence and inspire his authence. 'cpower of places" is as much made as found. The orator Tadgh 

chooses among the various possible associations of a place or scene) and even generates new ones, to impose or contract the precise meaning he requires. In the same way, as Jivy~s narrative creates and shapes the significance of the scenes it describesl even as it uses them to enhance its own impact on its authence. ndeedl Cluintilian argues that the mind's ability to respond to she images of absent things as if they were Present underlies the effectiveness of ensri?~sg] ccby which things seem not so much to be said as to be showa; and our emotions are aroused no differently than if we were actually present at an event'948 syme treats Iivy9s work1 together "ridh chose of Vergil and Horacel as propaganda for the new regime; it is Prescribed in the same termsl and in 

the same chapters as the pfsincepfs use of public spectacles to organize the same chapters as the pfincapfs use of public spectacles to organize abfic opinion.49 Laters in a keller treatment of the historian's attitudes, Syme conceded Chat Livy~s support of the new regime was sincere and lonesdy come by1 but still concludes by describing the historian as an aimpr01ling publicist?150 Others have presented opposite opiEons~ some going so far as to describe Livy as a covert or Indeed overt opponent of Aug71ShlS; but they still define the political dimension ofUvy9s History Faith reference to AugustuslS Power.51 yiui~lsn1R9R authority in this view with reference to ykugustus9s power.51 Aug71Rnls9s authority in this siew becomes the reality that Livy's text can only praise or blame, enhance or 

distort. Mora recentlyl scholars have emphasized the capacity of Livyls distort. More recentlyl scholars have emphasized the capacity of Livy~s text to ace autonomously.52 Dis C. S. ~Craus puts it1 c(the historians project Parallel/rivals Augustusl own building of a new Rome sea (re)con-struction ofits past. . . . But a shared project sloes not necessarily mean a Iack of Independence ~5~ Livy~s strategy of making ills oyea work a ccspectacle" provides a mechanism by which Ks text can participate di- reedy in the political life of the state) not only through the meanings it conveysl but tihrough the experience it makes available to its authence; it is thus that Livy~s narrative generates its own ssctoritas. As a means ofpresenring the memory ofevents-a 

wonuwentum-written History could be classed Together with the paintings' statues' and Predications that created a Risible record of a military Victory or other great deed.60 T the means by which accomplishments were converted into status' the creation and preservation of memorials belonged to the men whose deeds they celebrated. the case ofphysical memorials) their very locations' in temples and public spaces and on the facades of the houses of the politically Powerfi1I~ established their connections to the centers of civic life. Inscriptions recording the dedicator's name and ohmice and the occasion of tile replication fLIr~hcr enhanceL3 botll a monulllentis authenticity and j's authority But she 11nks that bound literary records of the past to the 

realm of public aca were more vaned and usuaUy less direct. Jks we lacee seen) olen they derived fiom the public status of the historian Himself. And1 urdike Vergd1 Jivy seems to have maintained strong connections ~o ius native city anti to have thed in place where he was born.80 Nor do we hear of a network of friends in the capital of the sort that helped other yiugustan literary figures to establish themselves. Whatifloris Livy possessed seems to have come exclusively fiom his literary accomplishments' as did his correction with she imperial family1 which dated from relatively late in his career.81 effect ofthis strategy is to distinguish as much as possible the significance and public role of.the work itself fiom iris own p 

er-sonal status. The preface begins with a flurry of self-reference.~ But as the text ptoceedsl the author llineelfproffessively retreats &om it1 rarely Denuding his own persona into the narrative.95 Hnd it is Precisely the ~i-" sual qualities of rhe ~a~n~pnvn~#ns thathisilitate tilis procedure-by deflecting the readerly gaze toward she monument ofhis work1 he renders his own person invisible and increasingly irrelevant as the ~s~n~-nwn~~ns itself exerts its beneficial effects on the authence. Llvy's ohm representations of ule pasta ~~hatever Ks personal positions gained authority fiom she very deeds and men they depict. huge tracts of the ancient city had been transformed by the potentates of the Late Republic, each ofwhom in 

succession attempted to devise a visual equivalent for the grandiosity ofhis accomplishments, Each of these monuments E Burn offered its own competing narrative of Roman h]storyl Paul Zanker presents the creation ofa coherent system ofs~isual communication out of dais disorder of competes siaru as one of the major accomplishments1 not just ofAugustan art, but of the Algustan era. l ~s book Tee pawer of images 1in the Age ofAuiisastus traces doe pleads by which the reconstruction of decaying monuments' the modi~catinn of the F~ellenistic visual Idioms of the Late Republic, and the reconfigara-tion of the urban landscape all combined to create ~a whole new method of visual_ commurucation?ul~ wKch in tarn provided an effective fiillm for conveying and constructing a shared political ide010gy.114 

At tile same time1 Franker emphaticaUy rejects Prescribing this transfbr-mation in sensual media as mere propagandal imposed fiom the top down. Ratters he insists on the apower of imagery to shape and deter- gable the way in which the regime itseYwas defined. Eiistorical knowledge was doubly implicated in the creation of ale urban landscape as a set oftegible visual signs: it served as the cccontentsl of tJ.1e badividual monumental each of which recalled a particular event and in turn imbued the monuments themselves Nth significance. Thus historyl in the sense ofan awareness of the past, was at once imperiled by the confusion of the system ofvisual communication a~ Rome and a crucial instniment in its restoration. It was ignorance ofRoman history and 

traditions that stripped she ancient monuments of their significance and Ie(~ to their neglect. For varro. to recover kno~~ledge about the ancestral reliEious Practices of the Romans was tantamount to preserving the cults th L~ lves from nan.115 (Jorrespondlngl~ the decay and obliteration of the visual traces of antiquity meant the disappearance of the network of Finns that oueht to have presented knowledge and memory. The process, ofcourse, had a moral dimension as weII. The invisibility of ances-nfcourse. had a moral dimension as weu. The invisibility of a nces-cess, of course, had a mor'l dimension as welt. The invisibility ailccs-tral customs meant the loss of the influence they Alight have exerted on ,h~ Present, so1 too, in religious termsl the fading of traditional piety 

fh? .nr,pqnnnAin~ distance between contemporary Rome and the the corresl'onding distance between (extemporary -some any a/c rhe vods fnuled bv black smoke."116 viewed in this way HugusnB9s in-~rreg~q in moral reform, the physical reconstniction of the citf1 and she representation of the past form not just complementary out Insepara ble facets of the same program. iook 59 at the end of the first published pentadl is perhaps the most elaboraid~ i)dt-tenled wait in the 11istorian9s worki and it can be read as a microcosm of the entire course of Roman hlstory~~a?JazShlels greatest foreign success to date, the conquest ofVeiil Ied immethately to her greatest danger, the attack by the Hauls. The central issue in the book has sometimes been to be religious propriety, but as Miles has demonstrated "nancee 

imoortant a theme. 133 ]ts in Cato7s speech, it is the seductive power of wealth that motivates the Romania newest of their 9ods.134 Camillusis dedication of one-tenth of she Doria of iieii to Hpollo alie~- aces the people and contributes to h1S baEshfnent (5.23.8-11). Although the vow is fiifilled~ she avarice of the Romans here appears as a force that hinders their performance of their duties to the gods and thus prepares for the loss of dorine support that leads to the sack. The danger posed by the success at Veil again takes the fonts of a distracting visual image that threatens to draw the Romans away fiom the native traditions that se- cured their victory. The opulence of Veil-which, Livy emphasizes, is within sight of Berne-leads the Romans to contemplate abandoning 

their own city (5.24.5). 2is with the threat posed by the eastern stolid] the result of succumbing to this temptation would be ~o reverse the si~ua-ons of conqueror and conquered.13s Yhen the Gauls enter the abandoned cited their perceptions of ih or rasher their failure to perceive the significance of the images they are exposed to1 makes their experience comparable to that of the Roman who has Lost the ability to reEd the monuments around him. In both cases, the breakdown in visual comprehension has the same caused erarstia. Since fkom the beginning ofLivy's text, epgriti~ has been personified as a foreign unmigrant that causes the Romans themselves to adopt the v~lnes ni their defeated opponents' it is doubly appropriate that he 

values o~ t:leir defeated opponents, it is doubly appropriate that tie the city through the eyes of iorelgners. desolation that greets the Romans returning to their city contests utterly edith &e besdldering and enticing array of Visual images encountered by the Garth. Eor those whose perspective depends on surfaces, the landscape seems void of meaning or valuer and the people again contemplate abandoning Rome for Veil. Camillus)s second salva-)n of His pacha consists in reeducating the Vision Of iris fellow citizens Jreeminently by showing the Nomads their City. he continually chaUenges has authence to look upon the city and perceive it as something more than ccsurfaces and roofing stones" (5.5~-2)- F~l5 Each m~n#nsen-~~~v becomes literally that: the remulder of an event or sign, 

it is she memory of these events that in corn generates the bond between his authence and the physical place itseK1462 relevance of the issues raised at the conclusion tjf dhe first pentad she preoccupations of Rome in Livy~s day hardly needs to be stressed. file position of Carnillus's restoration of the city1 both within Livy9s nar-utive at the end of the first pentadl and wither the course of the cities History, at the halfway point between Rome9s origins foundation in n3 B.C.E. and 27 B.C.E., when the p~,ihk~l tOOk on the title ofAugJ1snls1 roughly the time when the first portion of the Bissau was published1149 makes the parallels between past and present atmoi_ine~4~i)abli~ lso The necessity for the reconstruction of Romel the narrow escape fkom the 

danger that Rome herself would be supplanted by a foreign capital-h~re, veg; in the rhetoric of the 3OISN Alexandria-and above all the insistence that the physics restoration of Rome is inextricably bound up with the restoration of her religious and moral traditions' all ipeak directly to conteandorarv concerns that HuEustus had and would address the years abler Hctium.151 Indeed, Lilac has often been assumed to hnxr~ ~nilnrec9 his .,,1rcrayal of camillus to recall the feaiNceys llimself~ whether as a means of celebrating HUglUtUS'S achievements' or of rousing him to action and proposing an ~xemplwm upon which he, like the ing him to action and proposing an axamplum upon which he1 tile other readers of the History] might model his owns behavior.152 The tides 

~ iwr uses to describe Camillus, above all the term wnditwi153 wh]ch the LIvy a o ~"--1. to yiugustus,154 particularly establish a parallel between this figure and the mincers. Butting the past on display itself constitutes a political act1 which here effeetsdh@d preservation of precisely the traditions it recalls.

To engage support of the gods and to make that support evident to his troops one of the cluef tasks of the iwpey~tor In return, the claims thai the gods themselves have favored the Romans give the victory its s ;ignificance and provide a superhuman affirmation of the privileged position of Rome's smyJerium in relation to that offer enemies. gods do proside an absolute, superhuman reservoir of nowerl wKch justifies Romeos conducts and the consul in tlitii offers a unique and reliable means of access to that poweL ivyls treatment of the supernatural less as an expression ofKs oum personas beliefs chan as a l it-erary device. David LLvene has recency suggested that by explicitly questioning miraculous stories about the gods1 Livy was demonstrating 

kind ofrational crincal intellect expected ofa historian.48 Juxtaposes two attitudes toward prodigies. A lecision-to include tills material as an effect of the inBuence that those figures exert upon him as writes. The record he produces results directly fiom their recognition of the prodigies' validity. In Livy's treatment of' Jealous material becomes a defining feature of has distinctive historical method, a method that reproduces and revives the practices of religious authorities within his narrative. he links the publication of these stories abour the gods, whose fictive nature he ilim- seKemphasizes) to the means by which each figure gains or exercises ih~-periuwt Livy~s presentation of the kinfs refonns also Emphasizes both explicitly and implicidy the continuing impact of his 

institutions however distant in time1 upon contemporary Rome. He reminds ins authence that the doors of dh~ were closed by Augustus aRer the battle of Actium for only the second time since Numa's reign.5s But AUgVR~1R is not Ale ordy contem re-Jalled in the account of Numals religious reforms. The moral purpose Livy ascribes to she kinfs programs with its emphadi; irii iwxurii and the Bangers of decline through oti~n$~ echoes his own analysis of the ills that beset the Rome ofKs own day.56 In Livy's prefaced the progress of~sv"-rse and its attendant vice, avari~ial figures as an index of the nations' decline (ptuf II) and results specifically firm the failure of discipline (prank g). Alongside the similarity between the moral preoccupations of krng 

and historian, the ksafs perception of'1Lome9s dangers results iom an understanding of the state's historical development that would have understanding of the states' Historic development that would nave been very familiar to Livy's authence, the idea that the absence of an external enemy encourages internal dissolution. So too the means by which Numa exerts his influence resemble the efficacy of the historical text: the king becomes an exemplwm "upon whose maces men molded themselves~57 just as Livy offers iris own readers exempt for imitation. An emphasis on the inseparability of donne and human causation, by which even events explicable in purely human terms take on a divine dissension, provides one means by winch Livy can 1dopt a historians' 

analytical perspective without undercutting the claims to dislike favor that Vhcal P . h~ Eve themselves use to exercise power and interpret their actions. Even if Scipio~s statements about the go(is resect ordlr his osna cleverness1 that does not imply that he does not have their backing. The mind can be a prophet too1 and wisdom can become di-vme. But beyond its expethency~ this way of representing causation repeats an overlap of powers inherent in imperiww itself. Livy Even if a bathe is won purely through stratagem or trickeryl the victory itself is a proof of divine cooperation. No Roman ever won a battle against the will of the gods. Ratters it is the ability of she commander to mobilize all the energies of a societal whether those derive Eom 

the gods or from individual ricks] that determines his success or fadure.

The innovation of Livy is not to have guested dueling itself , away fiom the surviving wbiks as a means ofpersonal advancements bUt1 away Com the surviving nobiks as a means like Augustus in his Forums to have taken control of the stories told about these events, converting them from self-glorifying family narration. We livy signals the transluon Com family glory to the interest of -some as a whole as

Jivy begins his narrative with the destruction of Troy and the flight of the survnols to 11.aly. Howe Ious Aeneas does not fight Cis way out of the burning city; it is mutual respect for ancient tradition that ensures his survive. the Trojan emigration predicts a crucial pattern in the development of the Roman state. Tilroughout its ilistoryl and partiaiarly dunng its begin-nings7 Rome grows through absorption. New territories necessitate the incorporation of new citizens. Romulus himseIL she next founder of Rome1 comes iom Jilbal and His fellow citizens are exiles and fugitives. Romans are made1 not born. Thus it is particularly appropriate that the first event in Roman history is the destruction of a fatherland, Troy. making of citizens was not jwt a scatter of historical interest In 

Rome of she first century B.C.E. BaatheL the iustorian~s treatment of the past highlights a crucial issue in contemporary political life. Afier the in-COipOratiOE of the Italian allies' the citizen population had groom fiom 395,oo0 in 115 B.C.E. to about 1.5 million in 28 B.C.E.1 according to a consewative estimate.~ Not only did this vast population of new Romansl who were already sines of their ohm cities' have to Blink of themselves as members of the Roman pstlfie~ but in the face of such expansionl the very term civic which had originally described a participant in a tangible community of peersl required redefinition for all citizens. Nor is it inap-propriare to adopt the perspective of the individual citizen here. The Romeos themselves recognized that the subjective dimension, the 

indi-Romans themselves recognized that the subjective dimension, the inditant as issues of law and public procedure in questions of citizenship. Loyalty to one's native state could hinder full identification vnth the res Biblical but so could political factionalisml or philosophical precepts' or the love of leisure. friends' familyl books) or even the body could equally usurp the ngh~ii place of the community as tile center of Ioyalty and attentions A August's upbraiding ofan unproductive, alienated aristocracy demonstrate but ~yo aspects ofthis phenomenon. The reintei~ration of the Latvia involved the incorporation of those within as well ~s nf nllhiAPVC r.Kylia. the force that has corroded the Roman stated shuts off the individual ikom the collective life of the stated 

the conflict between Rome and A~abaaa5~~~~k~eetofte~~snds~~ghi~mrw~alRome had just emerged at the rime when. the Hirtwy was composed. ukieea1 Ilyy Inakes the comparison explicit by saying that the sunnie between Livy minces the comparison explicit by saying that the struggle nenAreen Rome and Riba was Almost like a civil war" and even c(almost like a srar between fathers and sons" (~.23.1). The last description not only conjures up the most terrifying image of the civil strife of the author's own day but aJso extends the significance of the conflict From the level of'nationaJ identiev to rhe more intimate sphere of the family, just as the cisric confides of the first century were shown to disrupt society at every leve1.8 bond between the citizen and the Republic 

model ofpatriotic participation adopted in Livy~s early books. patrician rebel Coriolanus1 arhen his mocker makes realize that by becoming an enemy to the stated he has also changed his relationship to his family.31 The Iurid possibility that Cioriolanus9s mother Vigils become his slave. and, as such1 his concubine, reveals in the most powerful way the complete inversion of the structure of thefs-Nit~ht. military success validates the society as a wholes from the physical prowess ofits individual solthers to the propnetf ofits political and religious practices, and ultimately to the historical tradition chat gave rise to them.

Nor were the Romans themselves oblivious to the ccsocia191 jinportaace of religion as a means of building ties widen a community. For Control shared saws eofutituted one of the tos tklat Eldd an individual to his natural paris. ~i~lthin Livy~s own text, use of religious ritual to maintain the social order of the Roman state occu]

The result ls rhat the scenes Livy describes mostly Bake place in a naarow range of highly regularized settings' Private house (n!bmus), batdefield, senate house Sprig). forum, assembly space (tcnssiiai#nw). Together, these senate house (c#ria), forum, assembly space /ca~ws~s~FV) loeeEcr, tilcsc tJTical settings come to define a simplified symbolic geography within gypiaal seaings come to deere a Dandified #mbalic geography wittun nal debate or poiiticaJ assembly thus recaps all its predecessors and facil-Litat@s the compaiasol1s through time that make each individua] event but one facet ofa larger tradition. Yilso, since the settings Livy chooses Deere still very much a part of the civic life of contemporary Romans, they 

constantly reiterate the continuities between the past described ul his Histwy and the lived expenence ofits readers.

VeriTinia 1~e imagery of role-playing and acting had preciously been used to indicate Appius~s essential duplicity it also points to a central characteristic of Livy's portrayal of the decemnratel the discrepancy betated by the decem~rsl illegal usurpation of the forms of public office. The decembers Cae as if they were magistrates; they preside at trials and have the outward trappings of power. But once they have faded to hold consular elections and have exceeded limits of their office, they cease to lave any legitimate authority. At she same time that Livy sets the episode against the background of ritual practice, he contextaahzes 1~ In another sense as well. The reference tO the shops cheat are now called nesa' allots his authence to locate the 

scene precisely within the landscape of the contemporary city. I suggest that both the allusions to cult and sacrifice and the geographic specificity ofliis description serve the same ends. Jkithouiih the Forum has changed its aspect over the centuries since the decemviratel the historian's text overcomes temporal distance and makes the event kle Prescribes Risible ill the present. At the same nine, the city itself, although it no longer Preserves the exact configurations of its past1 nevertheless gains a new series ofhistorical associations. So the religious rituals that Livy uses as models for the construction of scenes eke the death iferginia themselves create a visual Iink to the past. Each sacrifice or ritualized performance 

ideally reproduces an enthess series ofidentical rituals extending backwards through time. The rm snwsim who flees the Forum every year continually reenacts the exile of the Tarquinsl at least for those who1 lisle Livy ~s aathence, kno~v the story.

as the reader proceeds through the first decai9~1 he will discover a Rome much more recognizable than he initially thought. Far iom being unstained by Ale evils of the present, even the earliest periods of Roman history are animated by disputes and dangers that closely resemble the problems of the immethate pasta Livy deliberately avoids markrng any specific date as the polnt that separates orrosfth from (ie-cline. 1o Indeed, on occasions when the continuities of Roman history seem decisively broken by some cataclysmic events like the Gallic invasion, Livy is at pains to reveal the traces of the earlier city that survive the changed The problem posed by the preface concerning the continuity between the past and the present has a farther dimension as well, for it also raises 

the question ofhow a literary representation, such as Livy~s history interacts with the real Rome within which Iris readers lived. At first it seems as though the Rome to wiuch Livy turns to avoid the sight of the plaint can be regarded simply as an image. The q~gs that rises with prayers for a ccfortunate outcome]' is Lii]'s literary ~p~s and appears U1-compatible with the epus that is the state itself. But just as the narrative will show that the past is not in fact discontinuous with the present, so sgj21 show chat the past is. LLt ui-Ydte ~fti~eontinuous with the presents SO the distinctions between Livy's Rome and the real Rome become blurred. To recognize aspects ofpresent experience in Livy's account of once the temporal separation between xveen literary representation and reality. 

Nor does the process operate ordy in one direction : at the same time that Livy's incorporation of elements familiar from the present makes his narrative more immethately apprehensiblel a reading of his history transforms the way in winch his readers respond to the city around deism. We have seen1 for exampled how due to l references inchided in the account of the death ofVergilua both allow Livy's authence to visualize this event taking place in the Forum as they knew it and inscribes the his-torian9s narrative upon the landscape of the real city. Of the various strategies Livy uses to define his representation of the Roman past as something more than a literary constructs 1ve have particularly examined his tendency to depict crucial actions, like Brutus's 

execution ofhis sons, in the form of public spectacles. By this device, Livy allows ius readers to share the nerspeetive of an authence Astin the narrative who experience such events directly) and are correspondency subjected to the kinds of political influences that coded be con1Teyed through the medium of~nsion. At the same time1 in taking over the language of public spectacle as the means by which he represents the past1 Livy sets his texts among the many forms of public display that were becoming an Ecreasingly important locus for political discourse in Augus-tan R_omc.

