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GREAT EXPEDITIONS: LIVY ON THUCYDIDES

BARBARA SAYLOR RODGERS
University of Vermont

However much historical coincidences put one in mind of Thucydides
1.22.4, historical reality reveals that human nature alone cannot guaran-
tee identical results in similar situations, even when human beings react
in similar ways to a given opportunity. But since historians are not
remarkably different from the rest of mankind, only an obtuse or per-
verse literary personality would neglect the chance, given an opportunity,
to draw a parallel. The passion for things Attic which infected various
Romans in the second half of the first century B.c., combined, perhaps,
with the political situation, created an environment in which Thucydi-
dean coloring of historical works became not only possible but likely.!
Cicero, in the midst of his lament that orators have gone too far in their
search for “Attic” models, rejects Thucydides as a suitable subject for an
orator to imitate, while he allows that historians could do worse than to
consult the great Athenian (Brutus 278).2 There were not only Romans
but Greeks: the unsuccessful, Dionysius refused to name.3 Demosthe-
nes, intelligently under the influence, was another case (de Thuc. 53fF;
de Dem. 10). Of the Roman writers of the second half of the first cen-
tury, Sallust in particular found in Thucydides a congenial influence, and
won a reputation as a successful imitator of not only Thucydidean style
but “ethos” as well. No one can have failed to notice, for example, that
Sallust created for Caesar and Cato argumentative modes which Diodo-
tus and Cleon employed in the Mytilenean debate, although in Sallust
benevolent pragmatism did not win and the exordia of the speeches

! R. Syme, Sallust (Berkeley 1964) 52 remarks, “War and disturbance, however, bring
men to Thucydides in different ages, for recognition, instruction, and grim comfort.” On
pp. 52-56 he reviews Thucydides’ place in the “Atticist” controversy and in the develop-
ment of Sallust’s style (see also pp. 245-48). A. D. Leeman, REL 33 (1955) 193-205
(Atticisme et “thucydidisme™), is worth reading as well.

¢ Dionysius, de Thuc. 55 fin. distinguishes between the narrative (worthy) and speeches
(unworthy of imitation).

* De Thuc. 52, cf. the comparison of Philistus in Ep. ad Pomp. S, de imit. 3.2. Cicero
mentions Philistus and Thucydides in the same breath (Brutus 66) with Cato; cf. Ep. ad
Q.F. 2.12.4, de Orar. 2.57.
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come from Demosthenes.t But questions of characterization aside, Sal-
lust has consulted Thucydides, if only for the means to express what
kind of argument is needed to sway a particular audience.’

Livy himself, the most Ciceronian of historians, was neither ignorant
of Thucydides nor immune from the temptation to draw parallels. He
opens the account of the second Punic war with a direct echo of Thucydi-
des’ assertion of the importance of his subject, complete down to the
larger reasons given in support of the claim, but differing in particulars
and in the background material.® Other passages, too, in Books 21-30
point to Thucydides’ influence. There is the account of the plague at
Syracuse (25.26.7ff.), some of which is borrowed from Thucydides 2.47ff.7
There are several characterizations which remind the reader of personali-
ties described in the history of the Peloponnesian war: Cleon is so memo-
rable that he can serve as model for Metilius (Livy 22.25.3ff., Thuc.
4.27.4-5), Varro (22.25.18-26.4, Thuc. 3.36.6 and 4.21.3), and Minucius
(Livy 22.27.1-4, Thuc. 5.7.3), all adversaries of Fabius, a Nicias-figure
in some respects,® although Nicias has another side represented by
Paullus (22.40.3, Thuc. 7.48.4), and Fabius himself has something in
common with Pericles (22.23.4, Thuc. 2.13.1). There are descriptive
details which are perhaps too commonplace to deserve note.? Cities,

4 Caesar’s from 8.1 (On the Chersonese) and Cato’s from 3.1 (Third Olynthiac). Cf. Syme
(above, note 1) 244 with note 23.

5 Syme (above, note 1) 56 notes that Sallust uses Thucydides not only stylistically but
“to produce an equivalence of manner and atmosphere.” T. F. Scanlon, The Influence of
Thucydides on Sallust (Heidelberg 1980) has collected and analyzed the numerous passages
in Sallust’s works which owe something to Thucydides. He also gives an annotated bibliog-
raphy of the topic in his introduction. See pp. 102-8 for likenesses and differences in the
Mytilenean and Catilinarian debates.

6 Both state that their topic is most worthy of remembrance; in fact, allowing for the
difference in idiom, Livy’s opening words (from bellum maxime ... ) translate Thucydi-
des’. Each observes immediately that the two parties involved were at the height of their
power. Livy omits Thucydides’ “worldwide” implications and traces the origins of the
second Punic war to the end of the first and the personalities of Hannibal and Hamilcar,
with a nod to Thucydides’ excursus into ancient history (1.1.2ff) in the words neque
validiores opibus ullae inter se civitates gentesque contulerunt arma (21.1.2).

7 E.g., the danger of contact and resultant neglect of the ill (Livy 25.26.8; Thuc. 2.47.4,
2.51.5), the eventual lack of mourning and proper burial (Livy 25.26.10; Thuc. 2.51.2,
2.51.5 fin.). Admittedly, the subject became popular, and it was elsewhere better, and
recently, imitated (Lucretius 6.1138-1286; Virgil, Georgics 3.478—566).

8 Cleon berates Nicias for the generals’ failure to resolve the situation at Pylos, just as
Fabius is rebuked for his failure to meet and defeat Hannibal. P. G. Walsh, Livy. His
Historical Aims and Methods (Cambridge 1961) 105 observes that Fabius resembles Nicias
when Minucius resembles Cleon (“one can perhaps discern the indirect influence of Thu-
cydides™). Fabius appears to be beset by not one but three Cleons.

9 I cite two: the nighttime escape from Acerrae (23.17.5-6) is similar to the flight from
Plataea (Thuc. 3.22-24); Marcellus at Nola (23.16.10ff.) uses the tactics of Brasidas at
Amphipolis (Thuc. 5.7-8, 10).
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peoples, and armies may be described in a manner now familiar; there is
moral decay at Rome (24.18.2) and civil sickness at Syracuse (24.29.3;
cf. Thuc. 3.82.2, 83.1); the various motives of the different ethnic com-
ponents of Hannibal’s troops at Zama bring to mind Thucydides’ cata-
logue of men and motives before the great battle in the harbor at Syra-
cuse (30.33.8ff.; Thuc. 7.57). Rome after Cannae is like Athens after the
Sicilian expedition, yet different (22.54.7-55.3, Thuc. 8.1.1-3).10

Out of all the Peloponnesian war, it is the personalities and events
of the Sicilian Expedition which find their reflection in Livy’s narrative
of the second Punic war.!! Livy has Marcellus pause before Syracuse
and reflect upon several incidents in that city’s history. The Athenian
attack receives twice as much coverage as all the struggles with Carthage
(25.24.11-12). The Athenians’ temerity was matched by Scipio’s, and
the invasion of Africa was history’s challenge to Livy’s ability to notice
and compare. In both cases, a young man wanted to go and an old man
thought the endeavor unwise; each argued his case; the people were
generally favorable to the more adventurous course; and, although a
scandal involving a chthonic deity threw an ominous religious cloud
over the preparations, the armada sailed off after a glorious farewell.
There are differences, slight in particulars, enormous in the event.
Nicias went with the Athenian expedition, and Alcibiades, frustrated in
his request for a trial, was assailed after his departure by political ene-
mies who secured his recall, condemnation in absentia, and (as Thucyd-
ides has it) the failure of the expedition. Fabius did not go to Sicily or
to Africa with Scipio; he remained in Rome where, human nature being
what it is, he tried to have Scipio recalled because of what had happened
at Locri.’2 But at Rome moderation (and its spokesman Q. Metellus)
prevailed over faction: Scipio was exonerated after investigation, sailed
to Africa with a clear slate, and won the war.

19 In both cases there is mourning, and despair at the great loss and the lack of human
resources for replacements, as well as a conviction that the enemy will soon arrive to
attack the city, and a determination not to give in. Allies desert as well (Livy 22.61.10-12;
Thucydides 8.2.1-2). But Livy has nothing to parallel Thucydides’ observations about the
people’s anger against political figures and soothsayers, nor the remark that fear will always
make the people behave properly. On the contrary, the Romans thanked Varro, the princi-
pal author of the catastrophe, quod de re publica non desperasset (22.61.14).

11 Note the several citations from Book 7 (8.1 included) above, and Marcellus’ musings
at Syracuse, cited below. The invasion of Sicily in Books 6-7 of Thucydides stands as a
narrative in its own right, apart from the larger history, just as the second Punic war is an
account complete in itself.

12 Plutarch preserves more information about Fabius’ continued opposition, hostility, and
rivalry, which shows him in a less kindly light than Livy, and has Cato join him: Fabius
25.2-26.5, Cato Maior 3.4-8. See W. Hoffmann, Livius und der zweite punische Krieg,
Hermes Einzelschrift 8 (1942) 91-93 for discussion of Plutarch and Livy’s kinder treat-
ment of Fabius.
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Remarkable coincidences, until the end. There is no way to tell
which of Livy’s sources may have made something of them, but Livy
surely has, whether his inspiration came from Thucydides himself or
through an intermediary.!® There are hints in the treatment of the
scandal after Pleminius’ misconduct at Locri and in the description of
the departure of the fleet,'4 and Livy reveals the parallel when he has
Fabius liken Scipio to another Alcibiades bringing ruin on his state with
his rash venture (28.41.17: he includes a direct reference to the great
battle in the harbor); Scipio is unable to ignore the comparison but
turns it aside (28.43.20). The best evidence for Thucydidean influence
on Livy lies in the two orations delivered by Fabius and Scipio in the
senate in 205. In Thucydides, Nicias delivers two speeches which frame
Alcibiades’ argument, probably because Nicias actually spoke twice. Livy,
however, gives a balanced pair,!® and Fabius’ speech includes elements

13 For this part of Book 28 (the proceedings in the senate), Valerius Antias is a prime
candidate in the literature (H. Hesselbarth, Historisch-kritische Untersuchungen zur dritten
Dekade des Livius [Halle 1889] 559; W. Soltau, Livius’ Quellen in der III. Dekade [Berlin
1894] 40, although he does not exclude the likelihood that Livy has made his own contribu-
tions to the speeches of Scipio and Fabius; R. Ullmann, La Technique des discours dans Sal-
luste, Tite Live et Tacite [Oslo 1927] 118; A. Klotz, RhM 84 [1935] 151, Livius und seine
Vorgiinger [Leipzig and Berlin 1940] 190), but Polybius has support as well (G. Stiibler, Die
Religiositit des Livius [Stuttgart-Berlin 1941] 161-62). For the speech of the Locrians and its
effect (29.16.4-22.12), Soltau (44, 48-49, 53) believes that Valerius is the source as well,
although Livy has written the actual speech and based it upon Coelius and some Greek
source, and Klotz (192, 194) believes that it is Coelius Antipater, but Ullmann (124) and
Hesselbarth (571) think that it is someone better (not, however, Polybius or Coelius).
H. Trinkle, Livius und Polybios (Basel 1977) discusses in his third chapter the possibility that
Livy used Polybius as a source in the third decade. A comparison of passages leads him to
the conclusion that Polybius is unlikely to be a direct source: see, e.g., pp. 205, 222, 227. It is
regrettable that there is no portion of Polybius extant for comparison of the passages at issue
here. Ullmann 124 notes: “Pour le discours [of the Locrians] nous croyons que Tite Live I’a
élaboré trés librement lui-méme.” If Livy’s source already displayed Thucydidean coloring, I
would guess that Livy, like any other educated person, would have recognized the allusion
and refreshed his memory by rereading the text of Thucydides. It is equally possible that
Livy has independently consulted the fifth-century historian. The result, whatever the pro-
cess, is that Livy has accepted the analogy with the Sicilian Expedition. T. J. Luce, Livy. The
Composition of His History (Princeton 1977) 139-84 has argued well and at length for allow-
ing Livy education, intelligence, powers of reasoning and judgment, and his own viewpoint.

14 Klotz (above, note 13) 193: “Die Fortsetzung, die von dem nun wirklich erfolgenden
Ubergang Scipios nach Afrika berichtet (24,7-27,15), hat einheitlichen Charakter.” He
believes that Livy used at least three Roman sources (Coelius, Valerius Antias, Claudius
Quadrigarius) and Polybius. E. Burck, Einfiihrung in die dritte Dekade des Livius (Heidel-
berg 1950) 144, note 51 observes that Thucydides 6.31-32 is in the background. See
below, section III.

15 The third decade has three pairs of opposing orations in oratio recta: 22.59-60 (the
leader of the Roman captives and Torquatus’ reply), 28.40-44 (Fabius and Scipio),
30.30-31 (Hannibal and Scipio [which also balances the speeches of Scipio pére and Hanni-
bal at 21.40-41, 43-44]).
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from both of Nicias’. The following synopses will illustrate that, with
allowance made for the occasional intrusion of this synthesis, Livy has
Fabius include, in almost exactly the same order, all of Nicias’ argu-
ments from his first speech; and Scipio’s reply embraces, in almost
exactly the same order, most of Alcibiades’ answers.1

There is nothing novel about subjecting Livy’s speeches to analysis
into coniventional literary partitions,!” and I follow such a scheme here.
It is pleasant to note, incidentally, that the idiosyncratic Thucydides was
well versed in the arrangement of topics when the technical study of
oratory was still in its first generation, for these speeches offer them-
selves almost as readily as Livy’s to a schematic breakdown along tradi-
tional lines of argument.!® The differences between Livy’s speeches and
Thucydides’ are due to three obvious causes: 1) since more than two
centuries had elapsed between the dramatic dates, Fabius and Scipio
have at their disposal historical exempla unknown to fifth-century Athe-
nians. 2) The reasons for the invasions and the exact circumstances
differ: Alcibiades and others!® wished to expand the Athenians’ sphere
of influence when Attica was at peace and Alcibiades had already ob-
tained a command which he wanted to retain, while Scipio aimed to
turn a defensive war to the offensive and, given his consular colleague’s
position,2° if an invasion were to take place Scipio would lead it. 3) Thu-
cydides and his characters were Greek; Livy and his were Roman.
Livy has taken a scene from the past, built it anew, and painted over it;
in the process of creating his own version he has recalled Thucydides
and demonstrated that men in history can deviate from past perfor-
mances, especially when the situations and people in them are similar
only in certain respects.2! As if to point the moral, Livy has Fabius warn
Scipio, quae acciderunt accidere possunt (28.41.13). His prediction proved
false.

16 Stubler (above, note 13) 152-53 believes that Scipio had a speech in Livy’s source,
but not Fabius, whose words are Livy’s own idea. Later (157) he says, “Die Reden des
Fabius und Scipio entsprechen bis ins einzelne denen des Nikias und Alkibiades vor dem
Zug gegen Sizilien; die Ahnlichkeit der Situation ist ganz auffallend.” In note 187 on that
page he reports his hope of demonstrating the likeness at a future time.

17 See Ullmann (above, note 13) 118-21, and recently, A. D. Botha, AClass 23 (1980)
75-79. The arrangement here is somewhat different from Ullmann’s.

¥ For a detailed discussion of the stylistic elements of these speeches, see W. Kohl, Die
Redetrias vor der sizilischen Expedition (Thukydides 6,9-23) (Meisenheim am Glan 1977).
Beyond the immediate topic at issue here, but by no means to be missed, is the paper by
H.-P. Stahl, “Speeches and Course of Events in Books Six and Seven of Thucydides,” in
P. A. Stadter ed., The Speeches in Thucydides (Chapel Hill 1973) 60-77.

19 Cf. Thucydides 6.1.1; Nicias’ thought at 6.8.4.

20 As Pontifex Maximus he should not leave Italy; Scipio mentions this factor at 28.44.11.

21 Stubler (above, note 13) 158-62 explains Livy’s use of Thucydides somewhat dif-
ferently.
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In Thucydides the vote precedes the reported arguments, as in the
Mytilenean debate; in Livy the senate’s decision is reserved for the
following day.22 The mandate in each case is limited, with the decision
to expand the sphere of operations left to the commander(s): émn dv

yyveookwow dpwara Abnvaiows (6.8.2) / si id e re publica esse censeret
(28.45.8).

I. FABIUS AND NICIAS. Livy, Book 28; Thucydides, Book 6

A. Prooemium. (Principium a re et a nostra persona)

Nicias

a. Although the people have decided
upon the expedition, he believes that
there is yet room for discussion, and
a vote to reverse the decree to take
on a war which is not fitting, after
ovrw Bpaxeie Bovhy (9.1).

b. He has gained honor from war him-
self and is not a coward, although
there is nothing wrong with prudence,
which benefits the city (ra s mo-
Aews . .. 6povafar) (9.2).

c. He has never spoken against his
true opinion for the sake of acclaim
9.2).

Fasius

a. There has been no decision yet, al-
though his listeners may assume that
there is no reason to discuss what has
been decided; the consul should not
waste the senate’s time if he intends
to go to the people. He objects to ista
Sestinatio (40.3-5).

b. He foresees what will be thought of
his dissent, mentions his insita cuncta-
tio, which young men call metus and
pigritia, he will be suspected of o0b-
trectatio and invidia; his achievements
and advanced age should absolve him
of that charge (Scipio is younger than
Fabius’ son). As dictator he demon-
strated in the face of popular disfavor
that his course was better (usu meli-
ora). He has no desire for further
glory, and is not trying to get the
command for himself (40.6-14).

c. He cares more for the state than for
good repute among men, and prefers
the state’s welfare to Scipio’s glory
(Scipio first named here) (41.1).

Nicias and Fabius begin by claiming that there is plenty of room left

for deliberation upon a “settled” issue. At Athens the people had already
voted; at Rome it was expected that Scipio would bring his question to
the people if the senate were uncooperative. Each older man begins with
himself, his martial accomplishments, and a defense of his preference for
caution (mpovowa [6s &v ... mpovonrai]l and cunctatio). Nicias, already
chosen as one of the generals, speaks of himself with modest brevity,
and does not yet indicate disapproval of his colleague. Fabius, however,
addresses the unspoken charge of envy with a lengthy justification based

22 But observe the notice at 28.38.12; Scipio already had Sicily as his province: see the
remarks of Hoffmann (above, note 12) 89-90.
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upon his record; his days as a commander are over and it is time for
younger men to finish what he made. possible. Livy has good reason to
expand this portion of Fabius’ speech: he contrasts the two men most
responsible for winning the war, and reminds the reader of Fabius’
worth at the moment when the great man was urging the senate not to
adopt what proved to be the right course.22 Although Fabius can admit
that it is time for the younger generation to act, he cannot accept the
idea that new methods are as necessary as new leaders.

Nicias and Fabius continue with a disclaimer: neither cares more for
what people think than for the state’s welfare. Nicias must deal with the
Athenians, who are always ready to risk what they have for the sake of
acquiring more,2 and although he despairs of changing their character,
he plans to argue on the issues of timing and difficulty. Fabius addresses
Scipio, whose desire for glory will deprive him of the acclaim for defeat-
ing Hannibal in Italy, a thing which Fabius believes is not only possible
but glorious enough in itself. As the historical circumstances differ, so
do characterizations of what their opponents want. As the opposing
speeches open, so do they close: Livy begins and ends with Scipio, Thu-
cydides, despite the attention given to Alcibiades, with the Athenians.
See the remarks, below, on the final portions of Alcibiades’ argument.

B. Vtile2s
1. Tutum (Intutum)

Nicias

a. Athenians may not be able to be
persuaded to protect what they have
(ra vmapxovra oelew) and not to
run risks for phantoms (dpava xat
wé\ovra) (9.3).

b. There are many enemies still at
home and the expedition will turn
nominal friends to enemies (10.1-3).
Their enemies are waiting for their
power to be divided (10.4). Secure
the city first by securing the Chalcid-
ice and other “allies” before going
after more (10.5). Second speech: ex-
pense in men, ships, supplies (19.2;
21.1-23.1).

FaBius

a. Hannibal and the war are in Ita-
ly (H. is a worthy opponent) (41.2-
7). Let there be peace in Italy before
there is war in Africa (“hoc et natura
prius est, tua cum defenderis, aliena
ire oppugnatum . .. et nobis prius de-
cedat timor quam ultro aliis infera-
tur”) (41.8-10).

b. The treasury cannot bear the ex-
pense in men, ships, supplies (41.11-
12). There will be danger to Rome
with half the army gone (41.13). [Car-
thz;g]e will send reinforcements (42.12-
13).

23 See Ullmann (above, note 13) 119-20; Hoffmann (above, note 12) 93.
24 Cf. Thucydides 1.70.3 (Corinthians), 1.144.1 (Pericles).
% See Quintilian 3.8.22-27 on uwrile, which he believes comprises many false categories,

€.8. necessarium, facile.
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c. It is easier to retain their hold on
nearer peoples; Sicily is too far and
cannot be controlled even if won; they
should not fear its unity under Syr-
acuse (11.1-3). Example of Sparta’s
reputation and its unexpected destruc-
ti)on may be turned on Athens (11.4-
6).

c. Reminder of fate of Scipio’s fa-
ther and uncle (41.14-15). Examples
of temerity gone bad on foreign expe-
ditions (41.16). Athens and the Si-
cilian expedition: “Athenienses, pru-
dentissima civitas, bello domi relicto,
auctore aeque impigro ac nobili iu-
vene magna classe in Siciliam tramis-

sa, una pugna navali florentem rem
publicam suam in perpetuum adflixe-
runt” (41.17).

The arguments advanced at the beginning of this section are reiter-
ated in both speeches just before the conclusions. Nicias’ task is the
more difficult, as the Athenians were acknowledged both as supreme at
sea and victors in the Archidamian War, although the terms agreed to
in 421 were not all fulfilled, and the loss of Amphipolis especially
plagued them for many years to come. Still, it is more difficult to urge
the successful to a cautious course. Fabius’ position is more sympathetic
and his plan for the continuation and completion of the war appears
more reasonable when it is premised upon a series of Roman di-
sasters and more recent successes which have not yet rid Italy of her
tormentor.

Nicias and Fabius argue that to divide their forces is to ask for
trouble from adversaries closer to home. Fabius repeats the threat
later, just before his peroration. Nicias foresees a rupture of the peace,
not even signed by all of their enemies, which the Lacedaemonians
have accepted only because of a temporary embarrassment, and will
disregard at the first favorable opportunity. In his second speech he
tries to frighten the Athenians by exaggerating the necessary expenses.
Fabius denies that the treasury can support two armies and fears an-
other march on Rome if Scipio takes half of their forces to Africa.
Each worries about the effect at home of failure abroad and cites
an example of a reversal of fortune. Nicias argues that the Lacedae-
monians appeared more terrifying before the Athenians had so much
experience of them; he believes 1) that by analogy the Athenians
should let the Sicilians see as little of them as possible and 2) that
one should not base one’s policy on the enemy’s misfortunes. Fabius
reminds Scipio that in Africa quoque Mars communis belli erit (28.41.14),
and of how greatly the Roman situation in Spain changed during the
course of one month; he recalls the catastrophe suffered by the Athe-
nians, and deliberately compares Scipio to Alcibiades. It is interesting
that the Roman historian has his characters represent Nicias’ argument
(and Thucydides’ at 5.26) as if it were historical reality (bello domi relicto
[28.41.17) / omisso domi bello [28.43.20]); Athens was not fighting a
defensive war.



Great Expeditions: Livy on Thucydides 343

2. Facile (Difficile)

Nicias

a. From second speech: Difficulties of
invading Sicily (20.3-21.2).

b. Don’t trust barbarians (Egestaeans)
(9.1, 11.7; the people of Leontini are
called exiles at 12.1).

c. [Cf. above: don’t fear united Sicily
if Athenians stay away (11.2-5).] Sec-
ond speech: Greek cities in Sicily don’t
want Athenian hegemony (20.2); they
will need an immediate victory or Sic-

FaBius

a. Regulus (42.1). Difference between
Spanish and African campaigns; diffi-
culties of invading Africa (42.2-7).

b. Don’t trust barbarians (42.7-9).

c. Africa, including Syphax and Masi-
nissa, will unite (under Carthage) if
the Romans come, and Carthage will
fight better for its own territory than
it did in Spain (42.9-11).

ily will unite against them (23.2).

In his first speech, Nicias ignores specific logistic difficulties, but
characterizes the idea as madness (avomrov, 6.11.1). He speaks again
later and tries to frighten the Athenians by rehearsing the obstacles
which they face: a virtual lack of allies on the island, their opponents’
strength in manpower and financial resources ready to hand in their
home territory. Fabius argues similarly by contrasting the many advan-
tages of operating in Spain (and incidentally diminishes the magnitude
of Scipio’s achievements there). Neither man thinks it is wise to trust
anything to (or about) the barbarians who would be their allies, and
Fabius believes (as Nicias does in his second speech) that the invasion
will have an effect opposite to what was intended: a common threat will
create a common cause for the people in whose territory they will find
themselves, and the side in whose land the conflict takes place is sup-
posed to have the advantage not only in resources but in will.

3. Tutum

Nicias

Athens is just recovering from plague
and war, they should consolidate their
gains and not waste energy on exiles
(kat TavTra Vmép MuGY Sikawov év-
Oade elvar avarovy) (12.1).

FaBius

Scipio let Hasdrubal get to Italy from
Spain; it is safer to fight in Italy with
united strength (“quo melior fortior-
que es, eo magis talem praesidem sibi
patria atque universa Italia retinet”);

examples (42.12-20).

Save for the general intent, the two speeches have little in common
in this section, where the arguments are based upon fact and circum-
stance and the speakers’ interpretations thereof. Nicias injects an unkind
(f true) analysis of the Leontinians’ motives and worth. Fabius has
nothing to correspond to this, as no one has called upon the Romans
for help in Africa. In fact, he transforms the native kings from treacher-
ous barbarians (if viewed as potential allies of the Romans) to loyal
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supporters of Carthage. Nicias ends his argument with the advice that it
is better to spend their recovering resources, which in some respects he
minimizes,? securing the home front. In his much longer summation
Fabius manages to make Hannibal appear both terrifying and, thanks to
the Romans’ united action, vulnerable. He dwells upon perilous epi-
sodes from the past to argue his belief that the Romans should use their
gains to defeat Hannibal where he is. History has given Fabius much
better material with which to frighten an audience; it is surprising that
Nicias does not warn the Athenians of the consequences of the Lace-
daemonian victory at Mantinea, although Athens had strengthened its
position in the Peloponnesus in the meantime.

C. Conclusio (ab adversariis)

Nicias

Attack on Alcibiades’ youth and am-
bition, his desire for personal gain (ro
éavrov wovov akomer) (to support his
extravagance); the affair is too great
to trust to inexperienced judgment
(12.2). Appeal to older and more sen-
sible citizens (13.1-2). Asks for anoth-
er vote (14). Thucydides adds remarks
about Alcibiades (15.2-5). (Alcibiades
wanted 8oén [15.2]; people’s suspicion
of tyrannical ambitions [15.5].)

FaBius

Attack on Scipio’s desire for glory; it
is not utile to the republic but amplum
and gloriosum for Scipio (reminder of
recent escapade). Scipio was made con-
sul for the state and nos (whoever we
are), not for himself (sibi ipsi priva-
tim). The army was enrolled to guard
the city and Italy, non quos regio mo-
re per superbiam consules, quo terra-
rum velint, traiciant (42.20-22). Fabi-
us’ speech, auctoritas, reputation for

prudentia convinced most of the sena-
tors, especially the seniores.

Nicias attacks Alcibiades, whom he does not name but describes
exactly and accuses of urging the expedition for his own purposes, not
the state’s. His conclusion is much longer than Fabius’ and embraces an
exhortation to his audience not to be afraid to do the sensible thing, a
statement of his sententia, and a request for a new vote2” Fabius’
personal comments about Scipio are no less detailed and make the same
charge that his opponent’s personal ambition is a danger to national
security, but he does not accuse his audience of cowardice. He states his
sententia, which includes an accusation of regal behavior, if not ambi-
tion, absent from Nicias’ remarks but not from Thucydides’.

Fabius’ conclusion is remarkable for a speech on national policy, and
unusual for an oration in Livy. When the policy and the nature of the
adversary are closely connected (as when Cicero spoke against Catiline),
one misses invective if it is not present. The more usual procedure is to

% See K. J. Dover ad loc., HCT 4.233-34.
21 K. J. Dover, HCT 4.239-40 discusses the problem of putting the question again; there
was nothing essentially illegal in so doing.
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attack the opponent’s plan or methods, not the opponent himself. Only
one other example comes immediately to mind, and that not from Livy
but from Cicero, who made the following claim (if one wishes to believe
it) for the First Philippic: de re publica graviter querens de homine nihil dixi
(Phil. 2.7). The words which Livy gives to Fabius here are owed to the
model,28 which contained not only the closing words of Nicias’ first
oration, but Thucydides’ statements in his own voice.

II. SCIPIO AND ALCIBIADES. Livy, Book 28; Thucydides, Book 6.

A. Prooemium. Principium ab adversariis (et a nostra persona)

ALCIBIADES

a. He must speak of himself because
he was attacked (16.1).

b. His expenses give credit to himself
and to the state. The mighty always
despise the lowly; the outstanding are
always envied in life and beloved af-
ter death. This is what he wants and
his desire has proved beneficial to the
state (6.16.5: olda d¢ Tovs TowOUTOVS,
kat 600t €v TLOS AaumpPOTNTL TPO-
éaxov, év uév 16 kal’ avrovs Biw
AvTmpovs SvTas, Tols OuOLOLS UV Ma-
MoTa, émeta 8é kal Tols dNNows Evv-
ovtas, Tov ¢ émeita dvlpwnTwy TPoo-
moinoiv Te fvyyevelas TOL Kol um
oboav kata\movTas, kal NS v @t
maTpidos, TaVTH abxnow @s ov mepl
a\\oTpiwy 0¥8’ auapTovTwr, AN\’ ws
mepl TheTépwy Te kal kaka mpafav-
Twv) (16.2-6).

c. His past accomplishments, in his
“youth” (16.6-17.1).

Scirio

a. Fabius has not entirely argued away
the suspicion of obtrectatio (43.2-3).

b. Fabius’ accusation pretended that
Scipio might be emulated by any low
person, and not by the great Fabius.
Everyone longs for eternal memory
(“longius, quam quantum vitae hu-
manae spatium est, cupiditas gloriae
extendatur maximaque pars eius in
memoriam ac posteritatem promineat.
... maximo cuique id accidere animo
certum habeo, ut se non cum prae-
sentibus modo, sed cum omnis aevi
claris viris comparent”). He wants to
outdo Fabius, and both Fabius and he
would be unfair not only to the state
but to the human race to envy a
younger person who would surpass
them (43.4-8).

c. His past accomplishments. “Am I
younger now?” (43.9-16).

Alcibiades and Scipio both defend the traits for which they have

been attacked, but these, although they have the same end, are quite
different. Scipio’s extravagance has not yet been questioned (it will be).
Alcibiades regards his habit of expensive display as a credit to the state
which creates an impression of a healthier economy. Scipio comes im-
mediately to the point: he sees no reason not to reach for undying fame.
The theme of an eternal reputation is present in both speeches, but the
Greek and the Roman discuss the matter in ways suited to their individ-
ual and national characters. Scipio’s aims are internalized; he speaks
frankly of his desire to emulate and surpass the greatest men of history.

28 ] owe this observation on the ending of Fabius’ oration to an anonymous reader.
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Alcibiades dwells upon the external, the reaction of others to a man
whose abilities and accomplishments are exceptional. He emphasizes the
pride of outstanding men, their refusal to recognize their humbler
fellows, inevitable and natural envy (especially of their peers), and
posthumous admiration extending far beyond national boundaries. Scip-
io mentions the lowly (“tamquam mihi ab infimo quoque periculum sit
ne mecum aemuletur”) and observes both that the greater part of one’s
fame extends beyond one’s lifetime and that the whole world is affected
by remarkable people, but he stresses the rivalry between great men
with others of their calibre, both living and dead, and rejects envy as an
unsuitable emotion.

Both arguments employ ironical allusions to the speakers’ youth.
Alcibiades notes that the Peloponnesian alliance was his doing, that he
forced the Lacedaemonians to stake everything at Mantinea, that al-
though they won they have not recovered their position (see Thucydi-
des 5.75.3 for a different assessment). These are the accomplishments of
his youth and “recklessness” (dvowax mapa ¢pvow Sokovoa elvar). Since
he is older now (and Nicias is lucky) the Athenians should employ both
their services. Alcibiades’ abilities, as he describes them, are political
and oratorical, his accomplishments not yet many. The corresponding
section of Scipio’s speech is much longer; his achievements are military
and substantial; he makes the most of them in a series of rhetorical
questions,?® the point of which is to indicate that if he accomplished so
much under such unfavorable conditions when he received a command
at the age of twenty-four, the outlook now can be no less bright.

B. Vtile
1. Facile

ALCIBIADES

a. It will be easy to take Sicily; dis-
unity and fickleness of the Sicilians
(17.2-6).

b. Their ancestors left the same ene-
mies behind when they fought Persia
and won an empire; proof of the value
of the fleet (17.7-8).

Scirio

a. It will be easy to take Carthage;
faithlessness and fickleness of their al-
lies (44.4-5).

b. Sets the record straight on Regulus
and counters Fabius’ examples from
antiquity with some of his own (“at
etiam Athenienses audiendi sunt, te-
mere in Siciliam omisso domi bello
transgressi,” 43.20); the value of the
Roman army (43.17-44.3).

Alcibiades and Scipio both maintain that the enemy’s reliance upon
untrustworthy peoples makes their weakness obvious. But the order of

2 Cf. Botha (above, note 17) 76. His questions are reinforced by multiple anaphora
(cum [51—nemo 21— cum; utrum—an [3], post [3]—tor [21—post), answering Fabius’
questions with anaphora (quid? [3]) at 28.41.12-14.
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argument i3 reversed in the two speeches, because Scipio’s exempla
interrupt his rebuttal of Fabius’ contention that an invasion of Africa will
be difficult; he answers the comparison (which he characterizes as a
fabula Graeca) with the Sicilian expedition, and of himself to Alcibiades,
by comparing himself instead to Agathocles. Scipio takes time to answer
Fabius’ exempla and to add new ones, including the unexpected success
of Hannibal himself. He argues that the Carthaginian experience with
Agathocles and in the first Punic war proves that an invasion of Africa is
feasible and will draw the enemy away from the offensive. Alcibiades’
claim is similar: during the Persian war the Athenians left their country,
and their Greek enemies, behind and sailed out to win not only a victory
but an empire. For the Athenians, the navy was the crucial factor leading
to success against overwhelming odds;3? for the Romans, it was the
soldier: ovk &A@ Twi 1) 1) Teprovaiy Tob vavrikov ioxvovres (6.17.7) /
“nos, etiam deserti ab sociis, viribus nostris, milite Romano stetimus”
(28.44.5). Here their rationales had to be different: reality was.

2. (Viile per se)

ALCIBIADES

a. Duty to allies, keeping oath; alli-
ances are made not to get help for
Athens at home but to harm her ene-
mies where they are; how to get em-
pire; it is more intelligent to prevent
an attack than to repel one (18.1-3).

b. The expedition will prove that they
despise the Peloponnesians; they will
conquer or hurt Syracuse, which will
be an advantage to their allies and
to themselves; their navy guarantees
safety both for the expedition and at
Athens (18.4-5).

Scirio

a. Promise of success in Africa (44.6).
Spes dependent upon fortuna p. R., di
JSoederis ab hoste violati testes, and the
African kings; duty means not to fail
fortune by talking away an opportu-
nity (44.7-8).

b. He will draw Hannibal back to Af-
rica to fight for Carthage. Promise of
safety in Italy (Fabius insults Licinius,
the other consul, when he fears for
Italy, when Fabius himself held off
a stronger Hannibal with fewer re-
sources) (44.9-11).

Alcibiades speaks realistically of the strategic advantages of their

alliances, which include the aim of harming one’s enemies, even when
unprovoked, and an assessment of what one must do to gain and keep
an empire. As an exercise in speaking the truth it is like Pericles’ advice
many years earlier.3! Advantage is the key to his final arguments; hone-
stum is a minor element. He begins to describe what honorable treat-
ment of allies is (ols xpedv, émedn ve kai Evvoudcauer, émaudvew,
Kkai pun avririlfévar 6T ovde éxetvor Muiv, 6.18.1), but his reasons are
self- (or state-) serving. He denies that 70 sjovyor is an ideal worth

30 Cf. Pericles at Thucydides 1.142.3-143.5.
3 This is more forthright than the Athenian(s) at Lacedaemon at 1.75.1-76.2. Cf. Peri-
cles at 2.41.4, 63.1-3.
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considering; one must constantly be on the offensive in order not to
lose ground. Between his arguments of expediency and safety there is
a short section on the psychological effect which the expedition will
have upon the Peloponnesians, but this is a minor theme. While Alci-
biades prefers in general to create opportunities, on this occasion one
has presented itself. Scipio also speaks of seizing the chance which is
offered. He relies on his own ability to take advantage of any situation
which will arise (and his faith in the native kings is not blind, 28.44.7).
Although Alcibiades qualifies his appraisal of the substantive results of
their projected invasion, Scipio says that the Romans will win because
everything that is right and holy is on their side. This appeal to righ-
teousness is in direct contrast with Alcibiades’ argument from expedi-
ency. Danger or failure in Africa do not occur to Scipio, but he answers
Fabius’ fears for Italy by saying that he should have a higher opinion of
Crassus than to insult him. Alcibiades assures the Athenians that their
navy will keep Athens safe no matter what happens in Sicily. The basic
elements of both arguments are similar: take the chance offered, the
expedition will be a success, the homeland will not be endangered by it.
But circumstance and personality combine to produce very different
descriptions of what is useful and why. Scipio wants to win a war; Alci-
biades wants to maintain and enlarge an empire.

C. Honestum

ALCIBIADES Scirio

It is not right to set the old against Even if his plan does not end the war
the young; remember the Persian war; more quickly, Roman dignity demands
strength in unity; use it or lose it retaliation and proof of their spirit.
(18.6). Remember the first Punic war; it is
Africa’s turn to suffer (44.12-15).

These portions of the two speeches correspond to nothing in the
arguments of their adversaries,32 for whom what is honorable is unwor-
thy of consideration compared to what they perceive as sensible. Each
speaker recalls his nation’s attitude in the last great conflict, and urges
his audience to recapture the spirit of that time. But the spirit evoked
and its desired effect upon the immediate future is not the same in each
case. When Alcibiades asks Nicias not to stir up intergenerational strife,
he has his finest moment of the speech: recollection of the Persian war
can elevate even his thoughts for a time, and he pleads for unity among
all the elements of the citizenry.3® He also prefers deeds to words in the
context of his argument from nature: things in general, people, and

32 See the remarks of Ullmann (above, note 13) 121 on the absence of this element of
honestum in Fabius’ speech.
33 Cf. Pericles at Thucydides 1.144.4.
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national spirits are best off when they are exercised according to their
own character. This is praise of Athens in line with the best things con-
ceded by the Corinthians,3* an argument which serves its author’s pur-
pose in the context, but when viewed alone seems divorced from Alci-
biades’ immediate intent. As a description of Athenians past, present,
and future it restates a premise which informs Thucydides’ history of the
war. In the last section, Alcibiades urged the sailing on psychological
grounds (mowueba Tov mhovv, {va [lehomovimoiwy 1€ oTOpéTwWUEY TO
dpovnua, 6.18.4). Similarly, but from a different vantage point, Scipio
reminds the Romans that their international image is at stake if they
cannot live up to Hannibal’s daring nor to their own in the first Punic
war. Revenge is an additional motive: the Romans have not got much
spirit if they do not make the Carthaginians suffer some of what they
have endured for the past fourteen years. The discussions of honorable
behavior reveal better than anything else the unlikeness of the men and
their situations, and the historians’ manipulation of both. What should
animate Rome is what already animates Scipio. Alcibiades, on the other
hand, is no longer important by the end of his speech. His own persona
fades into the historian’s; the focus shifts to his countrymen.

D. Conclusio

ALCIBIADES Scirio
The nation should be true to its own Refusal to attack Fabius (whom he
active nature (18.7). can defeat in modesty) (44.16-18).

Both men end with a look at national policy, although Scipio feels
the need to reiterate nothing (“quae ad rem publicam pertinent et
bellum, quod instat, et provincias, de quibus agitur, dixisse satis est,”
28.44.16) and he ends with a praeteritio. He distinguishes the younger
from the older generation (an echo of Alcibiades’ plea, above)3s when
he refuses to attack his opponent or belittle his achievements, especially
since deeds prove more than words. His final remarks are about himself.
Alcibiades’ conclusion proceeds naturally from his previous argument
wherein he deplored the opposition of older and younger men and
urged the Athenians to continued united action. His advice on the best
way to run a state is evidence of his stance in the real world and of
ideas which indicate what is advantageous, but he says nothing here of
himself. It is the Athenians who will be persuaded to sail against Sicily
because the Athenians in Thucydides love to attempt the outrageous.
At this point in the war with Hannibal, though, Livy’s Scipio is the

34 Thucydides 1.70.2-9.

3 Within a larger framework, M. Bonnefond, MEFR 94:1 (1982) 200-217 has an inter-
esting discussion of the similarity in the arguments between Fabius and Scipio, Nicias and
Alcibiades, for their evidence about the conflict between generations.
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driving force who will move the Romans, despite opposition, to a great
adventure.36

The reactions to these speeches differed greatly for Thucydides and
Livy, Athens and Rome. Thucydides says that Nicias made a second
speech to try to dampen his countrymen’s enthusiasm by making outra-
geous demands; his forethought only made the enthusiastic feel safer
(6.19.1-24.4). The unhappy few were afraid to oppose the majority, who
were influenced by various motives, including greed (6.24.4). Scipio was
received less favorably because he addressed the senate and because of
rumors about his plan to appeal to the people, and a discussion of his
intentions followed his oration (28.45.1-9), but in the end he got what
he needed.

When dealing with investigated or reported events, the historian
must set down his information, and so after the speeches the two
accounts diverge where they must: relating what happened. But Livy
omits no similarity in the effect of the subsequent crises and their reso-
lution (Livy 29.16.4-22.3; Thucydides 6.27.1-29.3): the impiety bodes ill
for new endeavors, Alcibiades and Scipio are both implicated in the
unhappy events and in their absence their personal rivals make the most
of an opportunity to discredit them and remove them from command,
with prejudice against their personal habits a telling force for the opposi-
tion. The event, however, proved all analogy false: Alcibiades demanded
an investigation, despite the delay, but could not get one; Scipio had
more reasonable friends and enemies, and the former prevailed, even
though Metellus’ advice was to bring Scipio back even from Africa if he
could not exonerate himself. The man of deeds did just that (29.22.1:
Scipio res non verba ad purgandum sese paravit).

III. THE SAILING. Livy, Book 29; Thucydides, Book 6.

THUCYDIDES

Fleet ready for departure. Excitement,
hopes and fears; citizens and foreign-
ers see them off (30.1-31.1).
Comparison with previous departures
(31.2-3).

Elaborate equipment, expense, mag-
nificence; daring (31.3- 6); emSeufw
UaA\ov eLKaa'OnvaL 1'7;9 Svvauews kal
efovo-uxq 7) €Tl TONEULOVS TAPATKEY-
nv (31.4).

Prayers and departure (32.1-2).

Livy

Excitement and expectations (24.10—
14): ut non ad bellum duci viderentur,
sed ad certa victoriae praemia (24.11).
Numbers of men (25.1-4); arrange-
ments (25.5-13).

Comparison with previous departures
(26.1-6).

Everyone comes to see them set off
(26.7-8).

Prayers and departure (27.1-6).

36 Scipio is called fatalis dux huiusce belli (22.53.6); there are many passages in the second
half of the decade on Scipio’s ambition and people’s expectations of it, e.g. 28.17.2-3,
40.1-2; 29.10.7, 20.2, 22.6.
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Livy describes the departure of the Romans from Sicily in a way
reminiscent of Thucydides’ depiction of the Sicilian Expedition at its out-
set. Common elements include the expectation and excitement aroused
by the endeavors, the crowds of people who come to watch the fleets
sail, and the prayers before setting off. Other factors are similarly related
but with a different emphasis in each case: the details about the arrange-
ments and equipment, the statements that the expeditions appear to
have little to do with actual warfare, and the comparisons with earlier
naval operations which were comparable in size but not in scope or
effect. Livy’s evocation of Thucydides reveals essential contrasts when
he uses the same topics but treats several of them differently. The
Romans’ preparations are businesslike, the Athenians’ are ostentatious.
The Romans appear to be sailing to a victory, the Athenians to make a
display. The differences are marked especially at the points where each
historian explains what made the present expedition special:

Multae classes Romanae e Sicilia atque ipso illo portu profectae
erant; ceterum non eo bello solum . .. sed ne priore quidem ulla
profectio tanti spectaculi fuit; quamquam, si magnitudine classes
aestimares . .. (Livy 29.26.1-2).

Tapagkev) yap avT) 17pr1) ex‘rr)\evoacra ;uaq ﬂ'o)\ea)q 8vvay,e:,
E}\}vnvwn ﬁo}\v'rs)\ea'rafn ) Kkat evﬂpewecrfarn TV €5 éxeLvov

TOV Xpovov éyévero. apllue B¢ vewv xal omrov ... (Thucydi-
des 6.31.1-2).

Each author gives three reasons for the greatness of the endeavor
compared to earlier naval operations. The first two do not correspond.
1) Thucydides says that other fleets had been dispatched only for a short
time and with lesser equipment. This statement leads to a long descrip-
tion of preparations, expense, and rivalry among men to equip their
vessels and themselves as splendidly as they could (6.31.3-5). Livy’s first
reason is that the second Punic war was much more terrible for the
Romans because it was fought in Italy and marked by great disasters
(29.26.4). The Athenians were doing something bigger and better, the
Romans were finally mounting a big offensive. 2) Thucydides’ second
reason sums up his account of the preparations—daring, magnificence,
and excess: ToAuns Te GauPer kal dYews NaumpoTNTL TEPLPONTOS EYE-
vero (6.31.6): not a bad description of Alcibiades, but it is the expedition
itself which he characterizes in this way. Livy names Scipio himself, his
facta and fortuna which attracted attention (29.26.5). 3) Finally, the
Athenians were sending out their greatest expedition with their greatest
expectations (6.31.6), and so were the Romans, although Livy does not
put it that way: this was the first time that any Roman leader in the war
had had the idea, and that leader promised success (29.26.6). Livy pre-
sents a contrast between the Romans’ fortunes in the first part of the
war—and Scipio. Thucydides writes of the Athenians.
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Livy continues to draw the same contrast, but brings in Scipio as
the focus and motivating force of the Romans’ victory. He has done the
same thing here as in Scipio’s speech, which diverges more in particu-
lars from Alcibiades’ as it progresses. Thucydides let Alcibiades fade
from prominence before the end of his speech, which shifts attention to
the Athenians, and that is where the historian’s attention stays through
his narrative of the departure. Livy makes Scipio himself an increasingly
more prominent topic as his speech progresses, and maintains the same
emphasis in this passage. Fabius has rightly been recognized as a Nicias
figure even in other portions of Livy’s work,3” but despite Fabius’
comparison, it would be impossible for the Romans’ angel of victory to
resemble the Athenians’ evil angel in anything more than his splendor.
Scipio could not be an Alcibiades.

A third opinion must be added to Thucydides’ (1.22.4) and Fabius’
(Livy 28.41.13, cited above): Livy’s. “Hoc illud est praecipue in cogni-
tione rerum salubre ac frugiferum, omnis te exempli documenta in in-
lustri posita monumento intueri; inde tibi tuaeque rei publicae quod imi-
tere capias, inde foedum inceptu, foedum exitu, quod vites” (Praef. 10).
But even Thucydides may modify himself (3.82.2). Livy has followed
Thucydides up to a point; the coincidences demand such a comparison.
Livy’s aims were as different from Thucydides’ as the outcomes of the
great expeditions, and within the framework of a long literary allusion
Livy has introduced essential changes to fit not only the facts but his
interpretation of them. A close look at the texts, especially of the adver-
saries’ speeches, shows that Livy has borrowed Thucydides’ building
blocks and with them he has built an almost identical structure, but he
has painted it with different colors.38

37 Cf. Walsh, cited above, note 8.

3 1 would like to thank Professor Erich Gruen, who took the time to read an earlier
version of this paper, and whose suggestions have prompted me to write a more careful
argument in many places. I am grateful as well for the advice of an anonymous reader,
which led me to read through Livy again. Infelicities and logical lapses which may remain
are my own.
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