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Compare the speeches in Thucydides and Sallust.

Preface:

	An aspect of several sources from the ancient world is the use of speeches in the historical accounts, an aspect that is true for both the Greeks and Romans. This research intends to assess the works of Thucydides and Sallust and see how the differences in the Greek and Latin sources through the pair as the examples of their cultures. This research will first address the issues with speeches in the ancient sources, before looking at how Thucydides and then Sallust use speeches in their works, comparing primarily in these latter two parts rather than the first.
	The comparisons between the authors will contain reasons why the speeches are being written, and why they differ in their presentation. Primarily, the differences in the speeches link to the moralising intent of the authors, and to what extent the aim of the author is to cast a moral opinion upon whoever is supposedly delivering the speech. With these similarities there are likely to be overlaps and points that are dubious. As with other works there is the difficulties in assessing what is meant by the author, these will be discussed in the next section addressing these directly. 

Difficulties with speeches

	With medium of speeches there are many problematic areas, primarily that there is no way of substantiating their accuracy. There is somewhat of a difference between the difficulties in the Greek and Roman periods, therefore this section of the research aims to look at the differences. Therefore, this will look at the more generalised difficulties of speeches as well as the specifics with both Thucydides and Sallust. 
	Of course, as stated, the primary problem with speeches of any kind is assessing the accuracy of the speech. In the sources that provide speeches (including Thucydides, Polybius, Caesar, Tacitus[footnoteRef:1]) usually do so in one of two settings, a political speech or address, or a pre-battle speech. these however suffer from very similar issues when assessing them in terms of their historical significance, mainly there is no why to fully authenticate if they are what the historical figure would have said in this speech. With these speeches, as it is incredibly unlikely that they would be recorded for posterity, much of what is recorded would be at best a combination of the odd memorable phrase that could have been in the speech and what memory of the author or the person recounting the speech. as such the primary similarity between what is recorded and what may have been said would be the general feeling of the speech. However, even this can be adjusted to suit the purposes of the author, if a ‘villain’ figure is needed. This means that speeches are fundamentally unreliable as a source, and are an interesting quirk of the classical historical genre that seems to be remanence of the Homeric poems and other great works from oral tradition. [1:  Thucydides: several examples given later. Polybius: Carthaginian envoys 15.1. Caesar: Helvetian emissary Gallic Wars 1.31. Tacitus: Boudicca’s speech Annals 14.35.] 

	The political speeches in the ancient sources are full off issues and probably variation from probably history. As both Thucydides and Sallust use the political speeches of their times in their sources, for which both of them were most likely present during the oration, this aspect and the generalised flaws associated will be addressed here rather than during the later comparison. Political speeches are particularly susceptible to the political opinions of the author who is writing about the historical figure delivering the speech. this personal political opinion would affect how the author would the perceive, and therefore record, the historical figure giving the speech. The susceptibility to bias is particularly true if the historian recording the events in their history was a political peer of whomever they are recording. This issue with sources relatively contemporary to the events they are recording applies to both Thucydides and Sallust. It is also a flaw with sources that are separate from the events, as they would have to also rely upon people who witnesses the political speech, who would have political agency so would be able to form their own opinions on the orator, which would then effect how they would perceive and retell the speech to whomsoever is recording it.  
	The other most common forms of speeches in histories are pre- battle speeches. Thucydides lists many in his work, notably the speeches of Brasidas[footnoteRef:2]. These speeches are less likely than the political speeches to be accurate as there is little chance that the author was there for them, often making note of it when they are. what makes these even less reliable is the fact that the people who would have heard it, whether it is the author or simply someone who was there relaying the information, would have probably fought in a battle the same day, a traumatic experience that would probably dominate the memory of whomever was fighting that day. this traumatic experience of fighting would have not only dominated the memories of the day but also potentially distort the speech in tone, which would be the thing their minds distort the most. If this is relayed or the experience of the author it fundamentally changes the speeches. assuming this does not happen it is still susceptible to the same flaws as other speeches, having to be constructed form the rhetoric skill of the author. Then there is the question of if pre-battle speeches even happened. [debate bit here] if they are speeches that are products of a dramatic narrative then the entirety is what the author is saying they think should have been said if a speech were to occur before the battle. If this is the case then it is the author could be taking huge liberties with not only what might have been said by the individual, but also the characteristics of the individual, the mood of the day, how the battle was fought (confident or desperation), and more. If there were not pre-battle speeches then any examples of them would be entirely the author showing their own rhetoric skills rather than recording events, which make the speeches interesting and an insight into how the author thought and about the individual giving the speech; however, it makes the speeches historically questionable and difficult to use. [2:  Thucydides 4.84-89] 

	Another key thing to consider when studying speeches is to look at how it is the author showing their own skills and rhetoric capabilities. Both of these writers would be writing the speeches in their works based upon their own rhetoric skills, and therefore how they would have presented the speech. This is another fundamental aspect of speeches that must be addressed when looking at any form of speeches. While there are many different points in literary historical sources where there is the opportunity to show the rhetorical skill of the writer, such as Thucydides’ description of Cleon which is incredibly clearly bias and an attempt at a rhetoric description[footnoteRef:3]. The presentation of the individuals is one of these parts where the rhetoric of the author comes through. These writers would, for the most part, be from the upper echelons of their respective societies. This work would both be their work where they can demonstrate these skills to whomever would buy these works. This rhetoric presentation would ultimately end up distorting the presentation of the historical events being recorded. This susceptibility, as history is after all a literary genre, means that there are going to be issues with the sources in favour of any narrative preferences, such as the presentation of Cleon in Thucydides[footnoteRef:4]. While this is an aspect that effects all of the source it is a fundamental part of speeches, as the majority of speeches would, by necessity, be reconstructed. This reconstruction requires that the authors of the speeches use their own rhetoric skills to create believable speeches, the author having to decide what is reasonable for the person to have said in that specific situation. This is why speeches in general are difficult to be reliable.  [3:  Thuc. 3.36]  [4:  Again, Thucydides 3.36 ‘The most violent man in Athens’ is not a neutral statement, and the presentation of Cleon as a coward 5.10.9] 

	 Speeches are, as discussed, difficult aspects of the literary sources to fully assess and review with any degree of accuracy. Speeches are fundamentally unreliable in a strict historical sense, mainly useful as a example of the rhetoric of their era. While this does provide a great deal use in its own way it is not reliable in many other aspects. Comparing the speeches Thucydides and Sallust understanding the flaws in speeches means that the focus can be upon the pair rather than speeches in general

Thucydidean Speeches

	Thycudidean speeches are a significant part of his work, with large proportions of time being spent upon debates in the Ekklesia, such as the Mytilene Debate or the Melian Dialogue[footnoteRef:5], as well as debates in Sparta or Corinth, for instance the debates at Sparta in book 1[footnoteRef:6]. This significance means that there are many speeches to analyse in Thucydides’ history. The speeches incredibly prevalent, but interesting for their own reasons, as there is an issue over their intention and how they were meant to be used in the context of the time. This section will address this as well as the differences in the political and pre-battle speeches presented in Thucydides. [5:  Mytilene Debate: Thucydides 3.36-49. Melian Dialogue: Thucydides 5:84-116]  [6:  Thucydides: 1.67-91. Speeches delivered by both the Spartans and Corinthians in the assembly in Sparta] 

	By far the most common aspect of speeches for Thucydides is the political speeches. this is not something that is particularly surprising given Thucydides was an active, and very prominent, member of the Ekklesia, a fact which can be seen in his command of the force near Amphipolis[footnoteRef:7] which linked Athens to a supply of Silver Fir trees needed to build triremes[footnoteRef:8]. As he is clearly present and prominent in the Ekklesia until his exile after his loss of the battle of Amphipolis it is very difficult to tell precisely what he is present for in terms of debates in the Ekklesia, if not impossible as he only mentions himself three times in his work when it is absolutely necessary[footnoteRef:9]. This means that for some of the speeches he records before book five (where he is exiled during the events he is recording) he very well could have been there and remembered some of the speeches, however which ones is still speculation. For instance, it is likely that Thucydides was present at Pericles’ Funeral oration[footnoteRef:10], though there is still a debate on this. [find the debate] With later debates there is still the possibility that he was present for them, the Mytilene Debate for instance is recorded in enough detail that it is likely he was in the Ekklesia, however there is no way to substantiate this as it is precisely in the period where he may have been Statagoi, though not the same appointment as Amphipolis incident. While this might not seem especially relevant it is very important to note, as a will be explored during the analysis of Sallust. [7:  Thucydides 4.104-107]  [8:  Thucydides 4.108. Borza, 1987]  [9:  The Plague (Thucydides 2:48), his command around Amphipolis (Thucydides 4.104-107), his exile and historical advantages (Thucydides 5.26)]  [10:  Thucydides 2.34-46] 

	Being a member of the elite, being elected Stratagoi at least once, there is also the aspect of the personal connections and opinions that Thucydides would have with other prominent leading Athenian citizens. Who I am referring to specifically is his connections and opinions on Pericles, Nicias and Cleon. With these three figures in particular it is clear what Thucydides’ opinion of them in his works. Pericles is viewed very favourably by Thucydides, this is really clear at times from the manner in which Pericles is presented that Thucydides is Periclean in his politics[footnoteRef:11]. The largest point this comes through is the funeral oration. [scholarship] Nicias is viewed as Pericles’ successor in the Periclean faction of the Ekklesia[footnoteRef:12], which appears to be why he is seen favourably by Thucydides. [scholarship] Finnally from the trio mentioned the is Cleon. To say that Thucydides dislikes Cleon is to severely underestimate the level of distain that Thucydides has for him. This opinion is clear from the introduction of Cleon: ‘the most violent man in Athens.’[footnoteRef:13] There is significant reason for why Thucydides dislikes Cleon: is demagogue in nature and a democrat[footnoteRef:14], politically being opposed to Thucydides[footnoteRef:15], and causing Thucydides’ exile[footnoteRef:16]. [scholarship] These personal connections hugely effect how they are presented by the Thucydides in the speeches, as Thucydides would be susceptible to the speech flaws as described earlier. [11:  Bloedow 2000]  [12:  West 1924]  [13:  Thucydides 3.36]  [14:  Lane 2012, West 1924]  [15:  Lane 2012]  [16:  Lane 2012] 

	The political speeches of Thucydides are not entirely there to moralise the individuals involved one way or another, but entirely is the key word in that assessment. Thucydides at times seems to be trying to be present the most accurate version of events that he can with the information provided, events in themselves being the prime example, and for a large part of the work the accuracy is good. With the speeches it is, as previously mentioned, practically impossible to tell their accuracy in anything other than the broadest of strokes, and part of this is because of Thucydides moralising the political speeches. There are many reasons for this, including the personal connections demonstrated earlier, but possibly the most interesting is the question of when are the speeches written and put in the work. There is of course the possibility that the speeches in Thucydides were added later than the initial writing, potentially years down the line. I find that the likelihood of the speeches being added after books were initially published is higher than any other arguments, but there are still a few issues with it. Primarily, it is theorised that the speeches are added later as a response of sorts to the thriving oral culture, with plays, law, and even philosophical and political speeches being commonplace in the Athenian world during this period. The prevalence of oratory at this time in Athens, and the Greek world given Thucydides’ exile, means that adding these speeches in during this period then it means that the audience for this history; while the audience for work is already huge, being a ‘work for all generations’[footnoteRef:17] what this would do is open the audience basis during Thucydides own lifetime, which would ultimately expand the prevalence of the work after his death. This does seem to be as a way to involve those who might not be able to read the work in its entirety, but would be able to listen to the significant points of Thucydides’ work, as that is where the speeches appear. This means that, of all the aspects to moralise in any way it would be the speeches. This is why there are many speeches before the important event, because the audience would have context for the speech, which would mean that it is likely that many of the audience may have heard the speeches which adds difficulty into distorting. However, cultural memory would have allowed some time before the speeches are written, which could have allowed for the speeches to be distorted in the cultural mindset, but this is overall this is unlikely. As Thucydides is writing after his exile after the battle of Amphipolis in 422BC and dies around the year 400BC he has plenty of time to add in the speeches and allow public opinion to change from the initial time of writing, allowing for there to be potential moralisation. As there are about twenty years between the start and the end of when Thucydides could have written these speeches, and as there are books without the speeches it seems that they were added relatively late. Why does this matter? The moralising factor of Thucydides speeches is prevalent but not the point of the entire work according the Thucydides himself; however, it is arguably one of the major parts of Sallust, as will be discussed later. [17:  Thucydides 1.1.3] 

	The battle speeches of Thucydides are less prevalent and for this research less important, but still interesting. Most of the pre-battle speeches that Thucydides records there is a miniscule chance that he was actually present for them. This means that they are extremely susceptible to the flaws of speeches discussed before. This means that these, considering must have been written years after the fact in many, if not all cases, are primarily going to be there as a rhetoric construct of Thucydides. Meaning, they have little connection to the history and a closer connection to the rhetoric stylings of the time. Again, with this what is why is it important to this research? Because of the moralising factor in both Thucydides and Sallust the effect of their speeches stylistically and how to see where there are the characteristic changes. These therefore need to be looked at in a minor capacity. These speeches are often present the generals in the most favourable light they could, with the exceptions for the specific individuals that Thucydides particularly dislikes. This shows his biases fairly well, however the political speeches are still the primary way of seeing the biases and how Thucydides uses the speeches to moralise. 
	This section on Thucydides has intended to explore the speeches of Thucydides and how they will link to the speeches of Sallust, which will be discussed momentarily. The speeches of Thucydides are unlikely to be written close to when the speeches supposedly were recited, meaning that there is great opportunity of the contents of them to be adjusted slightly to suit Thucydides’ needs for the narrative he wishes to present to his audience. This will not be a similarity in of itself, however, the moralisation that this allows is a similarity to Sallust; this and the inherent issues and traits of writing speeches in the ancient world: narrative, showing the author’s rhetoric capabilities, lack of accuracy, and personal biases. Aside from these it, at this point of this research, the heavy tendency in both the authors to use speeches as a way to moralise their accounts appears to the primary way in which they are linked.

Sallustian Speeches 

	Sallust is an author whose primary works are upon the Cataline Conspiracy and the Jugurthine War, which are collectively shorter than the works of Thucydides. However, there is plenty to within these works to analyse in comparison Thucydides. For the purposes of this research I will primely focus upon the former of these complete works, as it has the more interesting aspects and all the biases, which amplifies the connections, will be addressed more often. As there are many speeches in Sallust it is easy to see the what the author was thinking, and provide the comparison to Thucydides. This section will be laid out similarly to the previous section on Thucydides so there is consistency between them. 
	As before, the first section to be analysed will be the political speeches of Sallust. As with Thucydides the speeches are where a lot can be learnt about what the author. As is explored by many scholars, Sallust’s speeches are very problematic. Beginning with possibly the largest of the apparent issues with Sallustian speeches, Caesar. Caesar is outright a problem in Sallust’s work on the Cataline conspiracy, for reasons that will mostly be discussed in the next paragraph. Here the issue is his prominence in the senate at the time of the Cataline conspiracy is nowhere near as dominant as is it presented in Sallust’s work. There is difficulty here as the order of speaking in the senate was determined by the precedence set by the cursus honourum and the order of previous years consuls[footnoteRef:18], the notable exception to this being Cato who has the distinction of having very little negative written about him in the sources. The order of the speeches in Sallust suggest that Caesar speaks during when the proconsuls would be addressing the senate, an implication that for this time would be wrong or rude for etiquette of debates in the senate. At this time Caesar would be a Adile at the highest in the cursus honourum, a respectable rank but not one to give him precedence to talk amongst the consuls as Adiles would have had their own place to speak in the order. This is an obvious problem that this presents, if this is as inaccurate as it is what can be trusted in the rest of Sallust’s works. Well, it is difficult to assess, because Sallust certainly falls into the same pitfalls as Thucydides regarding personal connections. the political speeches in Sallust do appear to be potentially less accurate than the speeches of Thucydides. It is likely that as they both mostly present only two speakers when there would have been many means that the speeches could also be an amalgamation of the speeches given rather than, or as well as, as reworking of the speech for the rhetoric of the author. This means that the primary similarity in how Thucydides and Sallust regarding political speeches is their distortion for narrative that wants to be presented by the author. The specifics of the narrative that both wish to present is about to be discussed. [18:  Byrd 2001] 

	As has been explored, Thucydides’ potential distortions have a very logical explanation, personal politics and connections combined with time allowing him to present the work more freely. this is also true of Sallust. Throughout Sallust’s work there are clear points where he seems to be presenting his own politics and particularly connections onto the work, again, it is most notable with Caesar who was also his patron for a lot of this work. This is where there is the biggest difference between Sallust and Thucydides, and the latter has no reference to having a patron. While Thucydides presents his own politics throughout his work Sallust presents the politics in a way that would alleviate his patron from ant implication in the Cataline Conspiracy that had been present since Cicero revealed the plot in 63BCE. This is significant further as Sallust supposedly wrote after Caesar’s death[footnoteRef:19]. This therefore would be intended to clear a blight on Caesar’s name after his assassination, however, in doing so would be very susceptible to adjustment of the truth for the purpose of the narrative, far more so than Thucydides. This is also true if it was not entirely meant to alleviate Caesar form complacency with the plot, as Sallust was a supporter of Caesar[footnoteRef:20]. This can be seen clearly in the work on the Cataline conspiracy as well as the Jugurthine War, and Marius is heavily supported and the successors to Sulla’s politics are also presented in a bad light than the later surviving work. This political allegiance makes it where Caesar’s speech in the senate on the fate of the conspirators make a lot of sense, amplifying the more merciful traits and showing him as a good orator. However, because of this it does seem unlikely that the speeches are particularly accurate, much like Thucydides but to a greater extent.  [19:  Mellor 1999]  [20:  Syme 1964] 

	There is also the factor of the moralisation of Sallust’s work. Sallust throughout both of his surviving works take a, rather ironic in retrospect, standpoint of condemning the corruption in the senate[footnoteRef:21]. This is ironic as Sallust himself was exiled for corruption[footnoteRef:22], but what is politics without hypocrisy? This does again strike remarkable resemblance to Thucydides, as both were exiled by the very thing that they focus writing on. It seems that exile and resentment make a good historian in the ancient world. With Sallust however, the moralisation is very prevalent, taking any opportunity to deliver cursory judgemental statements to the subject of that he is discussing. This does not seem to be entirely a difference in cultural style of writing history, as Caesar’s histories are not as moralising with only a few references to acts that seem to be intended to evoke an emotional response from the reader. [21:  Sall. Cat. 5.9]  [22:  Allen 1954] 

The other kind of speeches, pre-battle speeches, also appear in Sallust, primarily the Jugurthine war. Pre-battle speeches appear to function in much the same way in Sallust as they do in Thucydides, to functionally provide some narrative to that part of the work and provide inspiration for the soldiers in the context to the work. As they function in a similar way to Thucydides there is little to say about them that has not already been mentioned above, which means this is going to be a short paragraph. Thucydides uses the pre-battle speech incredibly sparingly, focusing primarily on the character of the individual and the apparent narrative value of having that speech there. Sallust and indeed later Latin writer such as Cassius Dio or Plutarch or even Tacitus used pre-battle speeches which makes it very likely that this is part of the Latin tradition of history, meaning that it is a difference in how the authors think about history rather than a deliberate divergence or something that would be more interesting from a historiographical viewpoint. This difference in frequency in pre-battle speeches is not as seemingly important as the differences in the political speeches.
	Sallust as one final difference to Thucydides, the difference of where in the established genre they are in. Thucydides writes when history is still not really a genre per say, but rather made the analytic style of history that is prevalent in the Greek sources. Sallust however is Roman, and the Latin tradition until this point is not very clear on what the conventions were or anything along those lines. It is very possible that the moralisation that is present in Sallust as a part of the Latin tradition. This aspect is certainly a difference based on the frequency of the moralisation in the work, but it may simply be due to Sallust following the conventions of the literary tradition that he knows, which is something that scholars still do. Either way, it does affect the work and is something that needed to be addressed in the minor way that it has. 
	Over the Sallust section of this work it has hopefully become apparent that there are many similarities between the pair of authors in how they work as well as a smattering of differences. Overall, Sallust writes what appear to be more moralising works intended to impart a message to the reader rather than simply recount the events. As discusses this fundamental difference is partly coming for a pre-established tradition that does this but mainly that Sallust has connections and a far more prevalent political agenda to push to the forefront of his histories.

Conclusion

	This research has hopefully shown the comparable aspects of Thucydides and Sallust in their presentation of speeches. Overall, both use their speeches in a very similar way to each other, as speeches are used in a fairly generalised way over most of the sources, to show narrative. In showing the narrative Thucydides and Sallust are very similar, using the inherent flaws in writing speeches to allow their narrative to come through. As well as this both have the same issues with distortion of many of the political speeches before their respective exiles, though Thucydides is the only one of the two to record speeches after his ostracism. Sallust however has far more potential for distortion in his speeches based on the personal connections, both through political allegiance and patronage to Caesar. This is the primary difference, the speeches in Sallust are more directly intended to further his own aims and goals rather than the more objectively neutral standpoint of Thucydides. 
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