INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be

from any type of computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins,
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate
the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand corner and
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced
form at the back of the book.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6” x 9” black and white
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to

order.

UMI

A Bell & Howell Information Company
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106-1346 USA
313/761-4700  800/521-0600






NOTE TO USERS

The original manuscript received by UMI contains pages with
indistinct print. Pages were microfilmed as received.

This reproduction is the best copy available

UMI







Université d’Ottawa - University of Ottawa






The Significance of €pwg
in

Thucydides' Portrayal of Athenian Imperialism

by
@)Catherine-ﬁlisabeth Coté

This Thesis has been submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Arts in Classical Studies at the University of Ottawa.

Thesis advisor: Professor Edmund F. Bloedow

1997




il

National Library
of Canada

Acquisitions and
Bibliographic Services

395 Wellington Street
Ottawa ON K1A ON4

Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada

Acquisitions et
services bibliographiques

395, rue Wellington
Ottawa ON K1A ON4

Canada Canada

Your file Votre référence

Qur file Notre réldrence
The author has granted a non- L’auteur a accord¢ une licence non
exclusive licence allowing the exclusive permettant a la
National Library of Canada to Bibliothéque nationale du Canada de
reproduce, loan, distribute or sell reproduire, préter, distribuer ou
copies of this thesis in microform, vendre des copies de cette thése sous
paper or electronic formats. la forme de microfiche/film, de

reproduction sur papier ou sur format
électronique.

The author retains ownership of the L’auteur conserve la propriété du
copyright in this thesis. Neither the droit d’auteur qui protége cette thése.
thesis nor substantial extracts from it  Ni la thése ni des extraits substantiels

may be printed or otherwise de celle-ci ne doivent étre imprimés
reproduced without the author’s ou autrement reproduits sans son
permission. autorisation.

Canadi

0-612-28413-1



Abstract

Thucydides' text reveals nine instances of &ws and closely related words.
The lack of evidence to support the assumption that a sexual context must
necessarily form the primary meaning of &uws in the fifth century B.C. invites
a closer examination. The first three instances in the History appear in
conjunction with three Athenian leaders, who represent three very distinct
stages in Athenian imperialism, namely Pericles, Cleon and Alcibiades.
Throughout his treatments of these individuals, Thucydides highlights their
interaction with the demos and underlines the process by which &pwg
ultimately subordinates reason: his portrayal of Pericles demonstrates the
opposition between the rational yvaéun and the irrational dpy, that of Cleon
illustrates the process by which the Athenians turn from yvdépun to dpyy, and
his treatment of Alcibiades underlines the dangers of such impulsive

resolution. What was once TéApa is rendered dAdyioTos TéA Q.
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Introduction

There has been much debate amongst modern scholars on the question of
Thucydides’ presentation of Athenian imperialism. Critics have been most
divided in particular over the development of Athenian imperialism in the
History; some have argued that the historian highlights a distinct
development, while others have been equally vigorous in denying it.1
Already de Romilly observed that interpretations of Thucydides' outlook in
this regard had been most diverse: "les uns ont fait de lui un partisan zélé de

l'impérialism, d'autres son adversaire."?

Since de Romilly's landmark study on the subject, Thucydide et
I'impérialisme Athénien, modern research has taken the examination of
Athenian imperialism to a new level. In his recent article, Thukydides und
die Perikleische Machtpolitik, Nicolai traces the emerging trends in
Thucydidean scholarship since the 1950's,3 observing that scholars have
generally avoided calling attention to the striking contrast Thucyd:des
emphasizes between Pericles and his successors. The two new major schools
of interpretation give precedence to Thucydides the historian rather than

Thucydides the politician: "sie dem Historiker Thukydides den Vorrang

1In a recent survey of the subject, Rengakos, for instance, argues for the development
theory. At the same time, he provides a good overview of the research on the problem.
Beginning with Schwartz, he recognizes the contributions of Pohlenz, Wassermann, Regenbogen,
Jaeger, Dietzfelbinger, Bender, de Romilly, Schmid, Topitsch, Bayer, Herter and Plenio, along
with the ‘revivalists,” Raubitschek, Volkmann-Schluck, Landmann, Gaiser and Kohl; those
arguing against the development of Athenian Machtdenken, include Vogt, Cloché, Stier, Berve,
Ehrengberg and Strasburger (Rengakos 1984, 13-22, cited in Bloedow, in press, 1-2). Cf. Rhodes
(1989, 219-220). Nicolai adds Erbse to the former, and primarily Hornblower and Meier to the
latter (Nicolai 1996, 266-267). It must be noted that the full-text of Rengakos' thesis did not
reach me until well after the completion of this Thesis.

2de Romilly (1951, 15).

3He attributes the 'new’ developments in modern research to the reactions to Nazi
imperialism and, more recently, to the American intervention in Vietnam (Nicolai 1996, 264).



einrdumen vor dem Politiker."¢ Scholars such as Luschnat and Lendle deny
Thucydides any real political judgement, while Strasburger, Méautis, Flashar,
Heath, Connor and Forde appear to acknowledge the 'political' commentator,
but reject the notion that Thucydides criticizes imperialism, much less

Periclean imperialism.5

Nicolai, however, follows Meier in recognizing that the difficulties posed
by Thucydides' praise of Periclean imperialism stem, for the most part, from a
modern political context. Citing Raaflaub, he contends that the expansion,
organization and exploitation of a power basis, whereby some ten thousand
men determined the fate of hundreds of other cities, understandably
governed the thoughts and actions of the Athenian demos. If we accept that
the rise of Athens was an understandable phenomenon, then our general
rejection of an oppressive imperialism does not justify the doubts of modern
scholars regarding Thucydides' positive judgements on Periclean policy.6
Moreover, Nicolai emphasizes the need to resolve Thucydides' approval of
Pericles’ uncompromising power politics when these essentially culminated
in the total collapse of Athens. In so doing, he questions whether it is truly
possible to juxtapose Thucydides the historian with Thucydides the politician.
According to him, the politician blames the Sicilian disaster on Pericles’
successors, while the historian analyses how the appetite for power and profit
led the Athenian demos into catastrophe.” And truly, it stands to reason that
only when contemplating the two together can modern scholars fully

understand Thucydides' perspective.8

The study of the pws theme in Thucydides lends itself appropriately to

the latest discussion on Athenian imperialism; it illustrates how Thucydides'

4Nicolai (1996, 270).

5Nicolai (1996, 268-269).

6Nicolai (1996, 272-273) and see above n. 3.

7Nicolai (1996, 273).

8Cf. Nicolai (1996, 273-281) and Bloedow, who finds Nicolai's case most compelling
(Bloedow, in press, 3).




political comment and historical analysis are intertwined throughout his
work to provide a comprehensive view of Athens and her imperialism.
Through the &uws theme, and the contrasts it helps provide, Thucydides
carefully traces the changes in Athenian character throughout the
Peloponnesian War, highlighting them through the interaction between

demos and leader.

There is, at present, no complete examination of the role that &we plays
in Thucydides. Cornford, Connor and Forde appear to be the only critics who
have directly emphasized the presence and importance of the theme in the
History. Although their examinations are by no means exhaustive, each has
made a significant contribution to the study at hand. Cornford, in his
Thucydides Mythistoricus, draws on Plato’s Republic to associate €pws with
tyranny, and proceeds to examine Thucydides' references to Athens as the
tyrant city.? Ostensibly he interprets the theme of &ws to fit his theory of
literary manipulation, taking it in a 'mythic’ sense,!® but he touches on many
of the crucial aspects nonetheless. Most importantly, he recognizes that
Athens, in the History, "has a character of her own and a psychological
history, passing through well-marked phases, which are determined partly by
this character, and partly by the intervention of external or internal forces."l1
Moreover, he suggests that Thucydides presents the protagonists of his
History, most notably Cleon and Alcibiades, so as to embody these forces
which possessed and destroyed Athens.12

9Cornford (1965, 201-220; citing Plato, Rep. 573). Cf. Jaeger 1957, 346-347.

10Cornford's aim, as Bury remarked, was "to establish that the historian read
Aeschylean conceptions into the events of the war and mounted it, like a tragedy, with the
dark figures of Tyche, Hybris, Peitho, and Eros, moving in the background and prompting the
human actors” (Bury 1909, 124).

11Cormford (1965, 153).

12¢f, Wallace: "as Cornford is probably wrong in his chief argument ... it is usual to shrug
off or to ignore his attack. And yet ... one can hardly deny that in some sense Kleon and
Alkibiades embody the arrogant delusion of their city" (Wallace 1964, 256).

Radford had earlier recognized the bold personification of the abstract passions in
Thucydides: “the speeches plunge us into a world of abstractions, and we perceive that,
regarding the passions as the mainspring of human action, Thukydides has introduced them




Connor clearly disagrees with Cornford's 'theological' approach to the
History. Though he does not discount the allusion to Aeschylean tragedy at
6.24.3 (cf. Aes., Ag. 341-347), he calls attention to the emphatic use of &uws in
Diodotus’ speech (3.45.5), and the "specific and highly analytical treatment of
Athenian reactions" which accompanies Thucydides’ pronouncement on the
enthusiasm for the Sicilian expedition (6.24).13 Preferring to rest on a more
objective approach to Thucydides,’* Connor is the first to examine the
association between €pws and TéApa. Focusing primarily on the Harmodius
and Aristogeiton digression, in which there are more instances of €pws and its
derivatives than in the remainder of the History, Connor maintains that
Thucydides' purpose is to invite comparison with the Athenians of 415 B.C.:
"the Athenians, like Harmodius and Aristogeiton, are under the influence of

eros and engaged in an act of unwarranted boldness."15

Forde follows Connor in recognizing an association between &uw¢ and
Té\ue, but it is he who brings the study of &pws directly within the context of
Athenian imperialism. Building on Grene's earlier study, Greek Political
Theory: The Image of Man in Thucydides and Plato, he contemplates the role
of both &ws and TdApa in the dynamics of Athenian imperialism, and
concludes that "for Thucydides, Athenian imperialism grows out of a volatile
combination of erotic passion and daring, two unusual qualities woven into
the fabric of the regime."16 At the very least, Forde's beliefs invite interest;
unfortunately, they quickly lose ground as his arguments serve to promote

his view of Alcibiades. As Kirkwood rightly observes, he shows himself to be

also as actors in his history and assigned to them a great part in the production of events”
(Radford 1901, 31).

13Connor (1984, 167-168 with n, 22).

14Cf. Connor (1984, 7-8).

15Connor (1984, 179).

16Forde (1989, 33). Though Grene, in his attempt to reconstruct the political philosophy of
Thucydides, does not actually delineate the Athenian &uws and TéAua, these concepts are often
implicit in his discussions, such as when he establishes that the Athenians had, by the time of
the Peloponnesian War, liberated themselves from the restraints of piety (Grene 1965, 86-92).




an "unabashed admirer" of the Athenian, "finding in his boundless ambition
a dedication to 'honor' and, in his readiness to change sides in the conflict, a
supra-nationalist 'universalism."17 It will become evident that Forde,
diverted by his own bias, confuses Alcibiades, the embodiment of Athens'
‘erotic passion,” with the &uw¢ theme itself, and accordingly his examinations

of épws and TéAna encourage only the most positive association.18

Liddell and Scott define &ws to be, primarily, "love, mostly of the sexual
passion."1? It would seem, however, that such a definition, apart from the
etymological trace in the English language (i.e., 'erotic’), leads to an
apparently 'unexpungeable’ preconception that has distracted modern
scholars to date. Forde maintains that "the Greek notion of eros is of course
broader than ours, embracing potentially all objects of desire, but it still differs
from other kinds of desire, both in its intensity and in its unexpungeable
sexual reference."?0 Yet an overview of Thucydides' near contemporaries
suggests that it is the intensity, not the sexual reference, which is truly
'unexpungeable’ in the use of &uws in the fifth century B.C. €pws and its
derivatives were not always used in a sexual context; throughout Aeschylus,
Sophocles, Euripides, Herodotus, Lysias, Aristophanes, Andocides and
Isocrates there are, in fact, slightly more non-sexual instances than there are

sexual.2! The objects of &pws range from sanctuary to bloodshed, from glory to

17Kirkwood (1990, 71).

18In Forde's view, Thucydides' theme essentially points to the "liberation of human eros
in the city"” (Forde 1989, 39).

19167 (s.v. &uws i).

20Forde (1986, 439).

21Discounting immediate repetitions, adjectives and those passages where there are
textual difficulties, there are a total of 190 instances of €pws or one of its derivatives, of which
100 are clearly non-sexual in nature. See Appendix.

Examination into the Presocratic philosphers of this period was not particularly
revealing; they essentially adopt Hesiod's concept of a cosmological “Epws (Jaeger 1957, 183).
Cf. below n. 23. With regard to Empedocles and his study on 'Love and Strife,’ the term &pws
does not appear in the extant fragments. As Guthrie observes, "he calls the force modern editors
refer to as 'Love,'Aphrodite, Cypris and $wdtns" (Guthrie 1965 ii, 182). There is only one



treason, even from eating Apaturian sausages to killing one's brother. Sexual
inferences in respect of gastronomy may not be foreign to humankind, but it
is unlikely that Polyneices has a sexual urge to kill his brother Eteocles in
Euripides' Phoenissae.?2 In light of this, there is no evidence to support the
assumption that a sexual context would necessarily form the primary
meaning of &uws in the fifth century B.C. On the contrary, it would appear that
€pws denotes primarily a psychological passion, rather than a physical desire.
No doubt the sexual metaphor, the most violent of physical desires, may
serve to reinforce the violence of the psychological passion, but it is truly

necessary to distinguish between cause and effect.23

There are nine instances of &ws and closely related words in Thucydides'
History, all of which are clearly used in connection with the Athenians. As
Forde remarks, "each appearance is at a crucial juncture, and each plays a
significant role in Thucydides' treatment of Athenian imperialism and the
political psychology of Athens."2¢ The first three instances occur in the
speeches of Pericles (épactds, 2.43.1), Diodotus (¥pws, 3.45.5) and Nicias
(8vcépwrag, 6.13.1), all of whom represent three very distinct stages in the

psychological disposition of the Athenians; the fourth instance is an explicit

passage of note, namely, that attributed to Democritus: $ikatos épws dvuppicTws édlecBar Tdv
kahdv, DK 73 (cited in Guthrie 1965 ii, 490).

22Eur. Ph. 621-622.

23¢Cf. de Romilly, who observes that &uws is part of a 'most specialized affective
vocabulary' employed to bring to light the nature of #pis (de Romilly 1951, 272). That “Epws is
a primary force in Hesiod's Theogony would certainly support this line of reasoning. “Epws is
fourth in the order of creation, following Chaos, Gaia and Tartarus, and so appears long before
Aphrodite (205f.): 18 “Epos, ds kéAAwTos év dBavdrtown Beolol, AvoWEANS, MdvTwy Te Bedv
TdvTwy T dvlpdnwy Sduvaral év oTidecot véov kai émidpova Bouriy (120-123). West remarks
that "Hesiod thinks of Aphrodite's activity solely in terms of human life, and not as something
extending throughout the animal world” (West 1966, 225).

Equally revealing is Aristotle, who in the Metaphysics, credits Hesiod and Parmenides
for being the first to consider &ws or émsupia a primary force (Ymonrtedcere § &v Ti¢ HoloSov
mpdTov {nricat T8 rowodTov, kdv €l Tig¢ EANos Epwra B émbupia év Tols odow &dnkev wg dpxnv,
olov kal Ilapuevisng: xal ydp odTos xataokevdlwy TV Tod MavTog yéveoww — mpdiTicTov pév
(dnolv) &wra Bedv pnricato mdvrwy, Metaph. 984b). The intimate relationship between the
concepts of épws and érBupia will be carefully examined throughout Chapter 3.

4Forde (1989, 31).



judgement on the part of Thucydides (€pws, 6.24.3), and the final five
appearances can be found in the famous Harmodius and Aristogeiton
digression with which the historian retrospectively validates his own

judgement (épwrucmv, épacThs, épwrds, Epwrumc and épwTUNY, 6.54.1-6.59.1).

This thesis will amplify the contributions of Cornford, Connor and Forde.
Special emphasis will be placed on tracing the development of the Athenians'
psychological character in an effort to understand better Thucydides' analysis
on the influence of &ws and the process by which épwg ultimately subdues or
subordinates reason. In order to establish the whole psychological context
much time will be spent examining those elements which move in
progression with épws, namely veois, yvépn and dpyr, in addition to such
accompanying functions as mieoveila and €mBupia. Only then will it be
possible to comprehend fully Thucydides' commentary on the Athenian
TéMta. The focus will be strictly literary and, for this reason, judgements and
criticisms of the History will be left for others to make. Answers will be
sought within Thucydides' work, and modern expectations placed on the
‘historian’ will not be considered. If we are to understand the History, it is
essential to read and analyse Thucydides' work for what it is -- as opposed to

what it 'should have been.25

25Cf. Rhodes: "it is perhaps dangerous that Thucydides is not so obviously different from
modern historians” (Rhodes 1994, 161).




Chapter 1
Pericles and the yvdun ideal

Thucydides' treatment of Pericles helps to determine the psychological
character of the Athenians at a time when, because of Pericles, they were not
entirely controlled by emotional impulse. The historian goes to great lengths
to emphasize the interaction between the leader and his people; he seduces
his reader into accepting not only his portrayal of Pericles, but also his
assessment of Athenian character. Both treatments are determined largely by
the contrast Thucydides strikes between them. The conflict of opinion he
presents is "one between a majority of the Athenians, who were governed by

emotion, and Pericles, who was governed by reason."!

Thucydides generally develops his portrayals in such a way that his
readers should readily, sometimes unknowingly, adopt the historian's own
judgement or opinion. So it is here. Before proceeding to contrast Pericles’
stability with the instability of the demos, Thucydides ensures that his readers
have a strong perception of the statesman. To this end, he shrewdly avoids
drawing immediate attention to the wavering relationship between the
Athenians and their leader, focusing instead upon the Spartans’
apprehensions. His introduction of Pericles reveals the extent to which he
manipulates the reader. Although he had opportunity to introduce him in
many parts of the Pentecontaetia, he deliberately postpones any formal

introduction until he appears as a leading figure in the Spartan negotiations.2

IWestlake (1968, 32).

2The greater part of the statesman's life was over, and he enters Thucydides' narrative
only a few years before his death. Cf. Bury (1909, 120), de Romilly (1951, 99-100) and Kagan
(1991, xii). The references to Pericles in the Pentecontaetia are without introduction and only
with regard to military operations: the expedition to the Corinthian Gulf (1.111.2-3), the
campaigns in Euboia (1.114.1-3) and the suppression of the Samian revolt (1.115.2-117.3).

Does the phrase $ékaros avrds at 116.1 (and 2.13.1) suggest that Pericles possessed
superior authority over his colleagues or does it serve to remind the reader that he did not?




The contrast is striking, as he allots the statesman, not one, but two formal
introductions, making Pericles "completely dominate the narrative and enjoy
almost a monopoly of the speeches from this point to the crisis resulting in

his dismissal from office in the second summer of the War."3

That Thucydides wants his readers to perceive Pericles as a dominant
force is all the more evident in the narrative prior to his first formal
introduction at 1.127.3. The Spartans have demanded that the Athenians
drive out 'the curse of the goddess,’ a demand for which Thucydides clearly
attributes a motive. Not only do the Spartans anticipate a pretext for going to
war should their demands be refused (1.126.1), they hope to be rid of or, at the
very least, to discredit Pericles, who is associated with the curse through his
mother (1.127.1-2):

-~ A N W L3 vé ? 7 > 4 ~ ~ ~
TOUTO 8N TO &y0$ Ol AakeSaydviol ekéevoy éradve 51iBey Tolg 8e0is
mpdTOV TWWpodvTES, €188 TES 88 TTepuchéa TOV RavBimmov mpocexduevov

Although opinion may be divided over its implication, the expression does not constitute an
explicit judgement on the part of the historian. If, as Dover argues, the expression is
restrictive, reminding the reader that Pericles was only one of ten generals, it seems unlikely
that Thucydides’ intent was to curb any inclination to exaggerate Pericles’ role (Dover 1960,
76). If merely a numerical reference, it would be more reasonable to conclude that the expression
was intended for non-Athenians, much like the historian's reference to Acharnae, the largest of
the so-called demes of Athens: dpixovro és "Axapvds, xwpiov péyiarov s 'ATTUS TV Shpwy
kaAoupévwy (2.19.2). Fornara agrees with Dover that 8ékatos avtos need not refer to any
superior authority, but insists that the expression cannot have a restrictive force. Stating that
"it must be conceded that this type of expression, whatever the ordinal number, has, if not for
its purpose, certainly as its effect, the emphasis of, and concentration of attention upon, the
person so designated" (Fornara 1971, 33), Fornara suggests that Thucydides is emphasizing that
"even Pericles, since he was one of the ten generals (but not one who normally took part in
warfare), himself took part in the war" (ibid, 34). Though Bloedow also considers the phrase
8éxaros aUtds to be “anything but restrictive" (Bloedow 1987, 22), he remarks that Pericles
occupies a similar position in the revolts of Euboea and Megara, yet Thucydides does not
"underline the gravity of the situation - as the translation of ‘even’ would suggest in connection
with Samos" (ibid., 23). Regarding similar formulae in the same qualitative light (rpitos and
méuntos adtds each appear three times in connection with strategoi), Bloedow considers the
natural force of the formula "to indicate Pericles' formalised unique position in the state" (ibid,
24 with n. 3). If indeed the phrase §éxatos autds suggests pre-eminence, Thucydides
foreshadows his portrayal of the statesman, implanting in the minds of his readers a notion
consistent with his picture of an individual "who has the authority to lead out, or not lead out,
to convene, or not convene, either a regular meeting, or even an emergency meeting, of the
Athenian people" (ibid, 27). Cf. Westlake (1968, 24 with n. 3).
3Westlake (1968, 26).



Hd ~ N N e N ' 3 ré ? ~ € N Ve
QWTW KCTA TNV UNTEPE KAl VORWOVTES EKTTECOVTOS auTod pEov a@vs gdioL
TpOXWpeLY Td &G TAV "ABnvaiwv. od pévtol TocoiTov FAT oV Tasely
. Ed A ~ v ~ ¥ Ed ~ A N 7/ 14 hy N
QV aQUTOV TOUTO OGOV §1aBoANY OloELW aUTd MPOS THY MOAW WS kal Sid

~ b4 Id N N e 4 < Ve Lol N Vd
TNV EKEWOY Tupudopav TO PEPOS ECTAL O MONEROS. WV YA SUvaTWTATOS
TdV kaf’ €avTov kal dywv THY moivTeiav fvavTiwodto mévTa Tolg
Aaxesawoviols, kal ovk ela Imelkew, dAN’ ég TOV éAepov dppa ToUg
‘ABnvaiovs (1.127.1-3).

There is nothing in the text to suggest that Thucydides is affirming the
sincerity of Spartan piety, as Connor and Orwin propose.# Nor does the
historian delay his introduction only to paint Pericles "as a figure tainted by
an ancient impiety.”> The key to this passage lies with §78ev at 1.127.1.
Resembling 81 in function, this particle, as Denniston observes, carries with it
the "nuance of pretence or unreality."8 Through his word order, Thucydides
implies that the foremost motive of the Spartans is specious at best: §fgev Tois
Beols mpdTov TwwpolvTes, 8dTes §2....7 mpdtov enhances the irony conveyed
and the (el8dTeg) 8¢ that follows confirms the true motive behind the Spartan
demand.8 With the formula o4 tocofitov ... Soov Thucydides sets aside the
more widely accepted explanation, namely that the Spartans hoped to bring
about Pericles’ banishment, and suggests that what they really expected was
that the Athenians would hold Pericles partly accountable for the rapidly
approaching war.? In so doing, Thucydides manipulates his readers'

perception of the statesman before he is properly introduced: he is a force

4Connor (1984, 48); Orwin (1994, 60).

5Orwin (1994, 60 n. 60). Orwin himself notes that Plutarch (Per. 33.1) records these
accusations as having increased Pericles' reputation among the Athenians (ibid., 60 n. 59).

®Denniston (1954, 264).

7Cf. Marchant (1964, 253). There has been, however, some debate regarding the position of
Sf8ev and the implications it raises. Denniston observes that $78ev, like most particles of
nuance, normally "follows the word it qualifies,” but cites a number of passages that appear to
be exceptions to this rule (Denniston 1954, 266). Jebb would argue that in those instances where
878ev precedes what it qualifies, the irony of the particle affects the entire sentence (Jebb on
Soph. Tr. 382).

8Cf. Morris (ad loc.) and Classen-Steup (ad loc.) regarding the force of (elSoreg) 8¢€.

%A suggestion confirmed by Thucydides' narrative at 2.21.3 and 2.59.2. Interestingly, the
Spartans are indirectly credited with foresight. For a full discussion of Thucydides' use of the
formula oY tocoditov ... Joov, see Westlake (1969b).

10



to be reckoned with, a force which the Spartans try their best to avoid and /or

eliminate.

When Thucydides finally refers to Pericles directly (1.127.3), he integrates
his introduction into a narrative that explains the motives behind the
Spartan demand at 1.126.2. Confirming Spartan fears (vdp), he introduces
Pericles with a resounding epithet (v ydp Suvardratos Tév ka8’ éavTov), made
all the more emphatic with further elaborations on the Spartan motive (&ywv
TV moarelay qyvavrtwodto mdvra Tols Aaxedaypoviots, kal ovk ela mefkew, AN’ é¢
TOV TEAepoV dppa Tods "ABnvaiovs). Clearly, the Spartan action and the motives
behind it are not Thucydides' ultimate interest. The occasion serves as a
pretext whereby a formidable portrait of Pericles is to emerge.l9 Through the
element of drama, Thucydides creates a sense of objectivity and avoids being
bound to any judgements; those inferred belong strictly to the Spartans or to
the reader. Thucydides thus plants in his reader an indelible impression of
Pericles, one which he will then corroborate through his own explicit
remarks at 1.139.4.11

Thucydides' second introductory remark helps confirm this view of the
historian’s purpose. Following the exchanges and demands over the various
curses, the Athenians hold an assembly to decide whether they should go to

war:

Kal TapidvTes EANol Te TOANOL Eneyov én' auddTepe yryvdpevor Tals

10That the entire digression is an excuse for an underlying objective has not gone unnoticed.
Cf. Westlake (1968, 26; 1969a, 51) and Rawlings (1981, 94).

westlake argues, rightly, in my opinion, that Svvardraros at 1.127.3 refers to Pericles'
ability (Westlake 1968, 7-8) and, as he himself remarks, Thucydides is able to implant
judgement by indirect means (ibid., 5). This seems to be a case in point. Griffith and Westlake
recognize the importance of this first passage when interpreting the second at 1.139.4, yet both
seem to make little of this first remark: Griffith goes no further than to state that “Thucydides
puts in the remark to explain the Spartan action in raking up the ancient &yos" (Griffith 1961,
28-29). Westlake maintains that "because the reader has not yet been informed of his
[Pericles'] importance, a brief definition of his position and policy is added” (Westlake 1968,
26). The Spartan motive is undoubtedly the wider context. But it cannot escape notice that the
formidable portrait of Pericles which emerges leaves a far greater impression upon the reader
than any insights into Spartan character.
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yvdpais kal ds xpy mohepelv kail ds pn éundsiov elvar 15 ymMowopa
elprivng, dAAG kaBeNelv, Kal TaperBLY [Tepuchfis 0 Eavbinmou, dvip kar’
ekelvov TV xpdvov mpdtos ‘ABnvaiwy, Aéyew Te xal TpdooeEw
SuvaTdraTtos, mapivel Toldse (1.139.4).
It is first necessary to examine, once again, the context in which Thucydides
chooses to reintroduce Pericles. Huart points out that "ce n'est pas par hasard
que le portrait de Thémistocle précede presque immédiatement l'apparition
sur la scéne de Péricles."12 This raises a much debated question. To what end
has Thucydides inserted the stories of Cylon, Pausanias and Themistocles? At
first glance, Thucydides' first introductory remark appears nestled within a
wandering digression, which many consider uncharacteristic of the
historian.13 It could be argued, however, that Thucydides' treatment of
Pericles is, in fact, "at root the occasion for the whole excursus."1* The story
of Cylon acts as a bridge to the biographical sketches on Pausanias and
Themistocles, which, in turn, Thucydides envelops with his double
introduction of Athens' most able statesman (1.127.3; 1.139.4). In doing so,

Thucydides resumes his introduction of Pericles against a large historical

12Huart (1968, 312).

13Thucydides’ digression has puzzled many scholars, most notably Gomme, who states:
"the whole excursus on Themistokles is irrelevant to the narrative, and so is the greater part of
those on Kylon and Pausanias. Thucydides, besides being impelled, probably, to narrate
episodes which he thought had been inadequately or inaccurately dealt with by others - as in
the case of the tyrants at Athens - betrays a strong biographical interest, that interest which
he so sternly represses, to our great loss, and to the detriment of a fuller understanding of the
events, in his main narrative" (Gomme, HCT i, 446-447). Despite the difficulties, many
attribute to Thucydides the motive of correcting previous accounts, claiming, in addition, that
the stories of Cylon and Pausanias are necessary and/or relevant to the narrative. Cf. Grundy
(1948 i, 449-451), de Romilly (1951, 107), Syme (1962, 41-42), Huart (1968, 312-313), Pouncey
(1980, 70-72) and Hornblower (1991, 202-203; 211-212).

Others examine the digression from a very different position. Following Schwartz' and
Miinch’s lead, Finley (1942, 139), Westlake (1969a, 51-55) and Rawlings (1981, 90-95) recognize
in Thucydides' text two digressions on Pausanias and Themistokles: the first (89-96), dealing
only with political aspects, and the second (128-138), with personal matters. The second
digression thus amplifies the comparison of the two leaders begun at the beginning of the
Pentecontaetia, a comparison through which Thucydides illustrates the characteristics of
Athens and Sparta. Although this is clearly outside the scope of this Thesis, it is appropriate
to note that the two positions are not mutually exclusive.

14pouncey (1980, 71).
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backdrop, the statesman's status further established "by the company he

keeps."15

Only after encouraging his readers to conclude that Pericles' greatness was
such that he is worthy of comparison with Pausanias and Themistocles does
Thucydides allow himself to make explicit judgements. He carefully plants
these personal remarks so as to reinforce the impressions left by the first
passage. He makes the most of his earlier comparison and begins by stressing
Pericles’ status among his contemporaries. The phrase svvardtaros Tdv kad'
€quTdv at 1.127.3 is, in the second introductory passage, reinforced by the more
elaborate remark that Pericles was dvnp xar’ éceivov Tov Xpévov mpdros ‘ABnvaiwy.
Moreover, of those who spoke in the Athenian assembly (kal mapidvres &rot
T€ MOAAOL Exeyov € duddTepa yryvduevor Taic yvdpars), Pericles is the only one
named and the only one whose arguments are put forward by the historian.
According to Westlake, Thucydides' "silence could be, and indeed has been
[Gomme (HCT i, 464)], interpreted as evidence that the opposition to Pericles
was at this time almost negligible."16 It is legitimate to argue that this is

precisely the perception Thucydides wants his readers to have.l” His remarks

15Pouncey (1980, 72). Some scholars appear to overlook Thucydides' treatment of Pericles
and reckon that the historian invites comparison between Pausanias, Themistocles and
Alcibiades. Cf. Bury (1909, 127-128), Rawlings (1981, 96-100), Connor (1984, 48-49; 165 n. 18) and
Forde (1989, 69). It cannot be considered coincidence that the only four character sketches
offered by the historian include Pausanias, Themistocles, Pericles and Alcibiades (Bloedow
1990, 1-2 with nn. 3-4). Thucydides leads his readers first to a direct comparison between the
past leaders (Pausanias and Themistocles) and Pericles, and only then to an indirect comparison
with Alcibiades through the more direct comparison of the two protagonists of the
Peloponnesian War. See Bloedow (1990; 1991b, 199) for observations on this last comparison.
Cf. de Romilly (1951, 107), Grundy (1948 i, 449), Huart (1968, 312-313), Podlecki (1975, 74) and
Hornblower (1991, 202-203).

16Westlake (1968, 27). Cf. Hornblower (1991, 225). It is important to recall that the
remarks in this passage are personal to the historian, belonging neither to the Athenians nor to
the Spartans, as they did in the earlier passage. Not surprisingly, Thucydides avoids putting
the spotlight on the Athenians, whose instability he will emphasize through their interaction
with Pericles.

From another perspective, Palmer notes that "Thucydides pays Pericles the unique
compliment of never pairing a Periclean speech with another speech” (Palmer 1982b, 825). Cf.
Ehrenberg (1968, 360).

170r more simply, perhaps the phrase &\at Te moAro{ contributes to the Impression that
many spoke, but none so great as Pericles. Another oversight which conveniently allows a
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on Pericles’ abilities would seem to encourage this argument. Again
Thucydides expands his earlier passage, this time qualifying the superlative
Suvatdratos with the epexegetic infinitives Myew and mpdooew.18 Surely such
praise can only be bestowed upon one who is unchallenged among his peers.
The historian's explicit judgements corroborate the impressions left by the
first passage, and thus Thucydides appears to confirm the reader's own

opinions.

Thucydides' double introduction provides a strong foundation for his
portrayal of Pericles as well as that of the Athenians. Putting aside any
personal remarks until his eulogy (2.65), Thucydides relies further on the
dramatic element and makes Pericles reveal his own character through his
actions and his speeches.!? Not surprisingly, the leader's actions will invite
reactions from his people. Thucydides emphasizes this interaction
throughout Pericles' leadership, portraying both the statesman and the demos

only in relation to each other. The reader is continually treated to a sharp

favourable portrait of Pericles to emerge is, of course, Thucydides’ downplaying of the
Megarian decree as a chief cause of the war, thus shielding the statesman, who was responsible
for the policy. Cf. Comnford (1965, 25-38), Bury (1909, 95-101), Gomme (HCT i, 227, 447-450, 465-
467) de Romilly (1951, 22-23), de Ste-Croix (1972, 1-2; 257-258), Chambers (1979, 165; 171) and
Pouncey (1980, 73-74).

See also Bloedow, who notes the implications raised by the fact that, other than Pericles,
we hear of no other Athenian individual or general personally "convening, or refusing to
convene, a meeting of the Ekklesia or a EiAAoyos” (Bloedow, 1987, 12), and that no other general
(or individual) is described as §ékaros ards (ibid., 19). Cf. above n. 2 and below n. 32.

18Homblower (1991, 225-226) observes Homeric precedents for this description of a leader.
In Homer (Il 9.443) "a great chief was expected to be a speaker of words as well as a doer of
deeds" Lloyd-Jones (1983, 181 with n. 50). Cf. Connor (1984, 50 with n. 62).

Both Westlake and Griffith consider this second passage to reinforce and expand the
meaning of §uvardraros at 1.127.3, and rightly so (Westlake, 1968, 8; Griffith 1961, 28-29). But
there may already be an indirect reference to Pericles' ability in action and speech in the first
introductory remark. A reader might infer Pericles' success in action when hearing of his
constant opposition to the Spartans: fvavtwito mdvra Tols AaxkeSauyoviols. Were he not so
successful, why would the Spartans wish to be rid of him? In turn, Pericles’ success in speech
seems reflected in his dealings with the Athenians: odk ela Umeikew, dAN és TOV méhepov dppa
tods "ABnvafous. The choice of verbs may be significant: édw, often used of oaths and laws,
implies a certain power on the part of its subject, and dppdw seems to denote success in its own
right. Perhaps Thucydides is again leading his reader to make certain assumptions.

19For a good discussion of Thucydides’ method see Bury (1909, 108; 116-123).
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contrast between a rational Pericles and the irrational Athenians. The nature
of their relationship is immediately evident in the prooemium of Pericles'
first speech:
TAs uev yvdung, & ’Adnvaiol, alel ths adtiic Exopal, pn elkew
Ilenomovvnoiols, kainep eldds Tods dvlpdmovs od T4 aUTq Spyid
cvameopévous Te MONEREY kal év T €pyw mpdocovTag, mpds 88 Tag
Zvudopds kal Tds yvduas Tpemopévovs. Spd 8¢ kal viv opola kal
napanmAiole Evppovrevtéa pot SvTa, kal Tols avareopévovs Tudv
Swald Tols kowq 86Eaow, Av dpa 1L kal oparrdueda, fonbely, § unse
kaTopBodvTas Ths Evvécews peTamowcictal (1.140.1).
It is here that Thucydides introduces the dpyf-yvdun antithesis which will
dominate his characterizations of Pericles and the Athenians.2® Pericles is
and has always been steadfast in his yvdun (rfic uév yvaung, & ’Asnvaloy, alel tic
auTiis Exouar). Once he has decided upon a policy, he does not allow himself
to be moved by any cpy1 (kaimep elsws Tovs dvBpdnovs...). The Athenians, on
the other hand, do not share the same resolve. Pericles must again advise
them much as he had done in the past (0pd 8¢ xal viv dpoia kal TapamAriol
TuuBourevtéa por Gvta)2l The necessity expressed by the use of the verbal
adjective (Suppovdevtéa) supports the implication that Pericles' general
reference to mankind is most applicable to the Athenians: they change their
yvdpar (t1ds yvdpas Tpemopévous) according to events (mpos 8€ Tds Tundopds),

moved by whatever dpy1 possesses them at the moment.

To understand this contrast between dpyy and yvdun better, it is necessary
to explore the terms as Thucydides employs them. Huart recognizes that the
historian replaces the traditional faculties vods, dpfiv, Bupuds and Yuxy with

Spy1, yvdun (and Edveocis), accentuating the degrees to which these influence

200thers also recognize the contrast. Cf. de Romilly (1951, 272; Budé ii, xx-xxii), Huart
(1968, 56-57), Edmunds (1975b, 8-14), Rawlings (1981, 131-132), Connor (1984, 57-60) and Farrar
(1988, 164).

21As he will do again in the future (2.13.2): mapriver 8¢ kail mepl Tdv mapdvrwy dmep kal
wpdtepov. Cf. 2.21.3.
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the reactions of men in the face of their realities.22 Moreover, Thucydides'
use of these terms reveals the depth of their meaning: yvwun can signify as
much a disposition, a frame of mind, as it can reflection and judgement, and,
by extension, an opinion or motion, retaining at all times the notion of
thought offered by its corresponding verb yiyvéoxew.23 dpyr reunites the
significance of the two verbs dpy&v and opyileoBar to denote anger and, more
generally, a passionate disposition.2¢ Of this latter sense, Huart explains, "le
mot [pyr] peut signifier les passions des hommes et indique les réactions
impulsives, en quelque sorte instinctives, auxquelles ils se laissent aller,
quand ils n'ont pas la volonté, ou la possibilité, de les contréler par la
raison."?> Thucydides makes the most of this opposition between the
rational yvdun and the irrational dpyn, emphasizing the consequence of each.
He will continue to stress the resolve Pericles holds in terms of his yvdpn,
while accentuating the Athenians’ tendency to let themselves be driven by
their emotional reactions. To return to Pericles’ prooemium, the statesman's
own yvdun clearly stands for a rational judgement, a practical resolution upon

an examination of Athens' political situation.26 In contrast, the Ather.ians

22Huart (1968, 48-57; 501-502).

23Parry concludes that "the word that expresses intellect is gnome, corresponding to the
verb gignoskein, to come to know and it is even more common in Pericles' speeches than logos"
(Parry 1970, 20). For a complete study on the use of yvdun by Thucydides and his
contemporaries, see Huart (1973). Cf. Snell (1924, 20-39). Both Snell and Huart have explored
the relationship between yvdun and Ziveois: Snell remarks that "yvdéun ist der erkennende,
ordnende Geist, cfveois der sinnvolle, verniinftige Geist" (ibid., 55). Huart suggests "yvdun
connait le réel, cUveois juge et raisonne” (Huart 1968, 282). Marchant, for his part, finds
Ejvecis to stand very close to yvdun, but "only in the intellectual sense of clear insight and
circumspection” (Marchant 1961, 205). Lastly, Edmunds, as Bloedow demonstrates, bases his
conclusion that &Jvecis "may be the expression of gnome” and "relies on gnome" on a
misinterpretation of Snell (Edmunds, 1975b, 9; Bloedow, 1991b, 194 n. 24). The phrase yvdung
Evvécews (1.75.1) and the expression yvdun .. N dfiveros (2.34.6), where the litotes
accentuates the importance of Ejvems in yvdun, attest the association of the two terms. Cf.
Shorey (1893, 76).

Z4Huart (1968, 156-157).

25Huart (1968, 502). Cf.: "Opy1 c'est ce qui est en I'homme irrationnel, s'opposant a ce qui
est rationnel yvdun" (ibid., 51). Zahn suggests that dpyn, by its opposition to yvdyun, denotes all
irrational motivations of an act (Zahn 1934, cited by de Romilly 1951, 272 n. 4).

26The fact that yvdyn, in the sense of rational judgement, marks the application of Efvecig
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are unable to control their instinctive reactions through reason. When they

are thus seized by dpyn, their yv@duar change accordingly.

Thucydides further emphasizes the Athenians' irresolution in the
prooemium through his use of dvame{Bew.2? Huart indicates that the prefix
dva- can bring to the simple verb the sense of changing of mind.28 Regarding
the first instance of dvaneopévovs, Gomme notes that we should expect the
simple verb.2? It seems significant, however, that in placing dpyf and
dvamsBopévovs so closely together (elSws Tods dv8pdmous od T4 adtq Jpyj
dvamelfopévovs Te morepelv kal v T4 €pyw mpdooovrtas), Thucydides further
emphasizes that the Athenians change their minds impulsively.30 There is
no doubt that the second occurrence of this verb in Pericles' direct address to
the Athenians (Tods dvanewopévous Jpdv swawd Tols koW §6Zacwy ... fonBely) is
far more appropriate, as Gomme indicates. But the repetition of the verb, in
exactly the same form, reinforces the impression made by the first instance,

namely that of the Athenians' instability.

Having firmly established the dpyf-yvdun antithesis through a leader's
perception of his people, Thucydides continually emphasizes the contrast
between Pericles and the Athenians through what they themselves saw, felt,
thought or realized. Both are made to speak and act, though often indirectly,

in a manner which corresponds to the portrayals which emerge from Pericles’

(see above n. 23), would suggest that Pericles is, by implication, Evverds. Cf. Bloedow
“Thucydides also designates Pericles as intelligent in a comprehensive manner by the phrase
yvauy Te 8ok pu1 dEdveros (I1.34.6)" (Bloedow, 1991b, 200 n. 37). Syme had earlier remarked on
Thucydides’ exclusion of Pericles from among those individuals he would directly refer to as
Zuverds: "for Thucydides it was idle and superfluous thus to specify that paramount talent.
However, Pericles comes in by direct allusion, in the class of those whom the city would
normally select to hold an oration over the fallen war (1i.34.6)" (Syme 1962, 55).

270f the 15 instances of the compound dvanei8ew in Thucydides, seven apply to the
Athenians. The verb appears twice in the prooemium of Pericles' first speech, twice more
throu%hout the interaction between Pericles and the Athenians (2.14.1, 2.65.2).

ZHuart (1968, 34, n. 7).

2Gomme (HCT i, 43).

30The phrasing implies that it is precisely because they are not of the same dpy™ as they
had been when they had come to their original resolution, that they change their minds.
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proocemium. The historian advances the dpyrj-yvdun opposition dramatically
on at least three occasions: although the Athenians had considered the
statesman'’s advice the best following his first speech (1.145.1), the threat of
invasion is enough for their resolve to waver and Pericles must repeat his
advice (maprivel 8€ kal mepl Tdv mapdvtwy &mep kal mpdTepov, 2.13.2) for the
Athenians to return to their previous resolution (ol §& ’Afnvaiot drodsavres
cveneiBovro, 2.14.1); when threat becomes reality, and the sight of their land
being ravaged strikes a chord the Athenians cannot endure,3! they wish to go
out to battle despite the fact that Pericles' strategy called upon them to refrain
from engaging in battle on land (2.21.2-3). Pericles prevents the Athenians
from coming together precisely to stop them from erring on account of an
overpowering opyf (tod un dpyd Ty pdArov § yvdun Evverddvrag €CapapTely,
2.22.1);32 again, with the burden of the plague and a second Spartan invasion,
the Athenians change with respect to their yvdpar (farofwvTo Tds yvdpag,
2.59.1).33  They want no longer to deal with war, but once more Pericles
succeeds in persuading them to return to their original resolution (of 8¢

Snuociq pév Tols Adyors dvemelfovro, 2.65.1).

The contrast between the statesman and the demos remains as striking as

) 31This is, of course, foreseen in Archidamus' second speech, (mdol ydp év Tols Supact kal
€v 74 mapavtika dpdv mdoxovrds Tu dnées Spyn mpoomimTew kol ol Aoyloud ENEXloTa Xpupevol
Bund mieloTta € Epyov kaflotavtar, 2.11.7). Rusten observes that "Thucydidean speakers note
elsewhere that rage (py") is greatest at the instant a wrong is suffered” (3.38.1, cf. 2.65.4;
5.63.2; 6.89.3), but that Archidamus "adds that being an inactive watcher of sufferings makes
rational deliberation even more difficult" (Rusten 1989, 112). Cf. Gomme (HCT ii, 75-77).

32Both in this passage and later, when Pericles is reported to have called a meeting, the
expression Thucydides uses is (oUk) mowelv EiAroyov (2.22.1; 2.59.3). How Pericles could have
prevented a meeting of an éxcAnoia and/or E¥ANoyos has been subject to much debate. Compare
Hignett (1952, 246-247), Gomme (HCT ii, 76; 167), Dover (1960, 74-75), Brunt (1965, 265 n. 37),
Westlake (1968, 33), Kagan (1974, 55-56), Hornblower (1983, 120-121), Connor (1984, 162 n. 13),
Bloedow (1987, 9-19), Christensen and Hansen (1989, 195-209, with addenda 210-211) and
Hornblower (1991, 275-276; 331).

33Connor raises an interesting possibility: "the verb [@AMowdw] has a striking medical
parallel in the Hippocratic Praecepta 9. Thucydides used it, [ believe, to suggest some
affliction of their [the Athenians’] judgement, an extension as it were, of the psychological
effects of the plague described in chapter 53. The metaphor is then continued, though in less
technical language, at the end of the chapter in drayaywv 0 dpyyduevov tis yvdung [2.59.3]"
(Connor 1984, 58 n. 19).
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it was in the prooemium to Pericles' first speech. Yet it becomes all the more
clear that it is not an impartial comparison of dispositions. The Athenians'
character is consistently set against that of their leader. As a result, much as
the historian compels his reader to view Pericles in a most positive light, he
encourages him to regard the Athenians most negatively. Pericles' rationality

only highlights the Athenians' irrationality, and vice-versa.

Again, Thucydides' use of the verb dvamei8sw helps us to understand his
purpose. The force of the prefix dve- indicates more than a changing of mind
as indicated above.3¢ Signalling a return to a previous state of mind, the
prefix underlines the power of what was said; the Athenians change their
minds and return to their previous resolution because they are won over by
Pericles’ words. The emphasis, therefore, is not only upon the Athenians'
tendency to be distracted by their latest circumstance,35 but more importantly

upon Pericles’ ability to guide them back to rational judgement.

This is reflected most in the second instance highlighted above (2.21.2-
2.22.1), where Thucydides states the dpyf{-yvdyun antithesis directly.36 Pericles

34Thucydides employs other verbs to state a general change of yvdun. Cf. TES yvdpas
Tpemopévous(1.140.1) and fANoiwvTo Td§ yvdpas (2.59.1). Regarding the latter, see above n. 33.

35Thucydides does not hesitate to emphasize this inclination when underlining Pericles’
understanding of the Athenian instinct: dpdv adtods mpds T6 Mapdv xahemaivovtag (2.22.1);
opdv adtods mpd¢ TE TapdvTa xaremaivovras (2.59.3). This is further supported in Pericles'
own words, when he himself explains his choice to call an assembly: «kai ékxAnoiay TodTou
€vexa Zuviyayov, Smws Umopviow kal néuywpar ¥ TU pn dpdds i €pol xaremaivere N Tals
Eupdopals elkere (2.60.1).

36Cf. Huart: "cette opposition entre les deux termes n'est exprimée formellement qu'une
seule fois, en I1,22,1" (Huart 1968, 307). The same opposition, however, is clearly articulated
by the historian at 2.59.3 (dnayaywv 16 dpywduevov TS yvdung). It is most interesting that it
is within these same two passages that we find also the only two instances whereby
Thucydides attributes to Pericles the action of convening or not convening a meeting. Gomme
states: "it is characteristic of Perikles and of Athens, that when he found his fellow
countrymen unduly excited and confident, and critical of his strategy, he refused to call a
special meeting; when he found them in despair and ready to find fault with his whole policy,
when his own position was in danger, he called one” (Gomme HCT ii, 167). This somehow seems
too simplistic a portrait to attribute to Thucydides. Edmunds, for his part, finds the antithesis
between dpyf and yvdpn repeated in Thucydides’ summary of Pericles’ last speech (Edmunds
1975b, 13-14): Ttowita 6 Ilepuhiis Aéywv €mewdro Tous ’Abnvalovs Tis Te ég altov dpyfc
TapaAew kal Eno TEY MapdvTwy Sewdv dndyew ™V yvdunv (2.65.1). While this passage may
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does not even attempt to remind the Athenians of their resolutions, but
prevents them from coming together precisely because they would be doing
so under the influence of dpyy more than that of yvdun: tod pi Opyfd Tv udArov
N yvaun EvverBdvTas €EapapTeiy (2.22.1).37 The genitive articular infinitive of
purpose delivers the necessary effect upon the reader; the rational statesman
keeps the irrational demos from gravely erring on account of dpyr.38
Moreover, the historian seems to clarify Pericles' earlier statement (u&a\ov yap
meddpnuat Tds olkelas Mudv duaprias § 1ds TdV Evaytiny dwavolag, 1.144.1), namely

that the error to fear is that which is made under the influence of opyn.39

recall the antithesis with the phrase dmd t@v mapdvrav ... dndyew v yvduny, it cannot be
considered a true repetition. This instance of dpy" refers directly to the anger the Athenians
held towards the statesman and cannot be confused with the sense of 'passionate disposition.’

37Huart observes the same expression in Antiphon's speech on the murder of Herodes
(Huart 1973, 47 and 86). The Hellenotamiae face death when a judgement is rendered by 6py1
more than it is by yvaun: ékelvol pév &navres dnédavov dpyq u@rov n yvduy (Ant. 5.69).

38The force of the preposition in the compound é€apaptelv intensifies the meaning of the
principal verb. Thucydides employs this compound only twice, the other instance being used of
the Mytilenaeans in Diodotus’ speech at 3.46.2. Of note, however, is the historian's choice of
the compound EuveZapaprelv earlier in the same speech. The speaker complains of the
Athenian tendency to blame all but themselves: viv § mpos Opynv NYTWa TUXNTE £6Tw STe
odarévtes TNV ToU melcavtos piav yvdunv {nurodite xal oU Tds UpeTépas aUTdv,
el modhal odoal EvveEdpapTov (3.43.5).

39Perhaps it also sheds some light on Thucydides' judgement at 2.65.11: €& Qv &\Na Te
nok,}\ti, 035 e:v peydAan ndk\u KU“.I\. a’gx\jv exoyaom, ﬁu‘ap,rﬁﬂln kal 0 é¢ E’Lxe\kiav,rrxoﬁg, 35: oU TocodTov
yvouns audptnue qv mpds QUs €moav, ocov oL ekTéuYavTes oU T mpdodopa Tols otxopévors
EMYLYVWOKOVTES, @AAG KaTa Tag §iag Swafords mepL TN ToU SNUOU TpocTacias TE Te €y TA
oTpaTomésy duphitepa émofouv kal Ta mepl TV woAW mpdTov v dAARAols érapdyBnoav. This
would seem supported by Bloedow who, in his attempt to clarify the age-old problem between
the historian’s judgement and his narrative in books 6 and 7, concentrates upon the manner in
which the expedition might have been a mistake. Examining, therefore, the manner in which
the decision was reached, Bloedow concludes that "the decision to embark on the enterprise at
that particular time was completely irrational” (Bloedow 1992, 148). No doubt the formula ov
Too0dToV ... 600V can lead the modem reader to confusion. It is important to recall, however,
that while the second explanation is generally "claimed to be more cogent than the first, ... the
validity of the first is not expressedly denied" (Westlake 1969b, 165-166). For a range of
views, compare Gomme (HCT ii, 195; v, 423-427), Brunt (1952, 59-65), Dover (1987, 81),
Westlake (1969b, 161-173), de Romilly (1965, 78), Thompson (1971, 141-151), Van de Maele
(1971, 21-37), Rawlings (1981, 151 n. 39; 152 n.40), Hornblower, (1991, 348), Bloedow (1991b, 205-
209; 1992, 144-149) and Connor (1984, 158 n. 2).

There are four other instances of yvdyun used in combination with apapTdvw, all of which
appear outside of Thucydides' immediate treatment of the Athenians: yvdung dpaprdver
(1.33.3), Evyyvdunv duaprelv (3.40.1), yvdyun dpaprot (6.78.3), and oUx dpaptricecfar ofuar
yvauns (6.92.1). It should be noted that not all instances need refer to the same manner of error.
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Thucydides consistently portrays Pericles trying to steer the Athenians
away from such errors. As Wilson rightly observes, "Pericles is a paragon of
emotional stability, always remaining the same and not changing according to
circumstance."i® Throughout their interaction, the statesman, who is always
of the same yvuun,4! gives the Athenians the same advice time after time .42
When later the historian attributes to Pericles a motive for calling a E¥ANoyos,
he reinforces both Pericles' strength of leadership and the Athenians’
shortcomings. The statesman tries to rid the Athenian yvdun of opyn (€Bovreto
drayaywv 16 dpywUSuevor Ths yvduns mpds 10 Nmudrepov kal dseéoTepoy kaTasThoa,
2.59.3). Huart remarks: "Il est bien évident que T3 dpywduevov, qualifiant T
yvduns, marque un emportement qui n'a plus grand'chose [sic] de commun
avec un examen raisonnable de la situation; et le terme s'oppose a fmidrepov,
suggérant, lui le calme d'un esprit qui ne se laisse pas entrainer par les
mouvements de la passion."#3 Clearly unchanged by dpy, Pericles incites the
Athenians to hold to their resolutions (6 ydp Bpaxd Tv TodTo ndoay VU@V Exel
v eaiwow kal melpav Ths yvduns, 1.140.5) and alludes to yvapn almost as an

‘arme de guerre” (1d §€ MOANE Tod mWoAépov yvduy kal xpnudTwv TEpLOUCig

40wilson (1990, 52).

41Cf. 2.55.2 (ITepuchfis ... Tv autiv yvdunv elxev) and 2.61.2 €y pév 6 adtds elpr xkal ovk
€€lotapat). Regarding the latter, Edmunds recognizes a verbal similarity to Theognis (319-
322), and gathers that "Pericles attributes to himself that constancy which the aristocrat,
Theognis, says belongs to the agathos, the aristocrat, and which the kakos, the man of the
people, can never possess” (Edmunds 1975b, 11).

42This is also stressed outside the interaction to which the reader is witness. Cf. the
prooemium to Pericles' first speech: opd 8¢ kal viv duoia kal mepamrfowa EvpBoureuTéa pot
dvta (1.140.1). Westlake finds Pericles’ opening words (i pév yvdung, & ‘ABnvaioy, alel ths
atfis €xomnar, 1.140.1) also to suggest that "Pericles had advocated the same policy in earlier
speeches” (Westlake 1968, 29 n. 3). With respect to Pericles’ last speech (kai éya pév § adrds
ety kal ovk €EioTapar Juels 8¢ peraPdrrere, 2.61.2), de Romilly notes: "la permanence de
cette yvdyn [de Péricles] se reflete, dans le discours, par toutes les formules évoquant un jugement
droit et rationnel (60.2: nyolpai;5: yvdvar; 6: yvous, etc..)" (de Romilly Budé ii, xxi).
Compare 2.22.1 (dp8ds yiyvdokew) and 1.141.2 (yvdre), where Pericles has just exhorted the
Athenians to make up their minds (Siavordnre, 1.141.1). Rusten also observes that Pericles'
constancy is clearly reflected in his speeches: apart from the funeral oration, they "consist of
three successive attempts to elucidate and justify a single strategy to his people” (Rusten 1989,
114).

43Huart (1973, 28 with n. 2).
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kpatelodar, 2.13.2).4 To reinforce further the impression left on the reader, the
historian corroborates, in his narrative, what the reader has witnessed in this
interaction. On each occasion when the Athenians changed with regard to
their yvdpar, their consequent actions demonstrated their neglect of Pericles’
advice. To this, Thucydides makes direct reference both in his narrative (xat
@v mapivece mpdrepov EuéuvnuTo oUsév, 2.21.3) and in his estimate of Pericles (o1
8¢ TadTd Te mdvTa €5 TovvavTiov Empakav, 2.65.7). The reader is left to judge that,

should the Athenians err, it would, in the end, be their own undoing.

To emphasize further the Athenians' irrationality, to illustrate that they
are constantly at the mercy of dpyf, Thucydides underlines the rage they hold
toward their leader, both in his narrative and through the mouth of Pericles:
ITepuchéa v Spyf elxov (2.21.3), mpossexouévw pot ta Ths dpyhis Tudvy €5 Ue yeyévnrar
(2.60.1), xaitol éuol Towdtw dvspl Spyileate (2.60.5), Jueis Se ... urite €ué 81 dpyhs
ExeTe (2.64.1), TowdTa S [Tepuchis Aéywv émepdro Tous 'ABnvaiovs Ths Te é¢ adToV
opyfis mapardew (2.65.1), ol EdpmavTes Enadoavto &v opyf ExovTes adtov (2.65.3)45
Although, in these instances, Thucydides employs dpy{ in the more particular
sense of ‘anger’, the frequent repetition of the term likely creates, in itself, a
powerful verbal suggestion. Furthermore, the historian qualifies the
Athenian feelings. He invites his readers to interpret them as irrational, by
demonstrating that the Athenian disposition was being dictated only by the

fact of their immediate realities:#6 when the Athenians could no longer bear

44Huart (1968, 307). Cf. 2.62.5: xal Tiv téMav ¢nd ti¢ duolag TUxns v Edveois éx Tad
Umépdpovos éxvpwrépav mapéxetal, EATISL Te Rocov mwTevey fis €v TG dmdpy 1 loxUs, yvdpn
8¢ dnd Tdv UmapxdvTwy, ¢ Pefarotépa 1 mpdvora.

45We also find at 2.60.1: éuol xahemaivere. Huart, citing 5.63.2 and 8.92.9, notes that the
verb xehemaivew “"traduit plutdt des sentiments violents que la résolution bien arrétée de les
transformer en actes” (Huart 1968, 95). Thucydides employs this verb eight times in the
History, once with regard to Pericles, twice more with regard to the Athenians' current
situation (2.22.1 and 2.59.3). Noting the distinctions between xahemaivew and dpyileodar,
Huart states: "xaAemaivew reste dans le domaine de l'abstrait, dpy{{zc8ar marque l'irritation
qui se manifeste au dehors" (ibid.).

460nly to be corroborated by the calm and rational Pericles, who not only recognizes the
force of the Athenians’ irrationality, but also comes to expect it in the demos: epwhfic 8¢ Spdv
KEV adTods mpds TS mapdy xaAemaivovrtas kai of T dpiota Ppovodvras... (2.22.1); S & Spdv
ayTods mpds T& mapdvTa xahemaivovTas kel mdvra TowdvTas dmep aUTos MATUE... (2.59.3).



the sight of their land being ravaged, Athens was mavt{ te Tpény dvnpébioto
(2.21.3); when they were hit with both the war and the plague, they were
mayTaxG8ev Te T yvduy dmopol kaBeoTnkdTes (2.59.2). In addition, they become so
angry that they blame their statesman for all their misfortunes: a{TWv Te
cdlow évéplov mévtwy v Emacyov (2.21.3), kai Tov udv IMepucréa &v attig elyov d¢
... 8V ekelvov tals Zvpdopals mepimemtaxdres (2.59.2), kai €ué ... 5U altiag Exere
(2.60.4), ovk @v elxdTws ViV Tod ye dSwelv airiay ¢pepoiuny (2.60.7). By means of
the strong impression of Pericles already emerging from the dpyr-yvaun
opposition, Thucydides makes clear to the reader that the Athenians, swayed
by their personal sufferings, would hold Pericles responsible regardless of his
abilities.4” With the irrational dpy1 prodding them, the Athenians, unable to
think clearly,8 abuse and attack their statesman when he does not yield to
their irresolution: ékdkiov 6Tt oTpatnyds &v odk émekayor (2.21.3), EvékewTo 16
[Tepuchel (2.59.2).

That the Athenians would blame their statesman on account of their own
misfortunes is reinforced in Thucydides’ valedictory to Pericles (2.65). Vexed
by their own misfortunes (rols ma8fuacw éxvmodvro, 2.65.2), they are angry
with the statesman (o pévrtor mpdrepdv ye ol Edpmavres énavoavto év dpyd
ExovTes adTov..., 2.65.3) and exhibit their fickleness yet again, this time with
direct regard to Pericles - he is fined, deposed, and welcomed back as general

(2.65.3-4).#% Truly the reader can only nod in agreement as Thucydides makes

47Marchant makes a similar remark regarding Thucydides' use of rowdry at 2.60.5: kairor
€uol TolwoUTy dvdpl dpyileste (Marchant 1961, 201).

48Cr. 2.22.1 (0¥ 1d dpioTa $povadvrag), 2.60.1 (un dpbds N éuol xaremaivere § Taic
Zundopals elkete) and 2.61.2 (kal TOv €udv Adyov év 16 Jperépw doBevel TAS yvdung un dpddy
$aivecBar).

491ronically, as Westlake observes, the fickleness for which Pericles censured the
Athenians benefits him now (2.65.3-4): od pévrol npérepdv ye ol Epmavres émadoavro €v opy1
€xovres adtov mplv €lnpiwoav xpipacw. Sortepov § afbis ou TOAAG, OTrep dAel Suwog motely,
oTpETRYOV €iNovTo kal mdvta T4 mpdypara €méTpeyav (Westlake 1968, 39). Thucydides
mentions only that the Athenians fined Pericles, but it is generally understood that the
statesman'’s deposition is implied. See Gomme (HCT ii, 183) and Hornblower (1991, 341). There
is some debate, however, as to whether the Athenians reinstated Pericles in 430/29 or re-
elected him for 429/28. Compare Miltner (1938, 787), Gomme (HCT ii, 183), Fornara (1971, 55),
Kagan (1974, 93 with n. 69), Develin (1989, 119; 121) and Rusten (1989, 209).




explicit what has already emerged from the interaction between the statesman
and his demos. With his eulogy, the historian not only brings to a close his
forceful treatment of the statesman, but ultimately shapes his readers'
impression of the Athenians, an impression upon which the remainder of

the History will depend.50

Before proceeding to offer his own explicit judgement of Pericles,
Thucydides puts forward the public reaction to their leader and, in so doing,
strengthens his hold upon the reader. He alludes to the dpyr-yvdun antithesis,
again drawing attenticn to Pericles’ abilities by underlining the Athenians'
inabilities. Moreover, the historian’s own explicit judgements will have been
easily justified before they have even been offered: when the Athenians
finally recognize their statesman for the true leader he is, they follow his
advice with somewhat more conviction (Qv pév mepl 1¢ otkela €KacTOS fAYEL
duprUTEpOL N80 SvTes), and finding Pericles most worthy with regard to the
needs of the city (dv 8¢ 1 Epmaca méAis mpocessito mAeisTOU &ELOV vouilovres
elvar), they entrust him with all their affairs (mdvTe Ta mpdyparta émétpeyay,
2.65.4).5! If the Athenians themselves recognized Pericles' eminence, then
why should the reader doubt Thucydides' portrayal of either Pericles or the

Athenians?

When the historian finally turns to his own explicit judgement of the

statesmar, it is in total agreement with Pericles’ actions and words.32 Having

50Cf. Rusten: "This [Thucydides' estimate of Pericles] is perhaps the most complex and
important chapter of T.'s history” (Rusten 1989, 207). Also, Westlake observes that
Thucydides' primary aim "is not to assess his [Pericles’] ability but to establish that the
Athenians could have been victorious if they had continued to follow his advice... [He] is
concerned almost as much with their folly as with his wisdom" (Westlake, 1968, 40).

51Gomme suggests that "Thucydides here probably means no more than that the
Athenians ‘entrusted him with everything’, as before, in the sense of being prepared always to
follow his advice” (Gomme HCT ii, 183). The Athenians’ perpetual change of yvdpar would
point to the contrary. As is demonstrated later in the passage in question, Thucydides
establishes that, ultimately, Pericles did not succeed in permanently shielding the Athenians

from their own irrationality.
52Cf. Westlake: "the qualities here [2.65.5-13] attributed to him could for the most part
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continued to allow Pericles’ 'actions' to speak for themselves through his
emphasis upon the Athenians' eventual appreciation of the statesman's
advice, Thucydides defers any direct reference to Pericles' ability to guide and
lead the demos. He first offers what appears to be a general assessment of
Pericles’ leadership, summarizing, nevertheless, those qualities which, as
demonstrated through the dpyq-yvdun opposition, were abounding in Pericles
and clearly lacking in the Athenians, namely constancy and moderation
(2.65.5).7% It cannot be more evident that the reader is prompted to judge the
Athenians’ behaviour by that of their leader. To highlight further Pericles’
leadership, Thucydides points to the Athenians' inability to follow his lead

upon his death. Although the Athenians recognized still more Pericles'

understanding of Athens' needs with regard to the war (kal émeisn dnégavev,
€nt mAéov €Ty €yvdiodn 1| mpdvowa aitod v €¢ TOv méAepov, 2.65.6), the historian
demonstrates that they were unable to hold to their yvdpar and regressed to
their irresolute ways (2.65.7). Exploiting the opportunity to its fullest,
Thucydides begins by expounding that which the Athenians recognized with
regard to Pericles’ mpdvowa (3 pév ydp... €¢n...), only to accentuate the Athenians'
ultimate disregard of it, both with respect to the war and on other matters (of
8€ TadTd Te mdvTa és TovvavTtiov Empakav...). In so doing, Thucydides insinuates
that Pericles alone had been responsible for shielding the Athenians from
their own irrationality. The impression is secured when Thucydides finally

extols the statesman’s qualities of leadership at 2.65.8-9:

> -~

€xelvog PEV SuvaTds dv TG Te dEuwdpartt kal TH YVAR) XpNRETWY TE

have been inferred by a disceming reader from the record of what he did and said...
(Westlake, 1968, 41). This is most evident with regard to Pericles’ last speech 2.60-64, where
he defends himself agamst the Athenians' anger. See Rusten: "the twofold ob]ect of 60.4 (kat
épé Te TOV mapalvécavra moAepelv kal dpdg edTovs ot Evvéyvwre [6v atlriag chTEl) leads
Pericles to remind them first of his own talents, then of their own inconstancy” (Rusten 1989,
198).

532.65.5: Soov TE yup xpovov npoum’n Tng no:\emg év 11 ctpnvn, uerpwx; e§nyewo Kal
amba)\wg 8LE¢UMI§EV avtiy, kel eyevero én’ ékelvov peyloTn, émewdn te o néAepos katéoTn, 0 6
daiverar xal év ToUTy npoyvovg ™y Suva.uw The sense of constancy is evoked from the outset
with the temporal clause doov te ydp xpdvov.




Suedavds dduwpdTatos yevduevos katelxe 16 mARBos ExevBépws, kal ok
nyeto p&\hov i1 adtod A adtds fye, 81& 10 un krdpevos €& of
TpoonKSVTWY THY 8dvapwy mpds nsoviv Tu Adyew, dAN Exwv & dEvdoet
kal mpas Spynv TL dvTelmeiv. dndte yodv afoforrd Tu eUTOUS mapd
KoV UBpel BapsodvTag, Aéywv kaTémAncoey émi 10 poBelohar, kal
8esiéTas ad ANGyws dvTwaBiomn mEAw émi 16 Bapoeiy (2.65.8-9).
He wastes no time in alluding to Pericles' own yvdpn and the reasons for his
ability to uphold that of the Athenians.5¢ As de Romilly affirms, "Périclés
agit comme le modérateur: il rapelle la crainte 13 ot on l'oublie, la confiance
la ot elle manque: €nt 10 ¢popelofar — émi 10 Bapoeiv. Cet équilibre, cette
position rigoureuse qui est celle du fléau de la balance, c'est le contréle exercé

par Périclés au nom du Adyog."55

In retrospect, Thucydides clearly outlined the Athenians’ decreasing
ability for realistic interpretation in the parallel passages at 2.21-2.22.1 and
2.59-2.60.1. In the former, Thucydides goes to great lengths to describe the
Athenian reaction to the sight of the Peloponnesian invasion. He paints a

most unflattering picture:

KaTd EVOTEOELS T yiyVduevol év ToAN] Epust foav, ol pév keredovree
émetiévar, ol 8¢ Twes ovk édvres. xpnopordyor Te fSov xpnoupov¢
mavtolovs, Av dkpodoBar ds EkacTog GpunTo (2.21.3).
Rusten observes the historian's technique: he "emphasises the build up of
unrest by using the same connective for each new sentence...; then the leader

541 am in complete agreement with de Romilly, who suggests that mpdsg accompanies
curelmely rather than dpyrv, as most would interpret. Citing Arist. Nu. 888, Xen. Mem, 1.2.17,
Dem. 27.15 and three other instances in Thucydides (3.61.1, 4.22.1, 8.74.3), de Romilly states:
"étant donné l'importance que prend dans le livre II, la lutte entre la yvdyun de Péricles et les
dpyal du peuple, nous avons cru devoir conserver cette interprétation.... Périclés répond 4 la
colére, aux passions des gens; autrement dit, il leur oppose sa clairvoyance” (de Romilly Budé
ii, 101). Connor observes that Thucydides "sharply contrasts Pericles’ ability mpdg dpyriv v
civfem_e‘iv, to the tendency of others mpds Soviiv Tv Aéyew" (Connor 1984, 60 n. 25).

S5de Romilly (1965, 567). Edmunds notes that Pericles achieves one of the goals of
sophistic rhetoric, namely "the ability to sway the passions of the mob from one sta‘e to its
opposite (Edmunds 1975b, 14). Cf. North (1966, 114). This is particularly true of Pericles’ final
speech.
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takes control (ITepurfis &€ ... [2.22.1])."56 When Thucydides remarks that the
city was in a state of unrest (mavri Te Tpénw dvnpéBioTo 1§ mMEALg), it is by no
means an understatement, yet there is still hope. The Athenians
impetuously consider a change of course (¢8dket ... émeEiévar kal pn mepropdy,
2.21.2; ol te ‘Axapviis ... éviiyov Tiv &oSov pdrioTa, 2.21.3), but are never shown
to act upon it.57 Later, however, it is a different case altogether. When the
Athenians are enduring the plague in addition to the war, they do not merely
consider acting in opposition to their resolutions, but are eager and quick to
do so (mpds 8€ Tods AakeSaypoviovs dpunvto Euyxwpelv' kai mpéoPers Twag
Tépyavres Ws adtovs &mpakTol €yévovTo, 2.59.2). They are now altogether
without yvaun (mavraxdsev te 1§ yvdun &mopot kaBesTnkdTe, 2.59.2);58 Pericles
can only restore the Athenian resolve with a lengthy speech, in which he
repeats his rules of action. He defends his policy (2.60-61), reminding the
Athenians that the needs of the state outweigh those of the individual, and
incites them, by extolling the virtues of their empire (2.62-64).59 Ultimately,
Pericles acted as the yvdun of the polis in tempering and channeling the dpyyq
of the Athenians.60

€ylyverd te Ayw pév Snpokparia, Epyw 6€ 1S Tod mpdiTou av8pds dpxn.
(Thuc., 2.65.9)

56Rusten (1989, 128). Rusten reads dpynto rather than dpunto at 2.21.3. The strong
parallels between 2.21-2.22.1 and 2.59-2.60.1 (also noted by Connor [1984, 59 n. 20]) coupled with
Thucgfdides' use of SppdoBar at 2.59.2, leads me to accept wppnro. Cf. Chapter 3 n. 131.

7Moreover, in reporting that Pericles prevents a meeting of the ékxAncia or E¥ANoyog
(2.22.1), the historian is implying that their lack of judgement was not a total one.

58Perhaps shedding some light upon Thucydides' statement at 2.51.4: mpds ydp 10
dVEATIOTOV €UBUS Tpamdpevor TH yvdn TOAAG pErrov TpolevTo odas avtods kal ok duTeixov.

39To this end, de Romilly notes that Thucydides employs the words dpxf and dpxew
repeatedly (de Romilly 1951, 109-11).

60This is Farrar's characterization (Farrar 1988, 165).
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Chapter 2
Cleon and the Athenian dpyn

Toward the end of his eulogy of Pericles, Thucydides further highlights
the statesman's greatness with an emphasis upon his successors' weaknesses.
Unlike their predecessor, who clearly led the demos rather than be led by it
(oUx NyeTo pdrrov 1’ adtod | adtas fye, 2.65.8), the future leaders begin instead
to surrender to the whims of the people:

ol §€ JoTepov Yool p@AAoV avTol mpas EAAAAOUS SVTES Kal Speydpevar

Tol MpdTog EkacTos ylyvesBal érpdmovTo kaf’ ndovas T@ SApwW kal Td

mpdypata évsisdvar (2.65.10).
Cleon is the first of these successors to be given any prominence in the
History.l The historian's treatment of the demagogue not only clarifies the
above statement, but sheds as much light upon the Athenian disposition
following Pericles’ leadership. The Mytilenaean debate, in particular, helps
the reader better to understand the degree to which emotional impulses have
come to play a role in Athenian politics. The demos is further characterized
as irresolute; yet, in this instance, Thucydides illustrates thoroughly the
process by which the Athenians change with respect to their yvdépat.
Thereupon he begins to address what it is that now prompts the Athenians to

their irrationality, namely €pws.

There is little debate regarding the bias Thucydides holds toward Cleon.
As Woodhead points out, scholars have divided themselves into pro-Cleon
and anti-Cleon camps, the latter with Thucydides as their captain.2 I do not

wish to enter this particular debate, but rather prefer to examine the text of

11t may seem, upon a preliminary reading, that Thucydides' charge at 2.65.10 is not made
against Cleon (Lewis CAH v, 404), but, ultimately, the portrait of the demagogue embodies
"the irresponsible, self-serving ambition by which Thucydides characterizes Pericles'
successors” (Pouncey 1980, 20).

2Woodhead (1960, 290).
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the historian.3 As the tone of his statement at 2.65.10 would indicate, he does
not necessarily disapprove of Cleon's policies, but objects to his motives and
his methods.# He wastes no time and immediately passes judgement upon
the demagogue when he first introduces him in the affair of Mytilene and,
again, in the first debate on Pylos:

kaTacTdons & eUBds ékxAnoilas EAAaL Te yvdpar A’ éxkdoTwy EréyovTo

kal KAéwv 6 KAeawéTtou, domep kal TV mpoTépav Evevikikelr doTe

L4 ~ » N2 N W, 7/ -~ ~ ~ e h)
CITOKTEW AL, WV KL €6 TA GAAE LXlOTATOS TAV TOALTAV T TE SNUwW mapa
oA év 7)) TéTe mBavdraros, Tapebwy adbis Eaeye ToldSE (3.36.6).

pdroTa 8€ avTods €viye Khéwv 6 Kheawérou, dvnp Snpaywyds kat
ekelvov TV xpdvov dv kal TG TARBEL MBavdTaTos (4.21.3).
The brevity of both remarks and the superlatives point to the historian's
intentional emphasis.> Thucydides' narrative underlines Cleon's manner

and the extent to which it influences his policy.6

Thucydides' choice of superlatives is significant in itself. Cleon is
prardtartos and mBavdiTtartog, both of which words are scarce in the History.
The first of these two superlatives is nowhere else used;” plaios and its forms

occur seventeen times in the entire work, but are only used of a person or

3Due to the wider context of this Thesis, and, seeing that the strength of Thucydides'
treatment hinges, for the most part, on his direct judgements, this discussion will be restricted to
illustrating their impact.

4Cf. Gomme (HCT ii, 194-195).

5There is nothing unusual in the length of these statements. Griffith remarks that any
“introductory remarks descriptive of persons or personages in the History ... are nearly always
very brief; sometimes indeed so brief as to be not there at all" (Griffith 1961, 25). Cf. Westlake
(1968, 5). Griffith may be right to stress the brevity of such remarks, but their nature requires
equal attention. When a remark serves to define the ability or character of an individual, the
forcefulness of the passage may well be provided by its brevity. In this case, the use of
superlatives provides an intensity that would surely have been lost if Thucydides had allowed
himself more room in the narrative.

6Cf. Connor: "[Thucydides] stresses Cleon’s style rather than his actions," introducing him
“as ‘'most violent ... and most persuasive,’ not ‘most radical and severest in his policies toward
the empire™ (Connor 1971, 132).

7Neither the comparative nor the superlative of plaiog is to be found in Euripides,
Sophocles, Aeschylus or Aristophanes. Forms of piaws occur 44 times in all of Euripides (23),
Sophocles (1), Aeschylus (18) and Aristophanes (2).



persons in two other instances.8 Moreover, Huart remarks that "Bialog, en
général, traduit comme prdZew simplement les effets de la violence," but
points to two instances, 3.36.6 and 3.82.2, where it highlights, more
particularly, "la naissance des sentiments d'hostilité dans l'esprit." Clearly, it

is not unreasonable to consider prardtatos a particularly strong superlative.

The same can be said for m8avdrtaros. Not only is m8avds uncommon in
Thucydides, but the superlative is the only form in which it actually appears.
It is used twice of Cleon; the third and last usage is significantly employed of
another demagogue, Athenagoras, "a man whom he regards as of the same
stamp."10 Like praidtatog, mbavdraros signals by no means an admirable
quality. Woodhead, noting that Demosthenes couples the word with movnpds,
demonstrates that mBavdraros is clearly used in a derogatory sense: "[mBavds]
implies the carrying of conviction against what really is or ought to be so."1!
In his characterisation of Cleon, Thucydides further strengthens the
superlative force, both through the use of various intensifiers (Tapd mOAV at
3.36.6 and xal at 4.21.3), and through his placement of m8avdratos at the end
of each clause.!2 Is it Thucydides' intention to emphasize deliberately Cleon's

style? A general examination of regular superlatives!3 in the History reveals

81t is used of the Corcyreans at 1.40.1, and of Pausanias at 1.95.1.

93.82.2: 6 8¢ mSAepos ... plarog suSdoxaros. Huart (1968, 103 with n. 4).

10Woodhead (1960, 298). 6.35.2: mapeN8wv § adtols 'A8nvaydpag, S¢ Shuoy Te mposTdrng
v kal év 1§ mapdvTL mBavdtarog tole moAdols, Exeye ToudSe. Apart from Thucydides, there
are only 13 cases of mBavds or any of its forms in all of Euripides (4), Sophocles (0), Aeschylus
(6) and Aristophanes (3). It should be noted that one of the Aristophanic instances is also with
regard to Cleon (Knights, 628-9): Tuvupdrtas Aéywv mbavdrara.

l1Dem. 37.48: «kal Srpatokhei T¢ mbaverdTy mdvtwy dvBpdmwy kal wovnpotdry.
Woodhead (1960, 298).

121t seems hasty to conclude that the historian's treatment of Athenagoras is "no gentler
than his treatment of Cleon” (Westlake 1968, 61). In the case of Athenagoras, mi8avdraros is
neither strengthened nor seems in any way emphasized by word order (6.35): 8¢ Spov Te
mpoordtns Av kal €v T@ mapdvty mBavdratos Ttois moAdols. As for prardrtatog, it is not
unreasonable to consider the superlative an intensification in itself, on the grounds that plaiog
is not frequently attributed to persons, nor found in the strongest comparison.

13Those superlatives intensified to stress a degree of possibility - eg., "he was most x as
possible’ - do not fall under the same category.
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a selective use of strengthened comparison. For instance, in his treatment of
Pericles, the statesman par excellence, the historian reinforces only one
superlative, stressing that Pericles was most resistant to bribes.14 Evidently,
the superlative remains an extreme qualitative term throughout the History
and, accordingly, is rarely intensified. Thucydides extends what is already

extreme only when seeking to make a particular emphasis more forceful.15

Thucydides' double introduction of Cleon is no less calculated than that
of his predecessor. Not unlike that of Pericles, Cleon's time of entry into the
History does not reflect his standing in Athenian politics. Gomme, citing
2.21.3 and 3.19.1, notes that Thucydides had at least one earlier opportunity to
introduce the demagogue, if not two.16 In effect, the historian encompasses
the Mytilenaean Debate with his own explicit judgements, pretending to
allow the reader to witness Cleon's manner for himself.l7 Yet the similarity
of the two introductory passages has posed a number of difficulties for
scholars. Unlike Pericles' and Alcibiades' double introductions, the two
remarks concerning the demagogue are repetitive, with the second adding

nothing new to the first.18 Gomme concludes that "most probably, he

147 65.8: xpnudrwy Te Swdavds dwpdtaTtos yevduevos.

151t seems harsh to call pudtaros and mBavdratos “smear words” (Woodhead 1960,
298), if only on the grounds that modern scholars cannot know that the statements are untrue. I
do, however, find de Wet's objections to Woodhead's argument questionable. Given the above
evidence, it seems somewhat rash to imply that the superlatives employed reflect "a comimon
custom in Thucydides” (de Wet 1962, 67).

16Gomme (HCT ii, 75-76; 278-279; 298). Cf. Kagan (1974, 156; 1975, 82) and Hornblower
(1991, 419). Woodhead, for his part, does not even recognize a double introduction in the
historian's treament of Pericles, referring to 4.21.3 as an "unprecedented step of a 'second
introduction™ (Woodhead 1960, 311).

17Cf. Weil and de Romilly: "le personnage de Cléon parait présenté d'une facon non
seulement vraisemblable, mais objective” (Budé iii, XXX).

18Although, at first glance, there is repetition in the passages devoted to Pericles, the
second passage (1.139.4) definitely adds to the first (1.127.3). Gomme, in my opinion,
oversimplifies Thucydides' purpose, when he states that this repetition is simply a
“resumption of the narrative, on the same occasion" (Gomme HCT iii, 461). As for Alcibiades,
the two remarks are fully complementary (5.43.2; 6.15.2f.). de Romilly notes that, in the cases
of Pericles and Alcibiades, "la premigre présentation correspond a une nécessité et vise a la
clarté, la seconde souligne et éclaire l'intervention décisive du personnage” (de Romilly 1951,
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[Thucydides] had not decided, at the time of his death, which of the two
introductions to delete."l9 Griffith argues that Thucydides surely "meant
twice what he said twice," but questions the order the passages were meant to
follow.20 There is no doubt that, in the case of Pericles, the second passage is
“the longer and stronger remark,” emphatically reinforcing the first;2! the
first direct judgement on the statesman consists of only one superlative, the
second of two (1.127.3; 1.139.4). In the case of Cleon, Griffith considers the
reversal of order troublesome: "If he [Thucydides] means to write again
something very like what he has written before, he is almost sure this time to
make it a little stronger than before, and he is very unlikely to make it a little
weaker."?2 The difference of impression, however, calls for the reverse. The
negative portrayal of the demagogue is strongest when Thucydides' text is

read as it stands.

There is a third direct judgement made on Cleon's character which may
shed some light upon the historian's purpose.23 Thucydides may not offer
his judgement as explicitly as in his double introduction, but he exploits the
opportunity to concentrate, once again, upon the demagogue's manner:

émewsn §€ kal 1 év "Apdumdrer fooa Tols ‘ABnvaiols éyeyéunto kal
€reBvriker KAéwv Te kal BpaoiSas, oimep dudotépwbev HEALGTQ
nvavTiodvTo T4 elprivy, 6 pév §18 70 sdtuxely Te kal Twaosal &k Tod
ToAeuely, 6 8€ yevopéung novuxias karapavéoTepos vouilwv &v elvar
KaKoUpy @V kal dmoTéTepos Swafdriwy, TETE 81 ... (5.16.1).
Westlake, who recognizes only two distinct judgements (3.36.6 and 4.21.3),
himself remarks that "if one wishes to discover what he [Thucydides] feels

about the ability or character of any individual ... it is necessary to examine

150 n. 2). Cf. Griffith (1961, 29-30).
YGomme (HCT iv, 347). Cf. Murray (1966, 200).
20Griffith (1961, 28).
21Griffith (1961, 29).
22Griffith (1961, 28).
2Grote (vi, 26) and Andrewes (1962, 79), also recognize 5.16.1 to be an explicit judgement.
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thoroughly all the relevant narrative and speeches."24 Why not apply this
here? The contrast between the two opposing leaders, in itself, encourages
the reader to view Cleon in a most negative light. As Usher remarks,
Thucydides treats Brasidas "much more sympathetically..., though a
Spartan."? Although both are clearly motivated by private gain, the motives
attributed to the Spartan seem somehow negligible when set against those of
his counterpart, an effect undoubtedly left by the way in which they are
presented. Thucydides does not merely offer his partial comparison through
the 6 pev..., 6 8¢... construction: he describes Brasidas' purpose in a rather
detached manner, through the §ud of motive and the articular infinitives (1a
TO €UTUXEW Te kal TwdoBar dk Tod TmoAepely); when he turns to Cleon, he leads
the reader directly into the demagogue's state of mind, leaving a most vivid
impression by his use of present participles. vou{Zwv alerts the reader to
Cleon's motives, while kakovpydv and (€moTdTepos) SrapdArwy highlight his
methods. The demagogue's manner may be “thoroughly discreditable,” it
may even have been inferred from a "subjective assessment of his
character,"26 nonetheless, the attribution of motives in this case results in a

characterization, and thereby constitutes a direct judgement.

Woodhead observes that Thucydides "conditions us by his very selection
of words not to think our way, but to think his."?” This is by all means true of
the individual judgements, but equally important is the attention the
historian pays to the structure of his treatments. When viewed in their
context, the progression of passages (3.36.6, 4.21.3 and 5.16.1) seems most
natural. These three explicit judgements effectively define the historian's
portrayal and, accordingly, they help confirm an understanding of any

indirect judgements made upon Cleon's character. If we were to remove one

24Westlake (1968, 5-6).

ZUsher (1969, 59). Cf. Adcock (1963, 63-64).
26Westlake (1968, 82).

27Woodhead (1960, 295).
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of the two introductory passages, or even interchange them, the framework
would weaken considerably. The treatment is carefully crafted, and the
progression of passages carefully arranged, to leave a definitively negative

impression upon the reader.

Due to the fact that Thucydides is judging Cleon by his manner alone, it is
not surprising that the historian chooses to make his first direct judgement, at
3.36.6, his most severe. By first introducing the demagogue in the preamble
to the Mytilenaean debate,2® Thucydides is "anticipating the evidence."29
The speeches he reports are in oratio rects; Cleon's speech is made to match
his description, and that of Diodotus only reinforces the historian's primary
characterization. By contrast, Thucydides' second introductory passage, at
4.21.3, appears in the postscript following the first debate on Pylos, where
Cleon's advice to the Athenians is merely reported in summary.30 This
second judgement has a function of its own, despite being briefer and weaker
than the first.31 The very repetitiveness reminds the reader of Cleon's
character, as it is illustrated in the debate on the fate of Mytilene, and thus
underscores the intensity of the first direct judgement at 3.36.6. Had
Thucydides begun with a shorter judgement, expanding it into a second, as he
had for Pericles, he would have been unable to exploit to the same extent the
dramatic possibilities afforded him by the debate. If he had also chosen to

report, in oratio recta, the speeches in the first debate on Pylos3? to project

28This preamble is contrary to Thucydides’ usual practice. Cf. Westlake: Thucydides does
not "normally choose to exploit the dramatic possibilities of the situations before or after each
debate was held. Most preambles supply only such information as is necessary to explain why
the debate took place” (Westlake 1973, 91).

2%Gomme (1962, 113).

oughout the indirect discourse, the historian generally refrains from defining Cleon's

manner, with only a slight exception, at 4.22.2: K\éwv §¢ évtaifa 81 mord¢ évékerra.

31This is also reflected in the historian's repeated intensification of mWavdrarog. mapd
moAd, at 3.36.6, intensifies the superlative more strongly than does kaf at 4.21.3. Cf. Chapter 2
n. 97.

32¢y. Westlake, who notes a striking abnormality in the absence of speech in oratio recta,
"though he [Cleon] evidently spoke twice (4.21.3; 4.22.2) and is seen to have exerted a decisive




Cleon’s character further, his distaste for the demagogue might have been
overpowering and his judgements less credible.33 The same holds true with
regard to the second debate on Pylos. As it stands, the historian exploits the
dramatic possibilities as far as can be allowed without raising too much
suspicion. His narrative on the Sphacteria episode continues to illuminate
the demagogue's manner,34 implicitly corroborating the portrait of Cleon
which emerged from the Mytilenaean debate. His third explicit judgement at
5.16.135 then rounds out an intensely negative impression, "a fitting
conclusion to the damning portrait he had already painted."36 The
historian's last word on Cleon, §iagdAwv, emphasized by its placement at the
end of the clause, brings the portrayal to a full close; he who was BrardTartog

was most violent with his tongue.37

influence upon the course of negotiations” (Westlake 1973, 98).

33The historian already runs the risk of alienating his readers, on the ground that his
judgements bear "no relationship to the facts of the war" (Woodhead 1960, 304).

34Cf. Marshall: “the scene ... is characterized by alternating shiftiness or embarassment
and boldness on Cleon's part” (Marshall 1984, 20).” Cleon is portrayed as a deceitful and
slanderous man in pursuit of his own interests (4.27.4). He is but a swaggerer (4.27.5, 4.28.4),
who makes idiotic claims only to become frightened when taken seriously (4.28.2). The
dramatic tension of the narrative is reinforced as the demagogue makes an unsuccessful attempt
to get out of his dilemma, and his true colours are vividly exposed (4.28.3). Not surprisingly,
Thucydides maintains the slant of his portrayal by providing the Athenians' reaction, slyly
incorporating his own judgement at the same time (r3 koudoroyig adTod): Tols & ‘A8nvaiorg
€vémece pév 1 kal yérwros TH koudohoyig aUTod, dopévois § Spws dylyveto Tolg cwépoct TGV
dvBpdmwy, Aoywopévols Suolv dyafolv Tod érépou TeUEeoBal, | KMéwvos dmarrayroecBay, O
p@Xov fAmov, 7 cdareion yvdune Aaxedayioviovs odlor xeypdoecdar (4.28.5). The emphasis
on the Athenians’ motives for humourirg Cleon — he would either succeed or they would be rid
of him — is most unflattering. Cf. Murray (1966, 200). When ultimately the demagogue makes
good on his claim (4.39.3), the historian downplays his success, stressing, instead, the madness
of it all: kal Tod KAéwvog kaimep paviddng ofoa N Undoxecis dmépn: €vtds ydp elkoow Nuepdv
Nyaye Tols d&vdpag, domep Jméorn. The scene is equally revealing of the Athenians'
disposition.

35Thucydides prepares his readers for this last judgement by portraying Cleon as an
arrogant coward throughout the Amphipolitan battle, and validating this portrayal by the
malevolence of the Athenian soldiers toward their commander at 5.7.2. Cf. Gomme (HCT iii,
637-8 and 1962, 112-121), Woodhead (1960, 309), Andrewes (1962, 79) and Kagan (1974, 328).

36Kagan (1974, 331). Cf. Woodhead: "Thucydides makes sure that the taste left in our
mouths is ineradicably unpleasant” (Woodhead 1960, 304).

37McGregor maintains that, in Thucydides, §waBorr and swfdirw “consistently imply
that the charge is false, based on prejudice” (McGregor 1965, 34 n. 19; cf. Huart 1968, 115 n. 1).
SwaBdArew recurs twice in association with Cleon in the History (3.42.2 and 4.27.4) and is, as



In view of the direct judgements discussed above, it is difficult to avoid
the conclusion that Thucydides' focus, throughout his treatment, is on the
demagogue's style. But to what end? It is with the Mytilenaean debate that
the historian establishes the importance of his treatment to the History .38
Westlake argued that the historian's motive for inserting the debate was "to
draw attention to the affinity between the policies of Pericles and Cleon rather
than the contrast between their personalities."3¥ The narrative at 2.65.10,
however, implies the reverse. Thucydides may well underline the
similarities of their policies, but he does so precisely to strike a contrast
between their individual methods and the reasons thereof.40 Farrar rightly
observes that the speeches of Cleon and Diodotus dramatically illustrate "the
deterioration in the character of Athenian leadership -- that is, the character
of the interaction between leaders and people.”!  Ultimately, this
deterioration brings to light the historian's continuing examination of the
Athenian character. The demagogue's speech is, as Wassermann states, "an
integral part of Thucydides' picture of the inseparably intertwined strong and
weak sides of the Athenian people and of Athenian democracy; a picture

which underlies the major theme of the History."42

It is in the preamble to the debate that Thucydides fully prepares his

readers for the level of comparison he will strike between the two leaders of

Gomme observes, “constantly recurring in [Aristophanes's] The Knights" (Gomme HCT iii, 661).

38This is in disagreement with Andrewes who, on the ground that neither Cleon nor
Diodotus treats the Athenian feelings at 3.36.4 as admissible, argues that "it is not entirely just
to treat these chapters [3.36-49] as Thucydides' analysis of the hardening of Athen<' spirit
under the stress of war" (Andrewes 1962, 71-72).

39Westlake (1968, 65).

40cy. Pouncey: "he [Thucydides] is confident that the readers will perceive that Pericles
and Cleon are totally opposite types in their character and priorities [differences that are
established at least in part by the speeches themselves]" (Pouncey 1980, 180 n. 5). Similarly,
Marshall states: "that he [Cleon] is an impudent imitator of his betters enables Thucydides,
despite the similarity in his policy, still to regard him as entirely opposite to Pericles"
(Marshall 1984, 27).

41Farrar (1988, 168).

42Wassermann (1956, 32).




the demos. Westlake notes that it is "unusually detailed” and “considerably
fuller than most."*3 The reasons for this are twofold. In order to ensure that
his first mention of Cleon will provide the desired effect, Thucydides begins,
in his preceding narrative, to condition his readers into accepting his
judgements as though they were their own. At the same time, he illustrates
the degree to which the Athenians react on the basis of opyr. The
demagogue's methods will then invite the historian's scrutiny, but, in turn,

will also reflect the Athenians' general disposition.

Remarking that the first Athenian decision (to put to death all the
Mytilenaeans) had been taken under the influence of dpyv (Fmd dpyfs ESokev
avtols, 3.36.2), Thucydides encourages the reader to place the responsibility for
the irrational resolution squarely upon Cleon's shoulders. Before making the
charge directly (Somep xal Tiv mpotépav évevikiker dore dmokrelvar, 3.36.6), he
makes one acutely aware of the Athenians' own reaction toward their
original state of mind:

kal 11} JoTepaiz petdvord Tis 98¢ fv adrols kel dvaroyiouds dudv 1o
Bc’)ﬁz\evua kal péya éyvdosar, mEAW SAnv SiadBelpar pudArov § oY Toug
aLTouS (3.36.4).
The regret the Athenians hold toward their former decision reinforces the
historian's perspective. The degree of the Athenians' petdvow is clearly
enforced through Thucydides' choice and structure of words: the adjectives
used, wuds and péyas, "have a powerful emotional content,"44 and the
formula p&\\ov 7 oY emphasizes the Athenians' reasons for rejecting their

previous verdict.*> It is not so much an impulse toward mercy46 that

+3Westlake (1973, 97).

#“Winnington-Ingram (1965, 70). Cf. 3.49.4 , where the ship to Mytilene is in no haste due
to the nature of the expedition: €éni mpdype dANGkorov. Weil and de Romilly note that
@AAGkoToV is a particularly expressive litotes: although those already en route to Mytilene are
not among those who reflect upon the original resolution at 3.36.4, they share the same
sentiments nonetheless (Budé iii, 88). See also Andrewes (1962, 72).

4518] (s.v. pdra ii. 6) note that pd@A\dov 1§ is followed by o4 in comparisons "where
preference implies rejection or denial." Cf. Spratt (1905, 157) on the so-called pleonastic
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Thucydides is stressing, for the Athenians are not against punishing those
who are ol airi01, but rather the degree of their irrationality. The demos
revoked Cleon’s motion, only when its passion had had time to cool, thereby
permitting rational judgement to emerge.#’ The Athenian podAevpa was duds

and péya because the resolution was influenced by dpy.

@uds, as Connor points out, is unusual in the History, occurring only in
one other instance.48 Undoubtedly a very harsh word, it is interesting that
this second and last instance occurs in the famous stasis passage, in which
also occurs a significant use of plaros and of opyn:49

0 8¢ mérepos PNV TV edmopiay Tob kas’ nuépav plalos Sisdokarog
kal Tpas Ta& MapdvTa Tdg Spyas TAY MOAAGY opotol (3.82.2).
As Farrar points out, Thucydides establishes that "the stress of war and want

tend to undermine man's judgement (gnome) and strengthen his passions

(orge)."50 If 6 méAepos is a plarog Sisdoxarog,5! then what is one to make of

negative.

46Cf. Winnington-Ingram (1963, 70).

47Winnington—1ngram (1965, 71) sees in dvaloyiouds a reflection of the Athenians' cooling
emotion. Cf. Classen-Steup (ad loc.) and Saar: "das niichterne Nachrechnen (€varoyiouds)
bildet in der Darstellung des Thukydides einen deutlichen Gegensatz zu der Erregung der ersten
Versammlung" (Saar 1953, 14).

483.82.1: ofrws dun ai> otdols mpouxdpnoe. Connor (1984, 82 n.5). Neither is &duds¢
particularly common in the playwrights. Including the relative compounds &udrns and
wuddpwv, it occurs a total of 26 times: Euripides (10), Sophocles (8), Aeschylus (7) and
Aristophanes (1). Hornblower, observing that there are 113 Hippocratic instances of éuds and
12 more of mpoxwpéw, states that “the flavour of this phrase [3.82.1] is undoubtedly medical”
(Hornblower 1991, 480), despite the fact that Thucydides does not use either in his account of
the plague (2.47-54).

There is, in classical Greek, only one other instance of dpyn, duds and piaros used
together in context, but dpy¥, in this instance, is used in the more particular sense of ‘anger: In
Diod. 9.23.1, Astyages, when defeated, vents his anger upon his soldiers: he is described as
Wuds and, as a result, is plawg in his manner. Otherwise, wuds and dpyi appear together in Aes.
Supp. 187, Diod. 4.54.7 and Plut. Sert. 18.6; Wwudg is coupled with plawog in Dem. 24.24, Diod.
12.55.8 (Cleon is wpds ... Tdv Tpdmov kai platog), 12.67.4 and 17.5.3.

Interestingly, the adverb duds occurs with dpyv in chapter 84 of the History, a chapter
widely considered inauthentic: drd Yoov 8¢ pdriora éniovres dnawevoiq dpyfisc MAeioToV
éxdepdpevor dpds kal dmapairitws éméndoiey (3.84.1).

S0Farrar (1988, 135).

51The phrase o 8¢ mdrepos ... plaros Si8doxanos (3.82.2) seems to pose some difficulty.
Some scholars interpret plaws as a simple attributive adjective modifying §wsdoxaros (Weil




pradTartos with regard to Cleon? Gomme, who also recognizes a connection
between the stasis passage and Thucydides' treatment of Cleon, states that
"men’s passions in war and in time of stress not only deteriorate, but tend to
dominate their minds. This is what Kleon and men like him wanted."2 The
contrast with Pericles is especially striking. Rather than hold the reins of the
Athenians’ irrationality, to “challenge the demos to a sense of
responsibility,”53 Cleon appeals instead to their irrational fears. The
Athenians, who are already prone to act on the basis of dpy1, as is illustrated
throughout Thucydides' treatment of Pericles, will be further encouraged to
do so by the demagogue. puidtaros reflects the nature of Cleon's character,
most notably his extreme tendency toward impetuous action, m8avédratos
marks his ability to incite the Athenians to become praidrartor themselves.
The demagogue, like warfare, prompts the Athenians' dpyx to match their
condition, but he does so only because he himself is "a typical product of the
war."3% As much as Pericles represented "that aspect of intelligence [yvdun],
which will not yield to the pressures of external reality,"s5 Cleon embodies

the 6pyf which so often influences the Athenians and their yvdua.56

and de Romilly 1967, 57; Huart 1968, 103 n. 4; Macleod 1979, 53; Pouncey 1980, 93 with n. 5;
Hornblower 1991, 482; Orwin 1994, 176 and Rhodes 1994, 236), whereas others prefer to read
plawe Si8doxer (LS], s.v. plawog i. 1; Classen-Steup, ad loc.; Finley 1942, 160; Gomme HCT ii,
373; Fuks 1971, 51 and Connor 1984, 80). There does not appear to be any other instance of platog
acting, in the neuter plural, as an adverb alongside a noun which reflects the action of its
corresponding verb. Cf. TLG as well as LSJ (s.v. Blawog). Weil and de Romilly address the
problem as follows: “sans doute Thucydide veut-il bien dire, dans tout ce passage, que les
hommes apprennent, dans de telles circonstances, toutes les formes du crime; mais c'est parce
qu'elle est violente, plarog, que la guerre enseigne cela” (Weil and de Romilly 1967, 91). Cf.
Huart, who observes rightly, in my opinion, "ne pourrait-on alors comprendre que la guerre est
le rude maitre en ce sens qu'elle interdit aux hommes toute échappatoire, et les contraint a se
voir tels qu'ils sont?” (Huart 1968, 103 n. 4).

52Gomme (HCT ii, 374 and also 302, where he correlates 3.38.1 and 3.82.2). Cf. Finley
(1942, 186-187) and Edmunds on 3.82.5: “it is not mob violence that Thucydides has in mind, but
the violence of the individual, no doubt expressed in slandering the opposition, i.e., in
SwpdANew.... The harshness and violence of political life described ... were already beginning
in Athens with the ascendancy of Cleon” (Edmunds 1975a, 82).

S3Lang (1972, 164).

S4Gomme (HCT ii, 298).

55Parry (1972, 60).

560thers also recognize the contrast. Cf. Thibaudet: "Cléon s'oppose a Périclés comme le
Bupds au vodg"” (Thibaudet 1922, 203). Also Connor, who, on the similarities between Cleon's
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The historian projects the comparison between Pericles' yvdpn and
Cleon's dpyn throughout the famous Periclean echoes. With his reader
already wary of Cleon's character, he effectively illustrates the degree to which
the demagogue is both platos and m8avds.57 But it is in demonstrating the
latter, in particular, that Thucydides succeeds in invoking the cpyrf-yvdun
antithesis, which so prominently illustrated the Athenian disposition
throughout his treatment of Pericles. Cleon shows himself as untrustworthy
as the superlative m8avdraros would imply. As Jebb rightly observes, "Cleon
echoes the words of the statesman as whose successor he poses, at the very
moment when he is contradicting his principles."58 He advocates acting
under the influence of dpyy, the very behaviour which Pericles opposed, yet
to convince the Athenians to stand-by his motion, he exploits his
predecessor’s leadership of the demos.3¥ The demagogue capitalizes on the
superficial similarities of their situations,60 and exhorts the Athenians to
hold to their prior resolution with blatant plagiarism:6! he emphasizes, as
did Pericles, that he is and has always been steadfast in his yvdyun (ToAAdiLs péy

18N Eywye kal EANoTe Eyvav, 3.37.1; éyd pdy odv & aTds ety T yvdun, 3.38.1; éyd

first introductory passage (3.36.6) and Pericles’ second (1.139.4), states that "the immediate
effect is surely to establish a contrast between Cleon'’s superficial resemblance to Pericles and
his advocacy of a policy whose orge contrasts sharply with the gnome of Pericles” (Connor 1984,
79n.1).

57Cf. Andrewes: "his energy stands out all through: he violently discredits his opponents
in advance, working on the plain man's distrust of the clever and his readiness to suspect
bribery: he appeals to unregulated emotion to carry his violent proposal” (Andrewes 1962, 76).

>°Jebb (1898, 262).

59Gomme would argue that Cleon was a conscious follower "without understanding the
statesman” (Gomme 1951, 78). Cf. Parry: "Cleon is represented as deliberately destroying the
Periclean balance of A\dyos and &yov” (Parry, 1981, 189).

60Both Pericles and Cleon try to convince the demos to maintain an original resolution. In
the case of Pericles, it was always the influence of dpyr¥ which prompted the Athenians to
change their minds. With Cleon, it is clearly the reverse. The original decision is being
revoked due to the emergence of reason (Cvaroyrouds, 3.36.4). Cf., on the echoes’ general
purpose, Pouncey (1980, 79); Cogan (1981b, 54) and Farrar ( 1988, 170).

61cy. J.-R. Ellis: "Kleon but parodies Perikles" (Ellis 1979, 63 n. 20) and Pouncey (1980, 79
with n. 5).



eV odv kal TéTe mpdiTov Kkal viv Srapdyopar, 3.40.2), pointing, all the while, to the
Athenians' inability to be resolute (1 pépatov fuiv unsev kaBecTiEEL OV &v 83En

mép, 3.37.3).62

It is ironic that the demagogue, who "stresses and embodies [the]
irresponsibility of the demos,"63 would, in his speech, recall the concept of
yvdyn as it is defined in Thucydides' treatment of Pericles. That this is merely
a tactic on the part of the demagogue is easily betrayed by his arrogance.54
Cleon pretends that, like Pericles, he is merely attempting to deter the
Athenians from their unhealthy behaviour (&v éyd TEWWDPEVOS ETOTPETELY
vpds, 3.39.1). Had not the Athenians recognized, after all, that Pericles had
been right to persuade them back to their original resolution on each occasion
they had been irresolute? The demagogue assumes an honest front,
professing to embody the yvdéun for which the statesman stood, though his
own resolution is far from reflecting any rational judgement.65 He considers
impulsive action, resolutions based on dpy1, totally justified (6 ydp ma8dv TG
Spdoavty dupruTépg TH Spyf énetépxetar, dudvectar 8¢ T$ maBely oTL éyyutdTw
kelpevor dvrimarov 8v pdaorae iy Tywplay avarappdver, 3.38.1).66 The contrast
between the two leaders is sharpened as Thucydides portrays the demagogue
encouraging the demos to allow the influence of dpyx upon its yvapun

(vevduevol § 6T éyydtata TH yvdun Tod madyew, 3.40.7). Nothing could be more

62Cf. in particular 1.140.1 (tis pév yvdung, & *ABnvaioy, alel Ths altic éxopar) and 2.61.2
(kal éyw uév S adtds elpr). Also 2.13.2, 2.21.3 and 2.55.2. Thucydides' Cleon, as Wassermann
describes, presents himself, "as a paragon of steadiness, self-assurance, honesty and patriotic
righteousness: he proudly asserts in the master's words while making the people feel, at the
same time, their own lack of character and, in consequence, their need for leadership -- his, of
course” (Wassermann 1956, 33).

63Pouncey (1980, 192; cf. ibid. 14-15).

64The frequent repetition of the personal pronoun éyd marks, as Gomme observes, Cleon's
egoism (Gomme HCT ii, 302). Cf. Rhodes (1994, 205).

85See 3.36.2, where the first resolution is defined as one made 16 dpyfis, in addition to
3.42.1 and 3.44.4, where it is precisely such decisions to which Diodotus objects.

66Cf. Gomme on 3.38.1: “a direct, but not quite open, claim that in such circumstance at
least dpyv and not Aoywouds should guide our actions” (Gomme HCT ii, 302).
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opposite to his predecessor. Pericles had been continually arguing in favour
of rational judgement precisely to rid the Athenian yvdun of such volatile
emotion (€mayaydv 16 Spyuduevov Tis yvduns, 2.59.3). Cleon may have been
consistent in his resolution, but in being so he was most persistent in his

rejection of reason.67

If there is any doubt that Thucydides' Cleon opposes the yvdun for which
his predecessor stood, it is easily dismissed by the anti-intellectual lire that
dominates at least a third of the demagogue's speech (3.37.3 - 3.38.7). In effect,
it is through his blatant rejection of reason that Cleon validates his own
method. When at 3.39.1 he claims that he seeks only to deter the Athenians
from their unhealthy behaviour, the behaviour he speaks of is that
influenced by yvdun, not by dpy. Accordingly, his battle against eloquence is
essentially one against EJveois,88 and, in consequence, one against Pericles.69
Thucydides had portrayed the statesman as clearly promoting the concept not
only in action, by his opposition to opy¥W, but also in word: Pericles, in his
final speech, states that &Jveois renders daring (TéAua) more secure, and trusts
less in hope (émis) than it does in yvdun:70
kel TNV TéAuav dnd Tis dpofas Tdxns 1 Eveois éx Tod umépdpovog
Exvpwrépay mapéxetal, EATiSL Te fooov moTevey 1¢ £V 7@ dmdpw 1
loxds, yvdun 8¢ dnd Tdv dnapxdvrwy, fe BepatoTépa 1 Mpdvola (2.62.5).

Cleon, on the other hand, champions the ¢pavAdTepor over the Evvetwrépor,”!

and later accuses those who are Evverds of advising the demos however they

67Cf. Rusten (1989, 198-199). For his part, Macleod argues that Thucydides, in inserting
the 'steadfast’ echo (€yw uév odv ¢ atds eipy), is contrasting "[Cleon’s] pig-headedness with
Pericles’ firmness" (Macleod 1983c, 93 n. 20).

68parry (1981, 189) and Homblower (1991, 424).

69Ct. Chapter 1 n. 23, for the association of Edveais and yvdun, and ibid. n. 26, for the
implication that Pericles is himself Evverds.

70Cf. 1.140.1, where Pericles insists that the Athenians uphold their resolutions or lay no
claim to &jvecis (undé raropBodvras ThHs Zuvécews petTanoleiodal).

713.37.3: oY 1€ PpaurdTepor T@V dvBpdrwv mpds Tods EuveTwrépous ws €l TS mAéov Enewov
olkodou Tdg moAers.




might demonstrate their &Jvecis best:

ds odv xpn kal quds mowdvras pun SewdTnTl kal Tuvécews dydvi

énayopévous mapd §SEav TE UpeTépw TABEL mapawvely (3.37.5).
As Bloedow explains, Cleon's arguments present EUvecis as “a sort of idle,
frivolous, indeed dangerous mental capability or aptitude, which, when used,
is employed exclusively in one's own interests."72 But the historian does not
permit Cleon to repudiate the concept of Zdveois entirely. It has, in the
History, positive connotations and, for this reason, it would be unrealistic if
the demagogue were made to disregard completely a term generally denoting
praise.”> Nowhere does he expressly deny that simpler folk, including
himself, possess the virtue in question. Turning a possible contradiction to
his favour, Cleon contrasts the arrogance of the Zvverdrepor with the modesty
of the ¢avAdTepor, claiming that the latter merely tend to distrust their own
innate EGveais (ol 8 dmoTodvTes T €€ Eautdv Tuvéoer, 3.37.4). Thucydides then
reinforces Cleon's contempt”+ through Diodotus’ speech. The speaker, who
represents the rational aspect within the debate,”> retaliates, stressing that

whoever believes rhetoric unnecessary may well be ¢€dvetos himself.76

72Bloedow (1991b, 197). There is also some irony in Cleon’s words. Huart, citing 3.38.2 and
1.120.3, recognizes the implications of the verb émaipesBai: "il marque plitot l'excitation a
faire quelque chose, qui résulte précisément des désirs ou des passions” (Huart 1968, 390 n. 4). CE.
de Romilly (1951, 272).

73Cf. Huart: "L'historien, en effet, ne lui [Edvecis] attribue nullement ce réle dissolvant et
négatif que lui préte Cléon” (Huart 1968, 284). Bloedow, who points to the three senses of the
term in the History, one positive and two negative, observes that the ambiguous use of the term
reflects the historian's observations on the degeneration of Athens' Edvecis (Bloedow 1991b,
195-198). Cf. Syme (1962, 55-56), Edmunds (1975b, 9-10), Macleod (1979, 56), Hornblower (1991,
424) and Rhodes (1994, 206).

74Cleon's contempt is ironic in itself, if one takes into consideration Pericles’ claim that
contempt can only belong to him who trusts, by reason of his yvdun, that he will be ahead of his
opponents: katadpdvnors 5€ 85 Tv kal yvduy moredy Tév évavriov mpodxew (2.62.4).

75Cf. Macleod, who regards Diodotus as Pericles’ true heir within the context of the
Mytilenaean debate (Macleod 1979, 56).

763.42.2: Tods Te Adyous Soris Swapdyerar un Swackdrovs Tdv mpaypdrwy ylyvecsar, §
dEUverds €otw 1§ (8l Tu adTd Swdéper. See also 3.42.3. Hornblower (1991, 433). The
implication that Cleon is d&Uveros amplifies the degree of contrast struck between the
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That the historian is comparing Cleon to his predecessor in terms of
method is all the more evident in the two remaining Periclean echoes.”?
Both originate from the same source, yet they are, in the demagogue's speech,
introduced separately. At 2.63.2, Pericles, in an attempt to restore the
Athenian resolve, incites the demos to uphold the great empire it had

inherited:

fis oUs' ékorivar ET Juiv EoTw, €1 Tig kal 165 v T mapdvTy Sedids

dmpayuocdvy dvipayadiZetar d¢ Tupavvise ydp fi5n Exere altiv, v

AeBely pev dsucov Soxel elvay, delvan 8¢ émudvsuvor (2.63.2).
The statesman declares the impossibility of surrendering the empire, defining
his statement with an explanatory ydp: the empire the Athenians hold is
much like a tyranny. It is the latter remark, ds Tupavvisa ydp on Exere adtiy,
that Cleon is first made to repeat (3.37.2): Tupavvise Exetre T™iv dpxnv. Their
definitions of the empire may be similar, but the difference in tone
immediately sets the demagogue and the statesman apart. Pericles offers a
comparison, likening the empire to a tyranny (d¢ tupavvisa), whereas Cleon

boldly states that Athens is a Tupavvis.”8 The word &¢ clearly demonstrates

that, in Pericles’ time, the concept of TUpavvos was not fully established in

respect of the Athenians’ own definition of their empire.”

The wider contexts are equally revealing. Cleon shows himself to be

BraidTaTtos toward the Mytilenaeans, but, more importantly, his invectives

demagogue and his counterpart, Brasidas, at 5.16.1. The Spartan is, as Bloedow remarks, one of
only five individuals, in the context of the Peloponnesian War, elevated to Thucydides’ "inner
circle of the 'intelligent™ (Bloedow 1991b, 198): 1 tdte Bpacisov dpetn kal EVveois (4.81.2).

77Most scholars recognize the importance of these echoes. Cf. Gomme (HCT ii, 177; 1951,
78), Andrewes (1962, 75), Hooker (1974, 166), Pouncey (1980, 79 with n. 5), Macleod (1983c, 93
with n. 20) and Connor (1984, 79 with n. 1). de Romilly and Westlake deny the Periclean echoes
any real significance (de Romilly 1951, 143-146; Westlake 1968, 65 with n. 4): "[Thucydide] ne
prend aucun soin pour montrer I'opposition entre Périclés et Cléon; il la marque si peu qu'il laisse
un lecteur non averti confondre les idées de 'un avec celle de l'autre” (de Romilly 1951, 149).

78Ct. Cornford (1965, 209), Gomme (HCT ii, 175), de Wet (1963, 118-119), Connor (1984, 89),
Rusten (1989, 204), Hornblower (1991, 337) and Rhodes (1994, 205).

75Ct. Bloedow (in press, 11-12) with de Romilly (1951, 112-113).



upon the Athenians demonstrate that it is not merely a question of policy.80
Pericles speaks to the Athenians in the spirit of exhortation: he seeks to
revive the Athenian resolve by reminding the demos of Athens' glories.
And so it is at 2.63.2, when he addresses those who might not be in favour of
upholding the necessary behaviour for an empire to rule. Pericles attempts to
persuade the wary through rational judgement, phrasing his argument so as
to emphasize the impossibility of surrender rather than highlight the
weaknesses of those who might support such an action; when he refers to his
opponents, he even employs, as Rusten observes, two expressions normally
used for praise (€mpaypoosdvn and dvnp dya8ds).8l In contrast, Cleon does
everything but praise any member of his audience. His aim is to 'resuscitate’
the Athenians’ anger,82 and, to this end, he exaggerates, as far as is possible,
the weaknesses of his opponents. Rational judgement is out of the question;
it is precisely what had interfered with the execution of his previous motion.
Unable to draw out the initial dpyr that had influenced the Athenians in the
first debate, the demagogue turns to insult, and strives to provoke the
emotions of his audience through taunt and ridicule. His opening words
effectively illustrate the sting of his insults. Cleon attacks the demos at its
very core. He "impugns the arete of Athens,” with his assertion that she is
incapable of governing others: &yvwv Snpokpariav STv dsdvardy éotiv érépav
dpxew (3.37.1).83 It is in this vein that Cleon introduces his definition of an
empire. Where his predecessor would have reassured and encouraged the
demos, the demagogue rebukes the Athenians for their incompetence: they

allow themselves to be pahako{8 because they don't think (o¥k ... jyeiose) that

80Cf. Gomme: “the only part of Kleon's policy which was un-Periclean, certainly, but even
so by implication rather than explicitly, was its cruelty and brutality” (Gomme 1951, 78).

81Rusten (1989, 204). Cf. Gomme (HCT ii, 1750).

82The expression belongs to Winnington-Ingram (1965, 71).

83 Adkins (1972, 135). Cf. Winnington-Ingram (1965, 71).

84Winnington-[ngram points to the insult carried through the vocabulary: "nobody - least
of all a Greek - likes to be called soft" (Winnington-Ingram 1965, 71).



in doing so they will endanger themselves, they don't consider (ov
ckomodvTes) that their empire is a tyranny that must rule over unwilling

subjects (3.37.2).

The second echo at 3.40.4 is not only consistent with "the bold assertion of
the tyranny,” but continues to illustrate the demagogue's treatment of the
Athenians. Cleon again avails himself of Pericles' argument in a manner
which would contradict his predecessor's method. He, too, is opposed to
inactivity, but, unlike Pericles, who showed confidence in the demos, he
berates the Athenians into action: the Athenians must punish the
Mytilenaeans or else give up their empire.85 Essentially, "in Cleon the
emotional appeal of extreme suggestions replaces the cold analysis of the

unavoidable consequences of domination."86

Woodhead, in his charges against Thucydides, states: "it seems, then,
intolerable from all points of view to adopt a position which supposes that
the demos and its system, once freed from Pericles' control, went
immediately to the bad -- that having previously clung to Pericles the people
should, changing character overnight, now be a prey to any unprincipled
demagogue with a smooth or impressive tongue."s? It stands to reason that
such a hypothesis would have been equally intolerable to Thucydides. The
Athenians depicted in the History are far from '‘changing character
overnight." The historian picks up his assessment of the Athenian character
not far from where he left it at the end of his treatment of Pericles. The

Athenians were prone, long before Cleon, to change their yvdpar according to

853.40.4: el 82 81 xal od mpoofikov Suws dEwdTe TodTo Spdv, mapd TO eikds Tou kal ToUose
Eunddpws Sel kohdleoBay, N madesBar TAe dpxfs kal ék Tol dxuwsdvou dvpayabilechar.
Ironically, Cleon speaks in a manner reminiscent of Pericles' notice to the Athenians at 1.140.1.
See above n. 70. Gomme, citing Denniston, observes that that the particle tou is rare in
Thucydides and here "appears to give a vigorous and colloquial colour” to the passage (Gomme
HCT i, 311; Denniston 1954, 537). Cf. Spratt (1905, 171).

86Wassermann (1956, 29).

87Woodhead (1960, 295). In a similar vein, Cornford states: "we must stop speaking of “the
Athenians,’ as Thucydides does; not every Athenian was a Pericles in miniature” (Cornford
1965, 15).



the dpyi of the moment. As Woodhead himself remarks, under the
leadership of Pericles, the demos was very much under the statesman's

'control.’

Thucydides makes it clear, through his treatment of Cleon, that the
Athenians were increasingly unable to abide by Pericles' advice when he was
no longer present to hold their dpyy in check. In the Mytilenaean debate, it is
precisely this dpyn that guides the Athenians in their original resolution.88
Yet the Athenian fickleness reveals that the demos is still divided in its
appreciation for actions influenced by yvdun and those based on opy®. The
historian clearly delineates the two approaches through the speeches of Cleon
and Diodotus; they represent the extremes within the Athenian disposition,
as the postcript to the debate intimates:3? pnéeiwsdv 8¢ T@v yvwpdv Todtwy
uEAoTe duTuTdAwy Tpds dAAfAas (3.49.1). Diodotus replaces the statesman in
the advocacy of rational judgement, but, as Macleod remarks, he is no
Pericles.99 Like Cleon, he cannot help but be a product of his time, influenced
by the toll of both the war and the plague. His speech is far from being a 'cold
analysis,’ such as the reader had come to expect from Pericles, if only because
he repeatedly justifies the validity of his position.9! Such justifications only
contribute to the impression that the Athenians were on the verge of
abandoning Pericles' concept of yvdun. All that remains is for Thucydides to

substantiate this impression, and he does indirectly through Diodotus, whom

881t is important to recognize that, under Pericles’ leadership, dpyr did not influence the
Athenians’ original resolutions; it moved them to change with respect to their yvdpar.

89¢Ct. Andrewes (1962, 71).

90Macleod (1983c, 93).

1That Diodotus’ speech is greatly dependent on that of Cleon has not gone unnoticed.
Diodotus, in order to justify his own position, discredits the demagogue and, in doing so, is
"slipping in value-judgements irrelevant to his main position” (Winnington-Ingram 1965, 78,
citing 3.42.2 and 3.43.2). Cf. Andrewes (1962, 72), Kagan (1975, 91), Macleod (1983c, 97-98) and
Orwin (1984, 488). Wassermann argues that Diodotus' speech reflects a “cold impersonality”
(Wassermann 1956, 29). Diodotus is clearly not as passionate as his adversary, but, on the other
hand, he is certainly not as rational as Pericles.
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he has made associate dpyf with a shallowness of yv&un,%2 and later, more
directly, through his own narrative. In the postscript, Diodotus is barely able
to call the Athenians back to reason; his motion is passed only by a narrow
margin:?3 ol ’A8nvaiol fA8ov pév és dydva Suws ThHs §8Ens kal éyévovro v ™

xewoTtovig dyxdparol, ékpdtnoe 8¢ § Tod AwsdTtov (3.49.1).

As much as the Mpytilenaean debate invites the reader to observe the
development in Athenian character from Pericles to Cleon, the predicament
of Scione bears testimony to the changes thereafter. Cleon may represent an
extreme at the time of the great debate, but Thucydides makes a brief, yet
powerful, point of establishing that this is no longer the case toward the end
of his leadership.?¢ In the case of Scione, the Athenians are again influenced
by their dpy1 (Spynv mowodpevol, 4.122.5), when, at Cleon's urging, they resolve
to execute all its inhabitants (4.122.6). It is here that the similarities end. In
this instance, the extreme sentence is not carried out until two years later
(5.32.1), when, as Gomme rightly observes, "their passion had had time to
cool."95 The demos is now resolute, but it is not by reason of yvdun.
Indulging the dpyd which provokes them, the Athenians have now turned
their backs upon the yvdun principle, which Pericles had so firmly endorsed.

That Athens’ conduct toward Mytilene and Scione outlines an important

development in her character has not gone unnoticed. Many maintain that

923.42.1: vopifw 8¢ §do Td évavtiitara eupovric elvay, tdxos Te xal dpyiv, v 16 pév
petrd dvolas dpunel ylyveoay, 16 8¢ perd drawsevoiag kal BpaxdTnros yvdpns. Gomme would
have preferred to invert the relation, considering drawevoia and Bpaxirnros yvduns to go
better with tdxog than it does with dpyf (Gomme HCT ii, 313). There is no need for the
inversion. The word order emphasizes fpaxdtTyros yvduns and by relation dpyv, and this fits
the context of the debate rather well. Cf. Spratt, who notes the false balance of the pév..., 8é...
construction (Spratt 1905, 173); Marchant (1952, 156) and Winnington-Ingram (1965, 78).

On another note, Saar and Rhodes remark that Diodotus’ association of téxos and opyY is
consistent with Thucydides’ description of the original resolution: the decision had been taken
Und cpyns [3.36.2], and the Athenians had sent off a trireme xatd Tdxog [3.36.3] (Saar 1953, 61;
Rhodes 1994, 210). Cf. 3.48.2.

93Cf. Wassermann (1956, 28) and Andrewes (1962, 7).

94de Romilly notes that even in the first debate on Pylos, Cleon merely urges the demos in
a direction it had already chosen [éviiye, 4.21.3] (de Romilly 1951, 277).

95Gomme (HCTii, 325).




Thucydides is underlining the Athenians' increasing ability to exhibit violent
behaviour.¢ Gomme notes that "what is at first felt to be an atrocity men
become used to, and it becomes an established custom of war."97 But more
important to the historian is the source of Athens' decreasing temperance.
Her violent behaviour is merely a symptom of a much graver change in
disposition. The demos is no longer fickle, having finally achieved a state of
resolve, which, superficially, would have made Pericles proud. Ironically, the
Athenians’ prior irresolution sheds some light upon this fresh
determination. Seeing that dpyq influenced the original resolution on the
fate of Mytilene, it stands to reason that the grounds for the Athenians'
fickleness under Cleon must have differed from those under Pericles. When
the statesman led the demos, it was a fear for private interests that influenced
the Athenians to yield to dpy1, which, in turn, induced them to change with
respect to their yvdpar. Under the leadership of Cleon, self-interest is still a
factor, though it is no longer a defensive fear,%8 but an offensive imperialism

that is at play.

Thucydides foreshadows, through his treatment of the demagogue, a
major shift in the Athenian disposition, which he corroborates in the forceful

stasis passage at 3.82-3.83.99 Thucydides' Cleon reveals the extent to which

96With the exception of Cogan, who maintains that the Athenians display "a consistent
level of violence” (Cogan 1981a, 5), and thus Diodotus’ speech represents "a distinct change in
Athenian policy” (ibid., 7 with n. 13). It is appropriate to note that Diodotus argues more from
a rational standpoint and Athenian interest than he does from one of justice and from
compassion. Cf. White (1984, 74).

97Gomme (HCT ii, 325). de Wet puts forth an interesting suggestion, namely that
Thucydides drops the epithet puaidtatos in his second introduction of Cleon because he no
longer represents the extreme tendency to cruelty (de Wet 1963, 124).

98Thucydides even has Cleon indirectly attributing the Athenian indecisiveness to a lack
of fear: $d ydp 79 kaf’ npépav déeés (3.37.2).

99Cft. Finley: "underlying the portrait of Cleon, it [the concept of Athens' political
weakness] is brilliantly analyzed in relation to the more general effects of war in the
description of ordow” (Finley 1967b, 162). That the decline in moral standards is valid for
cities and individuals alike is generally acccepted (cf. 1.144.3, 2.64.6, 3.45.6 and 3.82.2). See
Grene (1965, 31-32), de Romilly (1951, 269 with n. 3 and 274), Wallace (1964, 252-253 with n. 2),
Dover (1973, 39), Farrar (1988, 156) and Hornblower (1991, 478).
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warfare distorts human nature, and, in Athenian terms, this culminates in a
total breakdown of the Periclean yvdpun. The historian first points the finger
to warfare (3.82.2), but his analysis is far more profound. Irrational daring
(TéApa dAdywsTog, 3.82.4) has become commonplace due to an inversion of the
EJveois concept (10 mpds dmav Luverdy [€vouion] émi mév dpydv, 3.82.4), which
calls to mind the demagogue's anti-intellectual line at 3.37.3-3.38.7.100 The
association is unmistakable in the historian's final depiction of the prevailing
discord (19 8 dvTiterdxBar dANRAOLS T yvduy dnicTws &Mt moAd Suveykev, 3.83.1):

kal ol pavAdrepor yvduny di T& mheiw mepreyiyvovTor Td ydp SeSiévar

76 Te adTdv €vdeds kal T3 Tdv vavriwv Euverdy, Un Adyois Te fjooous

dov kal €k Tod moavTpdmov adTdV TH¢ yvduns ¢8dowor

TPOEMPBOUNEVSUEVOL, Tounpds Tpds T& Epya Exdpouy (3.83.3).
The reader who was, in the Mytilenaean debate, invited to see through the
demagogue himself, can only nod in agreement when the historian brings to
light Cleon's perversion of what is Efvecis.101 The demagogue, to justify his
own behaviour, had championed the ¢auAdrepor over the EUVETW TEpOL
(3.37.3),192 claiming that the former had appropriately mistrusted their own
innate virtue (3.37.4). Thucydides, in the 6Tdows narrative, exposes the true
motivation for the ¢avidrepor, including Cleon, to refrain from debate; they
fear the rightful Z¥veois and the power it lends to those who are truly
Zuvetds.103  But the historian's purpose is far more comprehensive.

Thucydides emphasizes the crippling effect of warfare by accentuating the

1005ee above pp- 42-43.

1010Y 1e daurdrepor TV dvBpdmwy mpds Tovs Euverwrépous dc Emi 10 TAéov apelvov
owodor Tds mirews (3.37.3); ol & dmoTodvTes T €€ aiTdv Euvéoel (3.37.4). It is significant
that out of 26 instances of &vecis and Ewverds (13 each), 8 should appear in Thucydides'
treatment of Pericles (2), that of Cleon (2) and the stasis passage (4).

102He himself does not carry the day in the second Mytilenaean debate, but he does so in
the debate on Pylos and in the first one on the fate of Scione.

103Macleod observes that it is this fear, which, paradoxically, makes them bolder [r¢
ydp SeSiévar ... rorpnpds ... €xdpouy, 3.93.3] (Macleod 1979, 59). Cf. Immerwahr, who explains
Cleon's adoption of an anti-intellectual position as one "merely for the convenience of the
moment,” serving "to shut off further discussion of the decision” (Immerwahr 1973, 28).
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degree of distortion that has taken place: Cleon's inverted concept of Edvecig
transforms into a positive virtue at 3.82.5: émpovhedoas 8€ Tis TUXAV EuveTds Kai
Umovonoas &11 SewdTepos.104 As Bloedow remarks, "this forms the ultimate
contrast to Thucydides' primary sense of EJveois, and a marked extension of
the negative meaning to which it has now degenerated."95 The corruption
and deceit manifest in Cleon at the time of the Mytilenaean debate is now
widespread, as those aspiring to the 'corrupt’ &fvecis, exhibit unscrupulous
behaviour even in their aspirations: dndry mepiyevdéuevos Evvécews dydvicua

mpoceNdupavey (3.82.7).106

It is in Diodotus' speech that Thucydides first hints at his examination of
the role that £pws plays in the erosion of human nature. The speaker
essentially anticipates the historian's direct commentary in the cTdows passage,
while corroborating the 'physical’ evidence offered through the portrait of
Cleon. Arguing against the passionate temper of the Athenian resolutions,107
Diodotus takes the argument against dpyy to a new level:

N ey mevia dvdykny Tiv Té\uav mapéxouvsa, 1 § EEousia Jppel TV
TA€oveEiay kal dppovipaty, al 8 EArar Euvtuyiar dpyf TdV dvBpdmuwy e

€kdoTn Tis Kkatéxetar I dvnkéoTov Twds kpeiocovos EEdyoucy €
TOUS KW8Jvous (3.45.4).

104Cf. 3.37.2, where Cleon insists that a lack of plots (€vemBodreuTov) is contributing to
the Athenians' weakness. In the two &Uvecis references within the oTdow passage (3.82.4 and
3.82.5), Macleod identifies two significant word-plays (Evverdv .. %Euverds and
€mpoviedoactal ... émpovredoag ... mpoBourevoag) which "serve to contrast a proper and a
corrupt form of political intelligence” (Macleod 1979, 62). On the latter passage, Bloedow calls
attention to the use of $ewdrepog, remarking that "with its double connotation, [it] serves to
drive home the point with particular emphasis” (Bloedow 1991b, 198). Cf. 3.82.7: pdov & ol
TOAAOL kaxodpyor GvTes Sekiol kékAnvrar N duabels dyadol, kal T¢ pév aloxdvovray, ént 88 T
dydAhovral.

105B|oedow (1991b, 198).

106Hyart recognizes an implication that this 'intelligence’ is one many would be capable
of if they were not held back by scruples, and so this would ensure the success of those without
scruples to begin with (Huart 1968, 285 n. 3).

107Not su risingly, the notion of audptaue is also subtly introduced: viv § wpds dpynv
TvTwa tixnte €oTw OTe odarévTes THY Tod meloavTog play yvdpny {nuwite kal o’ Tdg
vpetépas autdv, el moANal odoal EuveEipapToy (3.43.5). Cf. 1.144.1, 2.22.1, 2.65.11 and Chapter
1p.20.
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mevie and €Eovcia, when combined with the internal passions, dvdykn and
Uppis, bring about an entirely new set of circumstances, T6Apa and mheovetia.108
What was noble daring (téApa)!99 becomes brazen ambition (TAeoveE{a).110
Diodotus then underlines fully the climate dpy promotes; the speaker's
theory on the nature of JBpis understands the ignoble quality as one
‘characterized by the triumph of passions over reason:'111
N 1€ EAis kal 6 Epwg éml mavi, § uév yodpevos, 1 § édemopévn, kai &
wev TRV €mpournv kdpovtilwv, § 8 Thv edmopiav Ths TUXNG
Urorweloa, mAelota BAdTTOUGY kal Svra ddavi kpeicow oTi TdV
Opwpévwy Sewdv. kal n TIxn én’ adtols oUsey Eaaccov EupBdANeTaL é¢
T0 €maipew+ dSokitws ydp €oTw STe mapioTtapévn kal €k TEV
UmodeecTépwy kwiuvedew Twd mpodyet, kal ody Bocov Tas MoAeLs, oow
mEpl TV peyloTwv Te, Eevlepias | dAAwv dpxhs, Kal peTd mavTwy
€kaoTog droyloTws éml mAéov TL adTov €56Eacey (3.45.5-6).
ennis, Epws and TUxn form a deadly triangle from which human nature cannot

escape.!!2 [t is through these elements that dpyx will forever remain in

108¢f. Gomme (HCT ii, 319) and Saar: "Diodotos beschreibt ihr [Evvtux{at] Wirken mit
den zundchst schwer zu verstehenden Worten, dass sie durch die leidenschaftliche Erregung
(Gpyn) verleitet, so wie eine jede von unheilbaren Stirkeren beherrscht wird” (Saar 1953, 80).

One wonders why Thucydides has chosen Diodotus, a virtual unknown, to represent Cleon's
opposition. Perhaps the historian does so, so as not to detract from his dramatic
characterization of the demagogue. Had it been a familiar individual, the reader might have
viewed the contrasts strictly as those between two speakers, rather than a reflection of the
those within the evolving Athenian disposition.

109¢C¥, 2.40.3, where the Periclean yvdun is described as one that can strengthen té\pa.

110Hyart understands the concept of mieoveZia-mrcovekTelv to signify, in the History,
mostly negative connotations, "le désir d'avoir plus" (Huart 1968, 388). Cf. de Romilly who
suggests mheoveEia to be a fault brought on by #Bpws that could be avoided with the application
of yvdun (de Romilly 1951, 280-281).

On a similar note, Huart refers to ¢$uhotwiia as a more noble form of ambition (Huart 1968,
389). de Romilly suggests that 8pdcos and 8pacitng replace Téaua (de Romilly 1951, 272). Cf.
2.61.4.

11de Romilly (1951, 272). Cf.: “la tentation qui pousse 'homme & vouloir plus, au mépris
de toute raison, est celle de la démesure, de I'hybris" (ibid., 268). Fisher would argue that
UBpis, in Diodotus' speech, refers to a “contempt for others” (Fisher 1992, 125 and 393), yet he
reco%nizes that mieoveXia may involve "acts of full-blown hybris" (ibid., 396).

121 find it unnecessary to invert, as does Forde, énris and Zpws: "it seems to me that the
only fair reading is to give to eros the fundamental or leading role, both because of the way
Diodotus makes his argument and because of the character of the things he is describing” (Forde
1989, 41 n. 36). Not only is €pws given the leading role through the inverted pév..., 8¢... clauses,
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opposition to yvdun,113 causing one to be dAdyioTos.114 What is more, éaris,
when sponsored by dpy", represents a negative concept,!15 and thus paves the
way for the destructive €pws.116 Since Cleon, as illustrated through the dpyn-
yvdun antithesis, is in direct opposition to Pericles, it is legitimate to argue
that the demagogue will be most vulnerable. Thucydides emphasizes,
throughout the Sphacteria and Amphipolitan episodes,!17 that the
demagogue's yvdpal are consistently without Edvesis (and therefore unable to
control the prevailing dpyai), but defined by érnis and t¥xn.118 Cleon is very
much what his predecessor stood against, namely one who brazenly covets

(Tov BpastTnTL dpeyduevov, 2.61.4) what is not his.119

Since Cleon embodies dpy, it is no surprise that his behaviour inevitably

its influence is underlined through the word order itself (f te éxmis xai 6 &pwe éni navti). Cf.
S. Ant., where the two concepts are presented in similar order: & ydp 81 moASmA@ykTos éAtrig
moAAols pév Gvacis dvspdy /morrols § dndrta koudovdwy épdrwy, 616-617.

113Cf. Saar: "die dpy{ ist bei Thuk. immer der verninftigen Uberlegung entgegengesetzt"
(Saar 1953, 80 n. 2).

114The tendency to exaggerate one's strength is vividly illustrated in the Sphacteria
episode. Cf. 2.62.4: axnue pev ydp xal ¢nd dpadiag edtuxods kal Sewng Twi éyyiyveray,
katadpdvnols §€ 8¢ &v kal yvdun mortedn Tdv vavriwy mpoUxew, 0 nuiv imdpyel.

Again, what applies to individuals may also be applied to cities and states. Cf. de
Romilly: "il semble que ce texte s'applique comme a dessein & l'attitude athénienne” (de
Romilly 1951, 274; citing 3.45.6) and Forde: "Diodotus ... treads a fine line between playing on
the Athenians’ understanding of their own motives and bringing their own case too much to the
fore" (Forde 1989, 45); also, Fisher (1992, 393) and above n. 99.

115de Romilly, regarding énis, states: “[elle] figure dans tous les cas ot Athénes, ou une
autre cité, se laisse entrainer de fagon déraisonnable” (de Romilly 1951, 272). Cf. the irony in
Cleon's words at 3.39.2-3: after claiming that revolt is for those who suffer something piaws,
the demagogue states that, in the case of Mytilene, the inhabitants had become 8pdoers and
were conceiving hopes (éAmicavres) that were beyond their reach. See above n. 110, for the
possible implications of 8pdovs and énis.

116Ct. Forde: "Diodotus establishes a direct link between human eros and empire; empire
according to him is a natural goal of erotic passion simply because it is the greatest of
accom1plishments" (Forde 1989, 42).

17Edmunds remarks that the demagogue even brings about his own death, and with it the
destruction of an Athenian army, through his misunderstanding of his success at Pylos (Edmunds
1975b, 197): "Thucydides does not regard chance events as “befalling” men, as coming from
outside, but as originating in men's passions" (ibid., 198). Cf. Cornford (1965, 147).

118¢f. 2.62.5. In consequence the demagogue, as Marshall observes, constantly exhibits
“vacillation and impulsiveness™ (Marshall 1984, 26).

119¢£. Marshall who recognizes in Pericles’ words a reference specific to Cleon (Marshall,
1984, 27).
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reflects maeovetia.120 Moreover, the demos is never far behind. Thucydides
essentially introduces, through the Mytilenaean debate, new vocabulary to
reflect the transformations that are taking place within the Athenian
character.12l Under Cleon's leadership, the demos eventually succumbs to
opyn entirely, whereby, as Hunter observes, its mAeoveEia is unleashed.122 The
demos loses all control over emotional impulse. To reflect this development,
the historian consistently describes the Athenians as grasping after more: at
4.21.2 (tod &€ mréovos dpéyovto), with the urging of Cleon, the Athenian
disposition is responsible for refusing peace, and at 4.41.4 (uevlSvov ...
wpéyovro) for failing negotiations.123 The parallels in the cracmg passage
strengthen the impression still further, and, like Diodotus’ words, they are
equally applicable to the Athenians.!2¢ Huart observes that, at 3.82.6,
mieovekia is characterized as being contrary to the established laws (nmapd Tods
kaBecTdTas), and held in opposition to dperia, which, in contrast, conforms to
the existing laws (petd Tdv kewévwv vépwy).125 Applied to the Athenians, the

implication is that the overbearing influence of dpyn has led them to be far

120Hunter follows Cornford in finding Cleon to represent wAeovekia, rather than dpyv
(Hunter 1973, 180-181). Cf. Cornford (1965, 65 and 172). Of note, Huart points to 1.40.1, where
the Corinthians in an attempt to turn the Athenians against the Corcyraeans, complain that
the latter are lawor and wAedvexrtar (Huart 1968, 389).

121Hunter also recognizes that the notion of mrcovekia, with regard to the Athenians,
only appears in the latter part of the History (Hunter 1973, 81). In addition to dpéyectar,
Thucydides also employs the verb édlecar to denote the psychological greed, but apart from
one instance in the Pausanias excursus at 1.128.3, he does not do so with regard to the Athenians
until well into Book 4. Cf. de Romilly (1951, 71-72 with n. 3) and Huart (1968, 389-390).

122Hynter (1973, 82). Cf. North (1966, 107).

123There are also the indirect allegations at 4.17.4 (tod mAéovos énmist dpéyovrar), where
éxnis (with t¥xn), is directly associated with the notion of covetousness, 4.62.3 (éxnicavTeg
€repor Suvdper Twi mheovekticew), and 4.92.2 (ro5 mhéovog dpeydpevog). Cf. Huart (1968, 391).
Van de Maele notes: "cette formule qui revient sous des formes semblables indique la démesure
qui, selon Thucydide, s'est emparée des Athéniens sous l'instigation de Cléon” (Van de Maele
1980, 121 n. 5). Cf. Wilson (1990, 54-55). It is noteworthy, perhaps, that mAeoveZia, the
corresponding noun appears only 4 times, and only in passages known for their moral content:
once in Diodotus’ speech, and the remaining instances in the ordolws passage (the last in the
disputed chapter, 3.84).

124Cf. above n. 99.

125Huart (1968, 389). Cf. Spratt (1905a, 248).




bolder than the traditional code of behaviour allowed. mAeovetia and doTyiia
are now more readily identified as the major motives behind human action
(MavTwy § adTdv altiov dpxn 1 Sid maeoveEiay kal duroTwiav, 3.82.8).126 It is these
two elements that produce ¢urovikia,!2? and as Huart remarks, this term is
apejorative one, evoking "l'esprit de rivalité qui ne s'embarasse d'aucun
scrupule, pour parvenir a ses fins."128 Thucydides is signalling, through his
vocabulary, the beginning of Athens' decline and fall.!129 Verbal echoes
encourage the reader to recall Thucydides' eulogy of Pericles, and amplify the
failures of the statesman's successors, particularly Cleon.130 Athens, as
Cornford says, "is adventurous, restless, quick, ambitious; if she fails in one
attempt, she immediately conceives a new ambition (éAn{s) to take its place;
so rapidly does the act follow the decision, that hoping and having are to her

the same."131

The ultimate paradox in Thucydides' treatment of Cleon lies within the
demagogue's leadership of the demos. Lewis doubts whether Thucydides
includes the demagogue among those successors "inclined to give the demos

what it wanted," in his narrative at 2.65.10.132 Similarly, Gomme argues that

126Cf. Macleod (1979, 57).

1273.82.8: ¢puovikeiv ... dhovicia (de Romilly 1977, 54). Orwin also pays attention to
Thucydides’ use of the this term, noting, in a discussion on 7.28.3, that the historian employs it,
a term that does not particularly inspire a positive connotation, in place of Té\pa, the favorite
term of Athenian self-description (Orwin 1994, 134).

128Huart (1968, 397). Cf. the first and only instance of the term prior to the stasis passage,
in the speech of the Corinthians at 1.41.3, where they admit to their own questionable
behaviour.

129As Wilson observes, "pleonexia, tyche and eros are precisely the factors that are
prominent in the Sphacteria affair and its sequel in Sicily" (Wilson 1990, 53). Cf. de Romilly,
who notes that this new Athenian covetousness essentially defines the evolution of Athens’
imperialism (de Romilly 1951, 269). Similarly, Ehrenberg notes that "to Thucydides, Athenian
imperialism, based on irrational optimism and a restless spirit of adventure, is a fundamental
fact - actually | dAnBectdtn mpddacis of the war" (Ehrenberg 1947, 51).

1302,65.7: kard tdg isfac doTtwias; 2.65.9: FBper Bapoodvrag; 2.65.10: ol §& Jorepov ...
opeydpevor 1ol mpdTog €kacTtos yiyveoSar.

131Comford (1965, 167). Cf. 1.70.1.

132 ewis (CAH v, 404).
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Cleon "borrows his [Pericles’] mantle, and was as forceful a speaker, knowing
how to tell the truth (on occasion) to his fellow-countrymen and equally
ready to lead rather than be led by them."133 But these views are not
consistent with Thucydides' treatment. At best, the demagogue leads the
demos in the sense that he represents the forefront of their developing
character.134 As it stands, Thucydides' Cleon embodies that which lies at the
heart of the Athenians’ weakness; he surrenders to dpyn entirely and, as a
result, devotes himself to covetousness.!35 He is a willing slave to his
passions and, accordingly, to those of the demos.136 This is far from the mark
of leadership which Thucydides associated with Pericles. The demagogue, as
Strauss observes, essentially "betrays the soul of Athens."137 Perhaps
Aristophanes would have better understood the historian's perspective;
according to the comedian, Cleon was an épactiis of the demos:138
ITA. OTu 4D o), § Afi, épactrs T elul ods.
(Arist. Eq., 732)

133Gomme (1951, 78).

134Cf. de Romilly: "Cléon ne fait qu'entrainer celui-ci [le peuple] dans la direction qu' il
s'est choisie” (de Romilly 1951, 277). Accordingly, as Lang notes: "Cleon was an innovator in
that he led the people not constructively but destructively” (Lang 1972, 162).

135Ct. Cornford (1965, 126).

136Cleon, as Yunis observes, is shown "seeking to inflame passions and otherwise
encouraging the assemblies he addresses to act like a mob” (Yunis 1991, 194; citing 3.38.1, 3.40.7
and 4.22).

137Strauss (1964, 213).

138Cf. Connor: “the discourse moves, almost imperceptibly, from comic fantasy to political
reality” (Connor 1971, 97). As Sommerstein observes, Aristophanes' Knights is "a violent
attack on Cleon, but also on the whole style of leadership of which he was the foremost
representative” (Sommerstein 1981, 2).
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Chapter 3

Alcibiades, the €pws incarnate

It has been established that Thucydides invites his readers to view Pericles
as a representative of the rational, yvdun, and Cleon as the embodiment of the
passionate, 6pyf. To complete the framework supportive to his History, the
historian introduces Alcibiades. His treatment of the Athenian elucidates
further his own judgements upon post-Periclean Athens (2.65.7; 2.65.10-13),
and confirms, beyond a doubt, Diodotus' predictions regarding the

counteractive influence of dpyq upon human nature (3.45.4-7).

Cornford discounts such peculiarities in the historian's narrative! as
being mere "psychological accidents.”? Many would argue, however, that this
is a great understatement. That the Pericles-Cleon-Alcibiades triad is crucial
to the historian's work has been recognized by a number of scholars. de
Romilly considers the three leaders of the demos illustrations of the
successive aspects of Athenian imperialism.3 Gomme identifies the
Thucydidean Cleon and Alcibiades "as the principal heirs to Perikles' policy,
and in their different ways the destroyers of their inheritance."* On a more
general note, Pouncey recognizes that individuals in the History are "shaped
into archetypes, their personal qualities concentrated into the function they
play within the state -- a function that is seen as typical in the development of

history."5

1Namely, that "the disinterested ideal of Athens' glory is impersonated in Pericles; her
restless covetousness (mAcoveia) in Cleon; her ambition of conquest in Alcibiades" (Cermford
1965, 65).

2Cornford (1965, 65).

3de Romilly (1951, 97-98).

4Gomme (1951, 79). Cf. ibid. (HCT ii, 177).

SPouncey (1980, 19). Cf. Bury: "in order to understand the meaning of historical facts, he
[the historian] has to measure the characters and penetrate the motives of the actors, as well
as to realise the conditions in which they acted" (Bury 1909, 107).
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There is certainly evidence to support these views. Gomme observes that
the historian comments on the deaths of only three Athenians: "of Perikles,
because it was so disastrous; of Cleon, because it removed an obstacle to peace;
and of Nikias, for personal reasons, because he was an honest man."6 Yet
each death also coincides with a pivotal development in the evolving
Athenian disposition: the death of Pericles leads to an eventual surrender of
yvdun to pyr with the encouragement of Cleon; and the exit of Nicias, who
makes an unsuccessful attempt to restore the rational yvdun to the Athenian
process of resolution, will remove any doubt that the changes within the
Athenian character might be at all reversible. Moreover, these developments
within the Athenian disposition are equally represented by the only three
Athenian applications of the concept Tdpavvos: Pericles suggests that Athens
is like a TUpaviig (bs Tupavvida ydp fisn Exete adtiv, 2.63.2); Cleon boldly asserts
that she is a Tdpavvis (tupavvisa Exete Tiv dpxiv, 3.37.2); and the implicit nature
of the comparison in the speech of Euphemus,” who, with the departure of
Alcibiades, will come to represent those developments under his leadership,
implies that the equation has become a natural one to make (dv8pl & TUPAVVW R

nérel dpxnv éxodon, 6.85.1).8

The similarities between Thucydides' introductions of the three historical
leaders are particularly striking. As Griffith states, Pericles, Cleon and
Alcibiades are the only individuals whom the historian ever introduces

twice.? Thucydides introduces Alcibiades at a time and in a manner that suits

6Gomme (HCT ii, 190).

7Bruell remarks that Euphemus is, like Diodotus, essentially an unknown: "he appears
once to play his amazing part and then is gone” (Bruell 1974, 16). Cf. Gomme (HCT ii, 313).

8de Romilly observes: "ils [Cleon and Euphemus] glissent le mot, I'idée, comme une chose
toute naturelle, comme un lieu commun” (de Romilly 1951, 113). Cf. 6.15.4, where the surrender
of yvdyn to dpy1 is manifest in Alcibiades' reported ambition (TupavviSos émupodvri). Murray
establishes a similar triad, but considers it to revolve around the definition of democracy
rather than of empire. In doing so, he associates Pericles and Cleon directly with Alcibiades
(Murray 1965, 53-54, citing Thuc. 2.63.1-2, 3.37.1-2 and 6.89.6).

9IGriffith (1961, 28). Cf. Wassermann, who remarks that Pericles, Cleon and Alcibiades
are the only Thucydidean speakers "so intensely dramatized" (Wassermann 1956, 33).



his purpose, much as he did Pericles and Cleon. He tells his readers nothing
of Alcibiades' earlier career prior to his entrance,1© and then employs the
element of drama within his double introduction to secure his hold upon the
reader’'s impression.ll Not surprisingly, the historian's introductory
passages, and the judgements therein, again serve to define the tone of his

entire portrayal.l2

Alcibiades first appears in connection with the near collapse of the Peace,
and the emerging Argive alliance. Westlake maintains that Thucydides' first
formal introduction (5.43.2) "strikes an exceptionally personal note, but does
not include any assessment of his character or ability."13 Indeed, there is not a
single explicit judgement; the historian provokes the desired impression
through a manipulation of his narrative.l# He immediately brings
Alcibiades' nature to the fore, and allows him to dominate the stage the

moment he enters the political arena:

foay € &\rov Te kal "ANapuisng & Kaewlou, dvip iaudg pév Eru réTe

Conversely, Woodhead and Gomme have expressed doubts regarding Thucydides' double
introductions of Alcibiades’ predecessors (see Chapter 2 nn. 16 and 18, respectively).

10¢f. Cornford (1965, 198), de Romuilly (1951, 169) and Delebecque (1965, 197).

11Ct. Strauss who, stressing the importance of the Cylon-Pausanias-Themistocles
digression to the historian's double introduction of Pericles, states: "the account in the center
indicates the reason for Pericles’ outstanding qualities; the center illuminates what precedes it
and what follows it" (Strauss 1964, 216 n. 77). In the case of Cleon, the dramatic element is
secured directly through the Mytilenaean debate, and with regard to Alcibiades, it is provided
indirectly through Thucydides' report of the negotiations preceeding the alliance between
Athens and Argos, and then more directly through the debate over the Sicilian expedition.

125eeing that Athenian &ws will culminate in the launching of the Sicilian expedition,
the historian’s treatment of Alcibiades will be examined only insofar as concerns the theme at
hand. Cf. Hunter: "what the History records is a transformation on the part of the demos from
sophrosyne to pleonexia (encouraged by Kleon..., but only reaching its full force with the
Sicilian expedition)” (Hunter 1973, 134 n. 13). Much earlier, de Romilly had already observed
that "avec l'intervention d'Alcibiade, la politique impérialiste d'Athénes s'affirme sous sa
forme la plus pure, dans I'expédition de Sicile" (de Romilly 1951, 168).

13westlake (1968, 10). Cf. Kagan (1981, 72).

14As Bury remarks, the historian tends to remain in the background, seldom emerging to
commit himself to explicitly personal judgements (Bury 1909, 108). When he does so, it is only
after having conditioned his readers to such a extent that he appears to corroborate those
impressions which the readers assume to be their own. Cf. de Romilly: "[Thucydide] va droit
au fond du caractére du personnage” (de Romilly 1995, 59).
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@ véos ws €V AN TONEY, dfudpaTtt € mpoydvawy Tydevos: § E5dker

eV kal dpewov elvar mpds Tods ‘Apyetovs uédrhov xwpelv, od pévrol

CANG Kal $poviHaTL $LoVK@Y fvavTiodTo, §TL Aakesawdvior Sud

Nulov kal AdxnTos Empakav Tdg omovsds, EauTov katd Te THY vedTTa

UmepisdyuTes kal katd TRV Mahawdv mpoeviay moTé odoav oY

TWNoavTes, NV Tod mdnmov dnewmdvTos aitos Tods €k THs vicou

awTdV alxpaAdTous Beparmedwv Sievoeito dvavedoaciar (5.43.2).
No sooner is Alcibiades introduced than Thucydides leads his readers to
suspect his motives.l> With only a brief statement of the Athenian's position
(@ éséke pev kal Guewov elvar mpds Tods "Apyeiovs pdrrov xwpeiv),16 the historian
is quick to expose his true priorities (0U pévTtol dANG kal dpoviuarti prrovkdy
nvavtwdro). de Romilly observes the impact of Thucydides’ frequent use of
particles: "autant de particules, autant de fagons de souligner que l'intérét
d'Athénes n'est point en cause."l” Truly, the particular combination ot
uévtor dana kai makes the historian's statement all the more emphatic:18
Alcibiades thought it better to go over to the Argives, and though he would
probably have had other reasons to give, the real reason for his opposition to

Sparta was that he was ¢povipart $rhovudv.19 The thrust of Diodotus' speech

15According to Finley, Thucydides will never mention Alcibiades' policies without noting
the "mixed motives behind them" (Finley 1967b, 158). Cf. de Romilly (1951, 193). It should be
noted also that the extent to which Thucydides' reports Alcibiades' motives has led some
scholars, most notably Brunt, to suggest that Alcibiades was Thucydides' source (Brunt 1952, 65-
69 and 95). Cf. Andrewes (1961, 11 n. 26), Delebecque (1965, 199-200), Westlake (1968, 214 with
n. 2) and Bloedow (1990, 2-3).

16Classen-Steup (ad loc.) note that the historian puts Alcibiades’ ambitions immediately
into motion with the expression @ é8éker uév. Others consider that the impression implies that
Alcibiades was 'genuinely convinced' that an alliance with Argos would be of more benefit to
Athens. Cf. Brunt (1952, 66), Andrewes (1961, 10) and Bloedow (1991a, 52).

17de Romilly (1951, 169). Westlake does not appear to recognize the imbalance within
Thucydides' narrative, when he states that "the reasons attributed to him [Alcibiades] for
advocating this policy are both public and private" (Westlake 1989, 209).

18Cf, LSJ (s.v. dAAd ii. 5) and Denniston (1954, 31; 306 and 399). Alternatively, Classen-
Steup (ad loc.), citing 1.3.3, suggest that oJ pévrol dA\a kai corresponds to od pRv odsé. This
would negate the explanation that follows (67v...), leaving the entire passage unresolved. It
seems legitimate to argue that Thucydides would not have allowed the aspect of motive so
much room in his narrative, had he not the intention of giving at least one reason for
Alcibiades' opposition.

19The motivational sequence is clearly reflected in the word order (¢povipars drrovwdv




and the stasis passage is immediately evoked. ¢pdvnua had been paired with
UBpis in the Mytilenaean debate to illustrate how the passions together could
alter circumstances, turning é€ovoia into mheovetia (3.45.4),20 and the historian
later took Diodotus' theory further, identifying mwAeovefia to be responsible,
along with ¢wnotyie, for the emergence of $uovikia (3.82.8).21 If we examine
the above text in this light, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that
Thucydides is deliberately defining Alcibiades' behaviour; it reflects $rrovucia

and, in consequence, mAeovetia.

Thucydides is clearly not intent on assessing the merit of Alcibiades'
policy, but the motivation behind it. To this end, his references to Alcibiades'
age and ancestry (dvnp nAwig pév €11 1éTe Av véos g év EAAR TENEY, dEudpuaTy 8¢
mpoySVWY TUWHEVOS) subtly encourage the reader to suspect the grounds for
Alcibiades’ opposition to the Peace, and contribute to the impression that
Alcibiades’ mheovetia was of a most personal nature.22 Pouncey proposes that
the historian wishes to distinguish Alcibiades from the demagoguery.23
Others maintain that Thucydides is underlining the importance of wealth in
Athenian politics.2¢ No doubt these are legitimate considerations, but they

downplay Alcibiades' exceptional qualities, and do not explain the full force

nvavTwiTo), lending the most emphasis to $wovwidy. Cf. de Romilly, who also recognizes the
importance of ¢$wovwdia to the historian's introduction of Alcibiades (de Romilly 1995, 59).

20Cf. Huart: "pour ¢pévnua (9 ex.), Thucydide ne lui donne pas le sense général de pensée,
attesté en grec. Il lui attribue la valeur de fierté, orgueuil, avec l'acception péjorative de
présomption en III 45, 5 (joint a ¥Bpis), également en V,40,3, et peut-étre aussi, a propos
d’'Alcibiade, en V, 43, 2" (Huart 1968, 469 n. 1).

21gwovwcia, as has been noted above (Chapter 2 p. 55), is not a favourable term in the
History. Cf. Ehrenberg: "[Thucydides] regards the greed for wealth and the lust for power
(mheovetia kal $uroTyiia) as the deepest causes of the perturbed and immoral conditions of his
age" (Ehrenberg 1947, 49). See also Hermocrates' speech at 4.64.1: d&ud ... uns€ pwpig provudy
nyelodar tis Te olkelng yvduns dpolws alrtokpdrap elvar kal s odk dpxw TUXns. Gomme
reco%u'.zes the tragic tone of pwple (Gomme HCT iii, 520).

2Cf. Finley and Macleod, who observe that Euripides also identifies the self-interest of

the younger politicians (Finley 1967a, 37-38 and Macleod 1983d, 149, citing Eur., Suppl. 232-
237). de Romilly discourages any assumptions that Euripides is alluding to Alcibiades (de
Romilly 1951, 171 n. 2).

23Pour\cey (1980, 107).

24Grote (vi, 302) and Kagan (1981, 62-63).
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behind the historian's remark about Alcibiades' years.25 What is more, it
seems an unlikely coincidence that both Alcibiades' age and his ancestry
figure prominently in those reasons for which Alcibiades was reportedly
$dpoviipatt drhovkdv: the Spartans, when the Peace was being negotiated, had
overlooked him on the basis of his youth, and not showed him the respect

due him in accordance with the ancient wpo&evia rooted in his ancestry.26

Thucydides’ narrative invites the reader to call Alcibiades' qualities into
question at every turn. The Athenian, upon his introduction, is not merely
described as being among those who most opposed the Peace, he is clearly also
portrayed as "at the head of the pro-war faction" (Roav 8¢ dANou 7€ kal).2? How
did one so young get so far? One could argue, as does Kagan, that the
historian clarifies this with his mention of Alcibiades’ eminent family
(dEudpaty 8€ mpoydvwy Tydpevos).28 But why, then, the restrictive ds clause (&
v @\An moreL)?2%  As Classen-Steup note, Thucydides is leading the reader to
understand that, in Athens, younger men were allowed to gain political
influence despite their age.30 If Athens differed from the standards customary
in Greece, it seems reasonable that the reader ask how it would have been
truly outrageous that the Spartans had overlooked Alcibiades on the basis of
his youth (favT6v katd Te TRV vedTnTa UmepSdvTes). To what extent is Alcibiades

manipulating a political situation in his favour? The 'supposed’ insult

Z5Westlake notes that "it is very seldom that Thucydides supplies information about the
age of individuals” (Westlake 1968, 212), and, for this reason alone, his reference here should
not be taken lightly. Cf. Delebecque: "au lieu de dire son 4ge [Alcibiades], il [Thucydides] en
souligne sa jeunesse” (Delebecque 1965, 198).

61t is noteworthy that Alcibiades' youth and ancestry will also figure prominently in the
debate over the Sicilian expedition.

27Bloedow (1991a, 51).

28Kagan states: “as Thucydides points out, it was the fame of his ancestors which enabled
Alcibiades to reach a position of eminence in Athens so rapidly” (Kagan 1981, 63).

29Cf. Smyth (1956, 344 n. 1495a; 670 n. 2993).

30Classen-Steup: "dg év @Ay moNer, nach dem anderswo iiblichen Mafstabe, mit der
Andeutung, daf in Athen auch jlingere Leute zu politischem Einfluf gelangen kénnten" (Classen-
Steup, ad loc.) Cf. Hignett, for the legal age assumed by scholars for membership of the
strategia (Hignett 1952, 224).
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involving the ancient mpoZevia begs a similar question. There is nothing in
the text to indicate that Alcibiades had officially renewed his family's Spartan
mpoZevia.3l On the contrary, Thucydides refers only to an intention (Sievoeito
Cvavedoaclar), underlined more particularly through the imperfect tense,
which Alcibiades would have demonstrated through his attention toward the
Spartan prisoners from Sphacteria (avT0s Tods ék THs viicou adTdv alypardrovs
Bepamevwy).32  Since, in the narrative, Alcibiades' grandfather is held
accountable for severing the traditional relationship (v Ttod wdmmov
enewndvros),33 it would appear that Thucydides is encouraging his readers to

view the insult as one convenient for Alcibiades to act upon at this time.4

The wider context appears to strengthen the impression. The historian's
account of the negotiations which pave the way to the Argive alliance
highlights Alcibiades’ most devious nature through an unusual recording of

an incident largely insignificant to the history of the war:35 Thucydides lends

31Cf. de Romilly (Budé iv, 133 n. 1).

32Whether or not this was truly the case does not alter the impact of Thucydides'
narrative.

331t stands to reason that the party responsible for severing a relationship should also be
the one responsible for renewing it. Thucydides subtly attributes to Alcibiades a recognition of
this responsibility through the verb dvavedoactar.

34Bloedow also considers that the historian demonstrates "from the very outset ... a
fundamental contradiction in his [Alcibiades'] conduct” (Bloedow 1991a, 52): Alcibiades is said
to have opposed the Peace from the first (5.43.3), and yet he is acting de facto as Spartan
proxenos; the Athenian is passed over by the Spartans because of his youth, yet they appear to
negotiate with him about a year later (ibid., 1991a 52-53). Cf. Pouncey (1980, 108). Kagan, for
his part, appears to have interpreted Thucydides' text without considering the extended
context within the historian’s narrative. He maintains that Alcibiades reversed his position
due to the supposed insult: "Alcibiades had only been recently currying favor with the
Spartans and had not yet turned against the peace (5.43.2; 6.89.2)" (Kagan 1981, 31 n. 35). Much
relies on one's understanding of the temporal formula 16 te mpdrtov ... kal TéT1e (5.43.3). Cf.
Classen-Steup (ad loc.) and Graves (1949, 155).

35Brunt "a minor diplomatic incident..., which was quite devoid of any significant
consequences” (Brunt 1952, 68). Cf. Bloedow (1973, 5 n. 22).

Most scholars maintain that Thucydides' account is far from adequate. Important for the
purposes of this Thesis is not the historical veracity of Thucydides' account, but the impact of
his existing narrative upon the reader. For this reason, it will suffice to enumerate the
difficulties which have been raised to date: Hatzfeld questioned why the Spartans would
deal with Alcibiades, when they had previously overlooked him and dealt with Nicias; why
Endius, after having been betrayed, would not have shown any resentment towards Alcibiades
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an excessive prominence to the nasty trick the Athenian played on the
Spartans,36 though the influence it may have afforded Alcibiades over the
assembly had ultimately no bearing on the Athenians' immediate motion --
the assembly was adjourned due to an earthquake (5.45.4), and, when it
resumed its deliberations, it was Nicias, not Alcibiades, who succeeded in
carrying the day (Emewe..., 5.46.2). This seemingly unimportant narrative is
crucial to Thucydides' treatment of Alcibiades. Through the dramatic
element, the historian further defines his introductory remarks, effectively
removing any benefit of doubt the reader may have held with respect to
Alcibiades’ character; the episode bears testimony to Alcibiades’ exceptional
abilities, only to emphasize their corruption by his self-centered disposition.37
de Romilly rightly states: "I'entrée d'Alcibiade en politique est ... audacieuse
et résolue. Elle semble devoir étre un succes."¥® The prominence Thucydides
lends to Alcibiades' scheme underlines his near success, and this in itself

implies that Alcibiades would have prevailed had there not been an

in their dealings six years later; and what the Spartans would have hoped to gain by lying in
accordance with Alcibiades’ plan (Hatzfeld 1951, 89-90). Brunt finds it unclear "why the fact
that the Spartan ambassadors had full powers should have made it likely that agreement
would be reached" (Brunt 1952, 67), Kagan, for his part, asks "why did the Spartans nct 1cveal
that Alcibiades had tricked them?" (Kagan 1981, 68), and, more recently, Bloedow questions
how the Spartans thought they might prevent Athens from entering an alliance with Argos
(Bloedow 1991a, 54-55). For fuller discussions, cf. Hatzfeld (1951, 89-93), Brunt (1952, 67-69 and
95), McGregor (1965, 29-30), Andrewes (HCT iv, 51-53), Ellis (1979, 60), Kagan (1981, 67-70),
Ellis (1989, 38-40), Westlake (1989, 209), Bloedow (1991a, 54-59; 1991c, 20-22) and de Romilly
(1995, 69-72).

Whatever difficulties arise from Thucydides' narrative, clearly the role and character of
Alcibiades are magnified beyond the demands of the immediate context. Kagan notes that
"the trick that deceived the Spartans was probably not necessary to defeat their mission. It
was needed, however, to propel Alcibiades into the limelight as the man to see through the
perfidy” (Kagan 1981, 69 n. 38). Cf. Bloedow: "given the many questions which Thucydides'
treatment poses, the abbreviated version which he gives sounds very Alcibiadean in tone,
tailored to suit his own purposes” (Bloedow 1991a, 59; cf. Westlake 1968, 218 and Ellis 1979,
60).

36Cf. Comford: "Thucydides has made it [Alcibiades' trick] specially prominent, partly
by treating it at considerable length, and partly by telling us nothing of any other incident in
Alcibiades’ early career" (Cornford 1965, 198).

37¢f. Liebeschuetz, who notes that Alcibiades exhibits an “extraordinary combination of
self-centered character and exceptional ability” (Liebeschuetz 1968b, 303 n. 110).

38de Romilly (1995, 67).




earthquake to interrupt the proceedings.3® Had Thucydides not stressed the
element of motive beforehand, perhaps the emphasis might have lingered on
the positive. As it stands, Thucydides prejudiced his readers against
Alcibiades before any action could speak for itself, and he reinforces this bias
directly at 5.45.3, where he calls attention to the extent to which Alcibiades
would go to fulfill his mheove&la - namely, unscrupulous slander.40
Thucydides' Alcibiades imposes himself upon the international scene;4! he
appears as an opportunist who would and (almost) could do whatever was
necessary to manipulate a political situation to his favour.42 His behaviour
essentially reflects the same hubristic arrogance which Thucydides reported
Pericles as having sought to restrain in the demos: dndte yoiv aicBoird T

aToUs Tapd kalpov UBpel BapoodvTas, Aéywv katémAncoey éml 16 PpopeloBar (2.65.9).43

39de Romilly suggests: “il arriva méme parfois que I'on alléguit un tremblement de terre
douteux pour faire suspendre une assemblée” (de Romilly 1995, 68) cf. ibid. (Budé iv, 135 n. 2),
Seager (1976, 261) and Kagan (1981, 67). Gomme makes a similar remark with respect to the
conference at Corinth (Gomme, HCT iv, 67 on 5.50.5).

405 45.3: Bourdpevos 8¢ avtovs Nuilov Te dmosThcar TadTa Empacoe kai onws év Td SMpy
SwParwv ar'tods ws oUdev dAnbés év v Exovowr oUsé Aéyouow oubémote Tavtd, tods 'Apyelous
kel ‘Hielovs kal Mavtwéas Euppdyxous moujon. Moreover, when Nicias fears an empty-handed
return will result in SwaBorrd (£4opeito ydp un ndvra drenfi Exwv dmérdy kal SwapAnsq, 5.46.4),
there is nothing in the text to discourage the assumption that, in his perception, Alcibiades
would have played a major role. For the use of §waBoAn] and SiafdANew in the History, see
Chapter 2 n. 37.

41This impression is encouraged by the ordering of Thucydides' narrative. Alcibiades is
nowhere mentioned prior to his initial introduction, and has, in sharp contrast to the first
introductory passage, a rather diminished presence up until his second formal introduction
within the context of the Sicilian expedition. Cf. J.R. Ellis, who remarks: "episodes consistent
with this [Alcibiades to lead] are given prominence and fleshed out with detail; the
inconsistent are understated or ignored” (Ellis 1979, 43). Truly, this contrast has generated
much discussion among scholars, leading even to the suggestion that Book 5 was never
completely revised, but see Gomme: "the playing-down of Alkibiades may be deliberate, may
(that is) be the result of deliberate judgement, not of his never having ‘written up’ book v"
(Gomme HCT iv, 71). For a range of views, cf. de Romilly (1951, 168-172; 1995, 69-72), Brunt
(1952, 69-70), Liebeschuetz (1968b, 305 n. 125), Westlake (1968, 215-219; 1971, 316-318), Gomme
(HCT iv, 70-71), Bloedow (1973, 5 n. 22; 1991a, 61) and Hormblower (1987, 138-143).

42Cf. Forde: “the occasion of Alcibiades' first appearance in Thucydides, his
orchestration of events before the assembly so as to predispose the Athenians to the Argive
league, presents most vividly the extent to which Alcibiades' “persuasion” approaches
manipulation” (Forde 1989, 93). As Cornford earlier observed, "the story of the episode is
treated in considerable detail, so as to fix the impression” (Cornford 1965, 191).

43gee above (p- 61 with n. 20) for the pairing of $pdvnua and UBprs in Diodotus' speech and



The impact of such a dramatic entry has not been underestimated.
Westlake boldly suggests that Thucydides made prominent the minor
negotiations throughout the period of the 'uneasy’ peace, because he wished
“to focus attention upon the utter bankruptcy of Greek statesmanship at this
time."#* Those recorded here are certainly no exception. But Thucydides
also exploits the opportunity to illustrate further the deterioration of political
leadership within Athens.4> His initial treatment of Alcibiades is consistent
with his famous judgement on Pericles' successors (2.65.10), and even more
so than his treatment of Cleon.*6 At no time does Thucydides discourage his
readers from assuming that the unscrupulous behaviour which Alcibiades
displayed toward the Spartans would differ from that which he would have
exhibited in his obviously rapid ascendancy on the national stage.4?
Moreover, why should Alcibiades' dealings with Nicias, his chief rival, have
been any different? Alcibiades’ motives, as they are first recorded in the

History, were, as Bloedow remarks, "as devious and corrupt as those of which

the relevance of this to the first introductory remark on Alcibiades at 5.43.2. Cf. Huart on
Uprs: “[il] se lit 6 fois chez Thucydide [apart from an instance in the suspect chapter 3.84], mais
les exemples restent peu caractéristique. En IV, 98, 5, il s'agit d'un outrage aux dieux (cf. VI,
28,1), ailleurs, d'un esprit d'insolence (I, 38, 6), ou de démesure (III, 39, 4), considéré par Diodote
comme naturel aux hommes (IIl, 45, 5). L'exemple peut-étre le plus intéressant est celui de II, 65,
9, ou Thucydide nous dit que Périclés savait ramener a plus de modération les Athéniens, quand
il les voyait se livrer a une «confiance insolente» Jfper 8apsodvrag” (Huart 1968, 473 n. 5).

44wWestlake (1971, 323).

45Westlake does not seem to take this into account: “his [Thucydides'] conviction that at
Athens political leadership deteriorated disastrously after the death of Pericles has already
been sufficiently established in his account of the Archidamian war" (Westlake 1971, 323).

462 65.10: ot 8¢ Jorepov oot péArov adtol mpds dANAAOUS SvTes kal dpeydpevor Tod npdrog
écactos ylyvecBar érpdmovro kab' nsovds Td Sduy kal td mpdypata év8sdvar. Cf. Rawlings
(1981, 136-137) and de Romilly (1995, 59-60). Regarding Cleon, see Chapter 2 p. 28 with n. 1.

47Perhaps this provides an answer to Hornblower's query as to whether it was necessary
that Thucydides give Alcibiades’ deception so much room in the narrative (Hornblower 1987,
139). Cf. Grote, who earlier remarked that the entire episode surrounding Alcibiades' initial
entry to the History "illustrates forcibly that unprincipled character which will be found to
attach to Alkibiadés through life, and presents indeed an unblushing combination of impudence
and fraud" (Grote vi, 318). This contradicts W.M. Ellis’ more favourable view of Alcibiades:
"Alcibiades did, indeed, eclipse all his younger rivals and, with a master stratagem,
catapulted himself into a position as the chief rival to Nicias" (Ellis 1989, 37; cf. Bloedow
1991c, 21).




he was to accuse the Spartan ambassadors."¥® And not only with regard to the
Spartans. Thucydides draws his readers’ attention directly to the fact that
Alcibiades’ scheme was plotted also against his political opponent: in
underlining Alcibiades’ motives, the historian first puts forth an explanation
which brings to light his opposition to Nicias (BouAdpuevos 8¢ adTods Nwiov Te
drooTiical TadTa Empacoe, 5.45.3).4° Thucydides' narrative clearly provokes the
impression that Alcibiades’ personal mheoveEia is to play a crucial role in his
emergence as the leading political figure in Athens,50 and there is little in the
text to prevent the reader from concluding that Alcibiades' opposition to

Nicias was motivated by his ¢$thovuia, and so became the ground for his anti-

Spartan policy.>!

48Bloedow (1991a, 53 n. 13).

49Cf. 5.46.1: ¢ Nwiag, kaimep TGV AaxeSawoviov altdv nrarnuéveov kal arTos
é&nmmarnuévos mepl Tod un aUToKpdTOpaS OHOAOYRowl fkew. In retrospect, Thucydides also
encourages an association between Alcibiades' opposition to Nicias and his anti-Spartan policy
at 5.43.2; though indirectly, this opposition again figures first in an explanation of his anti-
Spartan motives: ¢poviuaTt $ovdv fvavTodTo, 6Tt AakeSaydviol id Nulou kal Adxnros
€npakay Tag omovdds. As for the motives attributed to the Spartans by Alcibiades at 5.43.3,
Thucydides does not deny their existence (de Romilly 1951, 169 and McGregor 1965, 29-30; cf.
Bloedow 1973, 3-4 and 1991a, 33), but again the impact of the wider context helps to define the
readers' impression. It is unlikely that Thucydides' readers would consider Alcibiades
trustworthy, when the historian goes at length to define Alcibiades' later accusations as
slanderous (even doing so directly at 5.45.3: BouAdpevos ... v 7§ Sipy Swpaddv aiTods...), and
depicts the Spartans acting true to Alcibiades' words, because of the Athenian's own
dishonourable action.

50Cf. Dover: "Alkibiades' ambition was to gain at least a Periklean status by establishing
a claim on the gratitude and attention of the people superior to the claims of actual and
possible rivals" (Dover HCT iv, 230).

S1As Kagan remarks, Alcibiades "hoped to be the Athenian with whom the Spartans
negotiated and who would receive credit for the resulting peace” (Kagan 1981, 65; cf. 70). When
the Spartans turned to Nicias, Alcibiades had to seek other means to reach his goal.
Accordingly, his opposition to the Spartans was triggered not by their disregard for him in the
negotiations, but more precisely by his opposition to Nicias. There is nothing in the text to
confirm that ¢poviipart $aovwdv at 5.43.2 must be in reference to Alcibiades' attitude toward
the Spartans. On the contrary, Thucydides' introductory account and his use of the term
$wovuda in the stasis passage (3.82.8) suggest that it is being used of internal politics. Cf.
Westlake, on the introductory passage in general: "he [Thucydides] may have overstressed the
personal rivalry between Alcibiades and Nicias" (Westlake 1968, 215 with n. 1). For a range of
views on Thucydides’ estimate of Alcibiades’ policy, cf. Hatzfeld (1951, 86-93), de Romilly
(1951, 169-172 and 193-194 with n. 5), Brunt (1965, 65-79), McGregor (1965, 28-31), Westlake
(1968, 215-219; 1971, 321), Bloedow (1973, 3-8; 1991a, 61 and 1991b, 201-202 n. 39), Ellis (1989, 39
with n. 17 and 43) and Forde (1989, 98).
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Thucydides' initial introduction sets the tone for a treatment wherein
Alcibiades will, like Cleon, exemplify the "corrupt combination of
intelligence and boldness" as it is described in the stasis passage (3.82.4-5).52 It
is not suprising, therefore, that Alcibiades' trick is somewhat reminiscent of
Cleon’s own denunciation of the Spartans in the first debate on Pylos (4.22.2).
Yet Thucydides' Alcibiades brings such corruption to an even higher level.
Alcibiades was no less devoted to slander than Cleon, but he was shrewder in
its application. Cleon had been at the mercy of his passions, and had never
been truly able to harness his intellect to their service.53 The speed and
extent of Alcibiades' rise in the political ranks and the near success of his
characteristic trick lead the reader to understand that the Athenian is most
able in this regard: his scheme is greatly dependent on a keen understanding
of the Athenian disposition. Essentially, Alcibiades is in the proper place at
the proper time, after having purposely triggered a course of events which
would inevitably lead to the circumstances necessary for him to emerge as
champion of the people. Cleon surrendered to the whims of the people only
because he himself embodied the nature of their passions.5¢ In the case of
Alcibiades, there is nothing in the text to discourage the assumption that he
engineered his scheme so as to appear as though he was yielding to the
Athenians’ whims: it is he upon whom the Athenians call when they can no
longer tolerate the Spartans' perfidy (ol ‘ABnvaiot ovkétt qveixovro, dANG Tod
"ANCUESoU TOMAG HENNOV | TpdTepoV kaTaBodvrog TdY AakeSaytoviwy €onikouoy,
5.45.4); it is he who happens to be nearby, ready to bring in the Argives when
the Athenians are 8\ opyfis efxov over the lack of accomplishments at Sparta
(ETuxov ydp mapdvtes ol "Apyelov kal of Edupaxor mapayaydvrog ‘ANBrdsoy,
5.46.5).55

>2Macleod (1979, 57).

53The demagogue, in his attempt to discredit Diodotus, even argued against &vesis to
avoid an honest debate of the issues at hand. Cf. Chapter 2 n. 103.

54Moreover, Thucydides' treatment of the demagogue leaves the impression that he was
incapable of doing otherwise. Cf. de Romilly (1951, 277).

55Cf. Kagan: "Alcibiades took advantage of the Athenians' rage” Kagan (1981, 71).



But the effect of Thucydides' narrative is twofold. The near success of
Alcibiades’ trick also confirms the importance the passage plays in the
historian’s portrayal of the Athenians and their ever-evolving disposition.
Thucydides' narrative testifies to Alcibiades’ intellect,36 but, at the same time,
emphasizes the extent to which emotional impulse has come to play a role in
Athenian politics. Whereas Cleon, in the Mytilenaean debate, had sought to
resuscitate the opyq which had first fueled the Athenians to pass his
resolution, Alcibiades seeks to exaggerate the dpy¥ of the moment so as to pass
an initial motion.>” Thus, the entire episode surrounding Alcibiades' scheme
and the Argive alliance which he ultimately secures highlights the
Athenians' continuous surrender to dpy", the earthquake offering Nicias only
a temporary reprieve (8v Spyfis efxov, 5.46.5). The scenaric effectively reflects
the culmination of those transformations which Thucydides had invited his
readers to witness throughout his treatment of Cleon, and corroborates with
remarkable accuracy the corruption outlined in the stasis passage:

kal 0 pév xaremaivwv mords alel, & &' dvrinéywv adtd Fmomros.
émpBouredoas §€ Tis TuXWv Ewverds kal Umovofoas ETi Sewdrepog
(3.82.5).
Alcibiades’ success hinged on his own understanding of this corruption. The
Athenian was moTés in the eyes of the Athenians because he was xarewds. He
was &uveTds because he succeeded in the scheming of plots,38 and, at the same

time, SewdTepos due to his apparent ability to detect them.59

56The use of the English term ‘intellect' in no way implies that Alcibiades was, in
Thucydides' view, Euverds in the true positive sense. See below n. 59.

57de Romilly notes that Alcibiades is no more able than Cleon to hold the demos’ dpy¥ in
check: “sujet lui-méme aux tentations de la mAeovegia, et soucieux de son intérét plus que de celui
du peuple, Alcibiade n'est pas plus désigné que Cléon pour retenir celui-ci sur la voie ot le pousse
sa passion” (de Romilly 1951, 277). It seems important, however, to stress that both Cleon and
Alcibiades did exactly the opposite, with purpose. Cf. Farrar (1988, 175 n. 81).

58Thucydides discourages his readers from viewing Alcibiades' initial failure as one due
to Alcibiades’ own incapabilities. On the contrary, his narrative emphasizes that Alcibiades’
scheme would have been a success had it not been for external forces beyond his reach.

59Thucydides' use of Evverds at 3.82.5 marks the total inversion of the tiveois concept.
What had been regarded as highly negative transforms into a positive virtue (cf. Chapter 2
with pp. 50-51).
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Alcibiades’ motives are again at the forefront of Thucydides' portrayal in
the historian's second formal introduction of the Athenian at 6.15. Alcibiades
is re-introduced in connection with the Sicilian expedition, and, in a
notoriously striking passage, Thucydides removes any remaining doubts that
Alcibiades’ motives were of a purely personal nature:

€vijye 8€ mpoBupdtata TRV oTparteiav ‘ANfidsng S Kiewdou,
Bourduevos TH Te Nuclg évavriododay, dv kal és TEAAa Suédopos Td
TOATWKE kal 671 aUTod SwBdrws Euviodn, kal pdiioTa oTparnyfical Te
EMBUUGY kal EAiZwy Zweriay Te 81 adtod kal Kapxnsdva Aiyectar kal
Td 8w dpa edtuxfioas xpipasi te kal §6En dPerioew. dv yap év
ctidpary U TdV dotdv, Tals émbupias peiloow R kard TRy
Umdpxovcay ovciav éxpiito &€ Te Tds immoTpodias kal Tas EAhac
Samdvag: dmep kal kafeirev Jorepov Ty Tdv ’A8nvaiwv méAw ody
nkoTa. $oPnbévres ydp adtod ol moANol T3 péyeBos ThHs Te kard 1O
€avtod odpe mapavopias €¢ Ty slavray kal Tis Savoias v kad’ Ev
€cacTov €v STy ylyvoiro Empascev, d¢ Tupavvisos €mbupodvTi
ToAépol kaBéoTacay, kal Snuocie kpdTiota 51a8évTL Td Tod moAéuoy
18lg EkacTol Tols €mirndedpaciy aitod dxBecBévreg, kal EANOLs
emrpéyavtes, oU §1d pakpod Eodniay THY TEAW (6.15.2-4).
As Griffith observes, this second introductory passage complements the
first.60 Thucydides' explicit judgements direct his reader's attention to
Alcibiades’ character, and reinforce the suspicions raised by the first
introductory episode. Strikingly little mention is made of Alcibiades'
abilities;6! the historian reminds the reader of Alcibiades' talents, as they were
demonstrated in the first introductory passage, with a subtle reference to his
political standing in the context of the Expedition: his major opponent Nicias
must stoop to 'supposed’ slander (5Tv avtod SiaBdrws éuvriodn, 6.15.2; cf. 6.12.2)

in what he himself considers a defeatist attempt to sway the Athenian

60Griffith (1961, 28). Cf. Grundy (1948 i, 509 n. 1). Westlake argues that this second
introduction throws more light upon the personality of Alcibiades than did the first (Westlake
1968, 220).

61This is contrary to Westlake, who maintains that this second introduction includes
judgements "both on character and on ability” (Westlake 1968, 9).
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decision (kal mpos pev Tods Tpdmous Tods DpeTépous doBevis &v pov S Adyos i,

6.9.3).

Yet Thucydides, in this second introduction, goes beyond a mere
suspicion of Alcibiades' motives. The historian continues his examination
into Alcibiades' character, by emphasizing his manner much as he did for the
demagogue Cleon.62 Moreover, he does not merely condemn Alcibiades’
behaviour; he alerts the reader to the root of Alcibiades' self-indulgence, by
underlining the extent to which emotional impulse interferes with the his
yvdpar.83 From the outset, he emphasizes the passionate nature of Alcibiades’
support of the Expedition (mpoBvudTarta, 6.15.2),64 and proceeds in his narrative
to offer little evidence of a rational yvdun influencing his actions. As in the
first introduction, Alcibiades' opposition to Nicias figures first in the
historian's explanation of the his motives (BouAdpevos Td Te Nuwia
évavTiofcBar), reinforcing the implication that Alcibiades' rivalry with Nicias

would influence the outcome of his decisions.65 Thucydides barely refers to

62Cf. Bloedow, who remarks that Thucydides invites a comparison between Alcibiades’
self-interest and Pericles' patriotism: “when Thucydides draws attention to Alcibiades’
extravagant ambitions..., one is reminded of his words in connection with Pericles, namely his
‘known integrity’ (xpnudtwy Te Swdavds dswpdtartos yevduevog) (II 65, 8)" (Bloedow 1990, 3;
cf. 5 and ibid. 1991b, 199 with n. 36). See also below n. 149.

63The Thucydidean application of the term yvdpn retains at all times the notion of
thought offered by its corresponding verb, yiyvdokew (cf. Chapter 1 n. 23). It is through its
antitheses, namely dpyr, émbupia, and ultimately €pws, that Thucydides establishes the
progression of corruption which attacks the rational thought process. Cf. North, who
identifies a similar framework in her discussions on cw¢pocivn: “the scope of sophrosyne as he
[Thucydides] understands it is demonstrated by its synonyms, which invariably have a
political connotation -- words such as euboulia, to eukosmon, or metriotés -- and by its
antitheses, which include not only the traditional hybris, orgé, and epithymia but the more
specialized Thucydidean and Periclean words for the active principle -- to drastérion and the
like" (North 1966, 114).

64Cf. Huart: "r6 mpdBupov, en rapport d'ailleurs avec wheoveEia et prrotwiia, suggére la
violence des désirs" (Huart 1968, 414).

65Cf. Dover: "it is noteworthy that Thucydides puts ‘desire to oppose Nikias’ first among
Alkibiades’ motives in making so strong a plea for the expedition. He often represents political
issues in terms of political rivalries, and this is sometimes taken as an indication that he
failed to see the ‘real’ causes of political decisions” (Dover 1965, 22-23). See above p. 67 with
nn. 49-50. For her part, de Romilly finds similarities in Alcibiades’ successive interventions at
5.43.2, 6.15.2 and 8.47.1: "ainsi ses interventions successives & Athénes ou chez Tissapherne sont
expliquées les trois fois par la juxtaposition d'un motif théorique et d'un motif plus important,




the differences of policy (€5 T@\\a 8iddopos & morLTKa), yet he does not hesitate
to advance Alcibiades' emotional response to Nicias' 'supposed’ slander (&1
aiTod Supdrws €uviodn).66 The still more personal motives attributed to him
in the following clause maintain the emotional tone of the historian's
narrative:¢7 Alcibiades desires (¢m8updv) to gain the generalship and hopes
(énmiZwv) to take Sicily and Carthage, thereby benefitting his personal interests
(Bwx) in terms of both wealth and reputation (6.15.2).

The vocabulary may have changed somewhat, but the major elements
remain the same. In drawing attention to the resulting behaviour,
Thucydides highlights the absence of the Periclean yvdun in Alcibiades'
disposition, and continues to emphasize the damage dpyf can affect upon
human nature. The word order ({mBupdv kal éamilwv) insists on the
dangerous relationship between €m8vuia and éan{s, thereby attesting the
negative connotations retained in the first of these two concepts.68
Thucydides, through Diodotus, had carefully established the negative
qualities of éxnis when it was sponsored by dpyv (3.45.5), and he later
associated the two concepts of émBupia and éxmis in his commentary on the

Athenian reaction to the fall of Amphipolis: elw8dtes ol &vBpwmor od pév

d'intérét personnel” (de Romilly 1951, 193; cf. ibid. 1995, 152).

66Thucydides presents the reasons for Alcibiades’ rivalry through the xat ... kal
construction (6.15.2). Though this construction may "emphasize each member separately”
(Smyth 1956, 651 n. 2877), by going from the general to the specific, the historian places
particular emphasis upon the latter. Cf. Classen-Steup (ad loc.).

As regards the use of Siapdiws at 6.15.2, it is significant that it is Alcibiades, not
Thucydides, who is attributing §waBoAq to his opponent. Cf. 6.16.1. The wider context clearly
implies that Alcibiades is again manipulating the situation to his favour, and thus he himself
could be characteristically indulging in slander. Cf. above with pp. 62-63, and n. 40. On a
related note, Westlake remarks that while Nicias only refers to his opponent indirectly, "it is
characteristic of Alcibiades that he has no hesitation in referring to his opponent by name
[16.1; 17.1; 18.6]" (Westlake 1968, 220 n. 1).

67The word order (Bouhdpevos 16 Te Nwig évavrodoBar ... kal pdhwota oTparthyfical) has
caused some difficulties. Spratt notes that "the position of Te would prepare us for a
corresponding infinitive to évavrwdoctar (Spratt 1905, 152). See Dover, who states: “the co-
ordinating particle in the first clause is often placed later than we would logically expect”
(Dover 1965, xv-xvi). Cf. Classen-Steup (ad loc.).

68Cf. Huart: "la liaison émBupdy kal énnifwy implique aussi une condamnation des désirs
d'Alcibiade, appuyés sur des espoirs chimériques” (Huart 1968, 401).




émBupodow éanis, dmepiokénTy S156var, 4.108.4.69 Clearly ém8upia, in the History,

represents a violent desire founded least of all on rational thought.

According to North and Hunter, the prevalence of the term ém8uvuie in
this second introduction recommends that the concept be held in close
association with Alcibiades.”0 Thucydides contemplates the general dangers
of desire as they are reflected in Alcibiades’ behaviour (tals émupiais peiZoow
N kaTd TRV Undpxovoav odoiav éxphto..., 6.15.3),7! and reinforces his judgement
with the charge that indulgence beyond one's actual means was a major cause
of Athens' downfall (Gmep kal kaBelhev UoTepov TV TV "Anvaiwy méhw ody

nkoTa, 6.15.3).72 A report of the demos' reaction to their leader lends more

69The two concepts are again associated in Hermocrates' speech to the Camarinaeans at
6.78.2. To return to 4.108.4, the application of drepiokentos to éAnis is noteworthy in itself.
Compare Demosthenes’ words to his hoplites at 4.10.1: dvépes ol Zuvapdpevor toidse Tod
Kwsivoy, undels dudv e’g T} ToudSe avdyky Zuverds BourécBu Sokelv elvay, e’x)\oytgéuevqg &.’rrm.:
TO meplecTos npds Sewdv, pdAAov N dmeplokénTws eleams opdoe xwphoal Tols €vavTiols kal
€k ToUTwv &v mepryevdpevos. Huart finds it odd that this term is used in connection with éxnris
on both occasions (4.10.1 and 4.108.4): "[éxnis a 4.10.1] souligne les avantages de I'espoir, et d'un
espoir qui refuse la réflexion, dmepiokéntws efeamis; il est curieux de constater que
admepioxenTtos est également joint & énnis, en IV, 108, 4, mais, 13, comme une condamnation des
espoirs inconsidérés” (Huart 1968, 150). To account for the contradiction, Huart distinguishes
between the scenarios, identifying the éan{s at 4.108.4 as relating to distant possibilities,
whereas that at 4.10.1 is used of imminent combat (ibid.). There is, however, an equally
important distinction to be made; at 4.10.1, an Athenian general is exhorting his troops,
whereas at 4.108.4 the historian is offering his own commentary. In light of the inversion of
the dvems concept, which the historian goes at length to illustrate throughout his treatment
of Cleon, and the importance of this inversion to his portrayal of the Athenian disposition, the
context in which we find drepiokénrwg efenmis at 4.10.1 strongly suggests a relative inversion,
namely that of éanis. Thucydides employs efenmg only five times in the History. All four
instances which refer to the Athenians, 1.70.3, 4.10.1, 4.62.4, and 6.24.3, appear to reflect this
positive-negative inversion (the fifth instance, at 8.2.4, is applied to the Spartans, but it is
used in its primary positive sense to oppose the Athenians’ dvéaxmg at 8.1.2 [cf. ibid.]). Cf.
Chapter 2 pp. 52-53.

7ONorth (1966, 110) and Hunter (1973, 139 n. 19 and 180). Cf. Bloedow (1991b, 215).

71de Romilly finds this phrase to contribute to the impression evoked earlier in
Thucydides' narrative (namely through émsupdv kal éxmi{wy at 6.15.2): “ces mots évoquent le
climat de I'hybris, — et la formule ne tarde pas a suivre [6.15.3]" (de Romilly 1951, 277).

72Cf. North (1966, 110 n. 79), Pouncey (1980, 106) and Kagan (1981, 180). The context in
which we find the phrase &dv ydp év dEuipati 316 Tdv doTdv (6.15.3) reduces the likelihood
that Thucydides is highlighting Alcibiades’ reputation. Rather, it calls to mind the ¢pdvnua
and UBpis which so characterized the Athenian's behaviour according to Thucydides' first
introduction. Cf. Farrar: "Pericles exploited his reputation to chastise and guide the people;
Alcibiades, to indulge his desires beyond his means (6.15.3 with 2.65)" (Farrar 1988, 175).
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credibility to the historian’s statement, and, in turn, to those impressions
which emerged from Thucydides' initial introductory passage.”3 It stands to
reason that the reader is less likely to doubt the historian's suspicion of
Alcibiades’ motives when the Athenians themselves questioned the driving
force behind his actions: Thucydides reports that the Athenians were
alarmed at the degree of self-interest in each of Alcibiades' endeavours
(¢opnBévTes ... [10 péyeBosl Ths Swavolag dv kab' By Ekastov év Sty ylyvoiro Empascey,
6.15.4),74 to the point of turning against him on the ground that he was

Tupavvisos émBupodvT.

Dover remarks that the "allegation of tyrannical ambitions was still
current coin in Athenian politics,” but, even so, Thucydides' choice of the
particular verb, émupely, seems rather significant.’3 A closer examination
into the Thucydidean concept of ém8upia helps us better understand how it
figures in the historian's analysis of the corruption which contaminates the
rational thought process, i.e. the Periclean yvdéun. Huart recognizes an
ambiguity in the term, noting its similarity in meaning to €¢{ec8ar and
opéyecBar.76 It is precisely the varying implications of the different
Thucydidean terms, most notably maeovetia and émBuuia, which must be dealt

with here. Both concepts signal a lack of yvdun; both mark a disposition

73Westlake considers Thucydides' discussion on the attitude of the Athenians "to cause
some imbalance in its context" (Westlake 1973, 105). However, he does not seem to take into
consideration that Thucydides employs a similar technique in his treatment of Pericles (cf.
Chapter 1 p. 24), and, again, to give credence to his portrayal of Cleon (cf. Chapter 2 nn. 34-35).

74Dover, on this phrase, notes: "i.e. ‘the ambition (wdvowa denotes not an attitude, which
would be denoted by ¢povelv and its derivatives, but systematic thinking) apparent in all his
actions in everything with which he was concerned™ (Dover 1965, 24). Cf. Huart: "dans
certains cas, le mot [Sidvoua] signifie pensée, mais, généralement, ou bien il réunit les deux
notions de état d’esprit, pensée et intention, ou, le plus souvent, indique purement et simplement
l'intention elle-méme" (Huart 1973, 146).

75Dover (1965, 24-25; citing Aris. Vesp. 488ff.).

76Huart states: "cette notion de désir est ambigué. On peut désirer quelque chose et, dans ce
cas, émBupely apparaitra plutét comme un équivalent de verbes déja notés, comme édilecar,
opéyecBar. On peut aussi désirer faire quelque chose et, avec cette valeur, émbupeiy se
rapprochera d'un verbe comme fodAecBat, exprimant, en un certain sens, la volonté” (Huart
1968, 400). The use of povhecsar at 6.9.2 suggests that there is an important distinction between
the two terms, namely with regard to the presence of a rational yvdun or lack thereof.
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influenced by dpyn.

Within the twenty-two occurrences of émbvpia and émbupelv,?? Huart
attempts to distinguish between those desires for a certain action, such as to be
in command (6.15.2) or to embark upon an expedition (6.24.2), and those
desires for the results of a particular action, such as the recovery of one's men
(5.15.1) or friendship (5.36.1).78 Such distinctions have led him to ascertain
that Thucydides often insists less on the desire itself than on the drive it
provokes: "l'accent est mis moins sur la définition du désir lui-méme que
sur le souhait, sinon la volonté, de le réaliser."”? It seems legitimate to argue
that this is exactly what distinguishes the Thucydidean émupeiv from the
other terms the historian employs to denote the function of desiring, such as
€dlectar, péyecbar, and wheovekTelv. The latter lend more emphasis to the act
itself than they do to the psychological effect the act may bring over the actor.
In contrast, the irrational element retained within the concept of émBuuia does
not primarily reflect the nature of the desire, but is due in large measure to

the hold the desire obtains over its subject.80 The loss of logic, and

77This discounts the instance in the spurious chapter 3.84. There are 4 instances with
regard to Alcibiades, 13 with respect to the Athenians, and, in contrast, only 5 instances where
émbupelv-€mbupia is used of the Spartans.

78Huart (1968, 401-402).

79Huart (1968, 401; cf. 402). Interestingly, Huart hesitates to apply this argument to most
of those instances employed in connection with the Sicilian Expedition, namely 6.13.1, 6.15.2,
6.15.3, 6.15.4, 6.24.2, 6.33.2 and 6.78.2 (of the 22 occurrences in the History, Thucydides employs
emBupelv—~mbupia 9 times in connection with the Expedition, the remaining two occurring at
6.10.1 and 6.24.4). Huart finds 6.15.2, 6.15.3, 6.15.4, 6.24.2, 6.92.4 and 7.77.7 to draw attention to
the desire itself and cites 1.80.1, 1.124.2, 4.21.1, 4.81.2, 4.108.4, 4.117.1, 5.15.1, 5.36.1, 5.41.3,
6.10.1 and 6.78.2 as those instances where Thucydides emphasizes the will to realize the desire
in question. Unfortunately, these distinctions have also added to the ambiguities, which
Huart identifies among €¢iecdar, opéyeoBar, and émbupsly (cf. above n. 76). Moreover, it
appears that Huart's predilection for the categorization of Thucydidean terms shapes his
argument: 6.24.4, according to him, falls in each category; 2.52.2 and 7.84.2 are excluded because
they denote a 'physical desire’; though he recognizes the impact of 6.13.1, Huart is at a loss to
fit this instance into one of his categories; and 6.33.2 seems to be completely disregarded. See
Huart (1968, 400-403).

80The concept of Bupds points to an impulse which is not in itself under control; left to
itself, it is not subject to reason, it is not thought out. Cf. de Romilly: "[¢mbupia] désigne le
mobile” (de Romilly 1951, 272); North, who refers to ém8upia as an "uncontrolled greed"



consequently the inability to control, is inevitable when one's yvdpal are
determined by one's ém8upiar, if only on account of this determination.8! A
number of passages reveal this nuance most clearly. Thucydides employs
€mBupic in describing the overwhelming thirst which drives those stricken
with the plague (év tals 650ls ékanvBodvro kai mepl Tds kpivas dndoag nuBviTes
Tod Ubatog émbupiq, 2.52.2),82 and, in his narrative on the fall of Amphipolis,
he brings to light the compelling force of ém8uuia, maintaining that whatever
men desire, whatever displeases them they tend to reject by arbitrary
reasoning: (slw8dTes ol dvpwmot o pév émBupodow éamisy dneproxémre 518dva, &

5€ un mpoctevTal Aoyioud adTokpdTopt Suwbeictar, 4.108.4).83

The emergence of the émBupia concept in the second introductory passage

(North 1966, 110); and Bloedow (1990, 4). Huart acknowledges that the desire need not be
unreasonable in itself, when he maintains with regard to 4.81.2: "ce désire ne semble pas, en
lui-méme, absurde ou déraisonnable” (Huart 1968, 402).

81Cf. Huart: "il est a noter que les désirs sont souvent considérés comme un élément
irrationnel et par la-méme dangereux” (Huart 1968, 401). Moreover, the lack of control
identified with ém8upelv above coincides with the point made in Hermocrates' speech at
Camarina: ov ydp oldv te dua ths Te émbBuplas kal Ths Tdxns TOv adtov opoiwg Taplay
yevéaBay, 6.78.2. The absurdity of the Syracusan's statement, reinforced by the two temporal
adverbs (dpe and dpolws) and the adjective pronoun (a¥1ds), clearly underlines the
impossibility of controlling ém8upia.

82ZNot suprisingly, the word order further emphasizes the desire. See Parry, who, on the
language in Thucydides’ description of the plague, states: it is grammatical, but it stretches
the limits of Greek grammar. It is dramatic and imaginative, controlled throughout by the
writer's determination to show the awful and overwhelming power of the sickness" (Parry
1969, 114). The 'physical’ desire to drink also figures, in similar word order, at 7.84.2, where
Thucydides describes the Athenians in their haste to cross the river Assinarus: kai oi ’A8nvaiol
ﬁneéyovro mpag 1’o‘v '@c:citiap_gv ToTaUdY, &'pg’ usy prafdpevor zin,ci g mavraxdbev TPOCBOATs
WTTEWY TE TOANQY kal ToU @ANOU OXAOv, OLOpEVOL pEdV T odplow eoecBal, RV Safdor TOV
moTapdy, dua § Umd Tis Tahamwpias kel tod melv émwbupie. Huart sets apart these two
examples of émbupia ("les valeurs du substantif correspondent 2 celles du verbe, sauf que deux
examples” [Huart 1968, 402]) on the grounds that they refer to a 'physical’ desire, yet he
recognizes, in my opinion, the very essence of the term, when he remarks: "dans ces deux cas, ce
désir, incoercible, cause la perte de ceux qui ne peuvent y résister” (Huart 1968, 402 n. 2).

83Gomme sees irony in this passage. Preferring to follow the scholiast (tofto pdvov
Noywoud €EakpyBoivres), he understands Aoywoud avrokpdropt to imply a total application of
reasoning, and not ‘arbitrary judgement’ as most edd. do: “the irony consists in the statement
that, after we have made up our minds that we do not like a thing, we use our godlike gift of
reason to reject it" (Gomme HCT iii, 582-583). Spratt appears to sum up Gomme's argument with
his earlier interpretation, “with masterful conclusiveness” (Spratt 1912, 381). Cf. Classen-
Steup (ad loc.), Graves (1958, 274), de Romilly (Budé iv, 76) and Hunter (1973, 142).
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marks a crucial development in Alcibiades' disposition, and with it
Thucydides takes his analysis of the dpyW-yvdun antithesis yet another step
further. Through his treatment of Cleon, he established the dangers of
surrendering to the dpyq of the moment, namely the resulting mheoveia, 84
and through that of Alcibiades, with whom he identifies the concept of
émupia, Thucydides determines the consequences of such continuous
surrender. In the first introductory episode, the reader is made witness to the
extent of Alcibiades' wheoveEia as he enters the political arena, but it is the
nature of the desire and its influence upon Alcibiades' actions which
Thucydides appears to emphasize. Alcibiades is still able to harness his
intellect to serve his mAeovekia, thus demonstrating that the rational yvdun is
still, to some extent, within his reach.85 Only in his second introduction does
the historian trigger the impression that Alcibiades is no longer merely
influenced by his 'desires.” With the term €m8upia, Thucydides draws
attention to the fact that the influence of opyn has accumulated to the point of
dictating Alcibiades’ yvduai, and this loss of control inevitably leads to

increasingly irrational €muu{a1.86 The escalating nature of émiBupia is

84¢f. Chapter 2 pp. 53-55.

85The second introductory passage certainly confirms that Alcibiades was no less inspired
by dpyn than his predecessor. Alcibiades' lawlessness (mapavopia, 6.15.4), which is itself
intensified merely by its inclusion in the historian’s report of the Athenians' fears, calls to
mind Thucydides’ elaboration of the mheove&ia concept in the stasis passage (3.82.6): the
historian characterizes the 'psychological greed' as one which inevitably compels the subject
to act contrary to the established customs, and he remarks that it is acts of mapavopia which
come to solidify party ties (Tds é¢ odds avtods nicTels o 1@ Belw vépuy pdrov ékpardvovro q
T kowi T mapavopfoal). Dover recognizes that “just as vdpos covers ‘custom’ as well as ‘law,’
so mapavopia is not always or necessarily ‘illegality’ but also unconventional behaviour or
violation of accepted ideas of right and wrong" (Dover 1965, 24; cf. Huart 1968, 444 n. 2). Finley
considers the term napavopia to encompass Thucydides' entire impression of Alcibjades (Finley
1942, 223). Cf. 2.37.3, and 4.98.6 where Thucydides reports the Athenian reply to the Boeotian
charge that they committed a transgression by entering a Boeotian temple upon taking Delium:
kal ydp Tdv deouciwv duapTnpdtwy karaduynv elvar Tods Buwpods, mapavopiav Te €m Toilc Hn
dvdykn kaxols dvopactivar kai odk éml Tols dnd Tdv Eupdopdv TU Torpfcaow. mapavouia is
again used of Alcibiades at 6.28.2, where it figures as the Texuripiov upon which his opponents
draw to implicate him in the mutilation of the Hermes.

861f ¢émaupia attests the psychological effect the act of desiring may bring over the actor,
then it is legitimate to argue that the more one succumbs to dpy1, the more one's behaviour will
reflect mieovekia, and the constant indulgence of one's mAeovetia will result in émBupia. That a
subject characterized by ém8upia would go to any lengths to see his desire satisfied, thereby




certainly brought to the fore by the Athenians' fear that Alcibiades was
coveting a tyranny (Tvpavvisos émbupodvry, 6.15.4), but it is equally illustrated
in Thucydides' attribution of motives to Alcibiades at 6.15.2: Bouhduevos 1@ Te
Nudg évavtiododarl ... kal pdAioTa otparnyfoal Te émBupdy kai éAnilwy Tweriay Te
8V atod kal Kapxndéva AMjyecar kal 1@ Bia dua evtuxioas xpipast e kad 8%
d¢erioew. Though pdiioTa may lose a little of its superlative strength due to
the placement of the first co-ordinating particle (r¢),87 the second set of
reasons given for Alcibiades’ support of the expedition remains the most
emphasized. Alcibiades had clearly gained some ground over Nicias since his
arrival on the political scene, and his émBupial have come to reflect more than
a mere mheoveEia to become the leading political figure in Athens. Perhaps
Alcibiades’ intoxication was leading him to covet even the honourable

position of becoming the leading statesman of his time.88

True to the Thucydidean method, the context in which the reader is

treated to a second introduction of Alcibiades strengthens the historian's

signalling a shift of control from the subject to the desire, Thucydides corroborates, ironically,
in Alcibiades’ speech to the Spartans at 6.92.4; the exiled Athenian implies that a true
patriot, wishing to gain back his homeland, would do anything by reason of his émupia: kai
ddmors odTog OpBds ... 8 Ev €k mavTds Tpdmov Sud 16 émupelv mewadd adThv avaiafely.
Again, Thucydides' word order (ék mavTds Tpdmov 81d 10 émBupeiv) is remarkable, and all the
more so seeing that Tpdmos can also refer to a man's character or temper (cf. Nicias' words at
6.9.3). The historian underscores the essence of énwun{a by immediately following the
prepositional clause with §ué and the articular infinitive. Cf. Cochrane (1929, 56) and Huart
(1968, 401 n. 1).

87Cf. above n. 67.

88There is certainly nothing in the text to discourage the reader from such an assumption.
The suspicion that Alcibiades was seeking a tyranny (tupavvisos émbupodvty, 6.15.4) belongs to
the Athenians, and there is no reason why the historian might not have entertained a less
subjective view. Moreover, in the preamble to Nicias' first speech, the historian credits the
Athenian statesman with recognizing the true nature of the Expedition for which the
Athenians previously voted (kal 6 Nwiag ... vouiZwv 8¢ ™v méMw odk dpdds Bepouredodan,
dANG mpoddoer Ppaxeiy kal eumpemel Ths Zwerlas dmdome, peydrou €pyou, édieoBar..., 6.8.4),
and it is on this point that Nicias attempts to dissuade the Athenians from their prior
resolution. Against this backdrop, Alcibiades' émBupie is highlighted all the more when he
adds to the ambition of conquering Sicily the overthrow of Carthage. As McGregor notes, “up to
this time [the Sicilian Expedition], Alkibiades had initiated the events that were shaping his
career” (McGregor 1965, 34), and there is little reason to discount this as a possibility here. Cf.
Dover (HCT iv, 230; 1965, 23; HCT iv, 241), Bloedow (1990, 16; 1991b, 212 with n. 74) and de
Romiily (1995, 88-89 and 98-99).
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explicit judgements. Just as he did with respect to Cleon, Thucydides exploits
the dramatic possibilities afforded him by the setting of the debate to promote
further his treatment of Alcibiades, which, in turn, shapes his analysis of the
Athenian disposition. Liebeschuetz observes that the debate has "the effect of
persuading the reader that the decision to make the Sicilian expedition was a
thoroughly bad one."8® And this is far from being a coincidence. With
remarkable precision, Thucydides coordinates the speeches, their preambles
and the postscript to enforce his own views on Athenian imperialism.90
Nicias replaces Diodotus in the advocacy of the Periclean yvdun, as he, too,
takes it upon himself to change the minds of the Athenians after an original
motion has been passed.”l Whereas Diodotus’ role in the Mytilenaean debate
was to corroborate the ‘physical’ evidence presented in the speech before him,
Nicias’ speech anticipates the historian's judgements, after which Alcibiades’
speech only confirms their verdict. Even the most reticent of readers cannot
help but join the historian in his judgement of Alcibiades; the most
passionate advocate of the expedition, the Athenian leader, exemplifies all

that is negative regarding the Athenian decision.

Nicias' first speech plays a crucial role in securing the readers’

891 iebeschuetz (1968b, 299). This is much like the motion of the first Mytilenaean debate.

?0Westlake considers the debate on the Sicilian Expedition to be "outstanding in
achieving effective co-ordination between speeches and their setting” (Westlake 1973, 105).
Cf. Liebeschuetz (1968a, 76) and Chapter 2 n. 28.

91Nicias implies that this motion had been passed under the influence of dpy¥, when he
intimates that the Athenian resolution was lacking in yvdun (6.9.2-3; cf. 6.8.4). Moreover, the
implication is reinforced with the statesman’s continuing emphasis on the function of Tpévow
(6.9.2; 6.11.1, 6.13.1). Diodotus, at 3.42.1, maintained that the two greatest obstacles to
eUpouria were Tdxos and dpyr, and while he associated the latter with a shallowness of yvdun,
he emphasized also the role dvow plays in compelling one to act in haste. Yet Thucydides does
not only reiterate the dpyfi-yvdun antithesis through an implicit comparison with the
Mytilenaean debate; as Connor observes, Nicias' position is similar to that in which Pericles
found himself when the Athenians were compelled by dpyy to fight the invading Spartans
(2.21.2-2.22.1; Connor 1984, 162 with n. 13). Such a comparison is further encouraged with a
subtle reminder of Pericles' steadfast conduct. Nicias emphasizes that he is and has always
been steadfast in his yvdun (odte év 14 mpdtepov xpSvy ... ofite viv, A 1 Qv yiwyvdoxw
BENTIOTA, €pd, 6.9.2), regardless of the personal outcome. Cf. 1.140.1, 2.13.2, 2.21.3, 2.55.2,
2.61.2, and Cleon’s plagiarism at 3.37.1, 3.38.1 and 2.40.2.
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understanding of Thucydides' Alcibiades. The Athenian statesman refers to
his opposition on at least three occasions, albeit indirectly, and with each
instance, Thucydides has Nicias amplify the extent of Alcibiades' self-interest
all the more. In defence of his own position, and his motives thereof, Nicias
affirms his advocacy of the Periclean yvdun (kal uy odTws ppaxei BouAq mepl
peydrwy mpaypdTwv ... TéNepov od mpoctikovTa &paciar, 6.9.1) and maintairs that,
though he himself would derive honour from such an expedition (ka{rtou
Eywye xal Tydpar é Tod TovodToy, 6.9.2),92 he is obliged to bring the gravity of
the Athenians' situation to light. Such self-sacrifice will only sharpen the
implied contrast with his nameless opponent.93 Nicias offers his prior record
as testimony that he would never speak mapd yvdunv for the sake of honour
(Ckws 8¢ olTe év T MpdTEpoV Xpdvew S1d TO MpoTwEssar eloy Tapd yvaunv oite viv,
NG | &V yiyvdokw BéAToTE, €pd, 6.9.2), and with his statement comes the

insinuation that his opponents would not do the same.94

The second reference takes the reader from the universal to the specific.
Nicias' allusion to the treaty and the men who were responsible for its
conclusion (kal olecBe Tows Tds yevouévas Juiv omovsde Exew Tu BéBarov, ol
NoUXaSVTwy eV Sudv Gvduatt omovsal Eoovtal lodtw ydp Sveévse Te dvdpes Enpakay
atd kal ék Tdv évavtiwyl..6.10.2) calls to mind Alcibiades' characteristic
manipulation of circumstance, as it was so carefully illustrated throughout
Thucydides’ first introductory episode.®> But Nicias does not only point to
Alcibiades’ tendency to change his views according to the honour he might

secure from his support of a particular initiative; with his criticism of the

925pratt, on the use of kaitol, observes: it "strikes a note of objection and of self-
vindication" (Spratt 1905, 135). Cf. Denniston (1954, 556-357).

93Cf. Connor: "Nicias is introduced with language that emphasizes his reluctance to take
on the command (a sharp contrast to Alcibiades' desire for advancement)" (Connor 1984, 162).

94Cf. Westlake: “here he implies that to Alcibiades self-advancement was paramount"
(Westlake 1968, 172).

95Cf. Dover: "aitd refers not to the peace treaty itself but to the whole train of events of
which the treaty was a part” (Dover 1965, 16).




treaty (6.10.2-3), he passes judgement on his opponent's prior couduct,
emphasizing the extent to which Alcibiades would act in his own interest,
regardless of whether it would benefit Athens. In doing so, Nicias hints at the
major shift that has been taking place in Alcibiades' disposition, namely that

from mhcovetia to émBupic.

The third reference reinforces Nicias' suggestion and confirms the
identity of his opponent within the context of the debate. There is no
question that it is Alcibiades to whom the statesman refers, though, yet again,
he refrains from naming him:%6

eV 1€ Tis dpxew dopevos aipeBels mapawvel Suly exTTAely, 10 €avTod

HOVOV oKOTTdVY, dAAwS T kal VedTepos dv &Ti é¢ 10 apxew, Smws

Bavpaci pév dno Ths inmoTpodiag, 513 §€ moOAUTE SV Kal OPeEANB] TL

ek Ths dpxfs, undé todty éumapdoxnte TG ThHs méAews Ksdvw 18ig

ENAaumpivectal, vouisate §€ Tods TowdTous T4 pév Snudoa aswely, Td

8¢ 8w dvarodv, kal 10 mpdype péya elvar kal pun olov vewrépy

BouhevoaoBal T kal SEéws peTayepioar (6.12.2).
By allowing Nicias a character sketch of Alcibiades, rather than making a
direct reference to him, Thucydides not only emphasizes the prominence to
which Alcibiades has risen; through Nicias, he demonstrates that Alcibiades'
mieovetia has become transformed into ém8upia. Having previously drawn on
past evidence of Alcibiades' self-seeking conduct, Nicias turns to more
contemporary testimony. The statesman draws attention to his opponent's
tendency to care more for private concerns than he does public affairs (1o
€axvTod udvov oxondv; 1@ Ths Mérews KwsIvy), and he provides evidence to back
up his charge (onws Savpacti puév dnd Tis inmorpodiag, 618 88 ToruTENEAY KAl
weandy T ék THs dpxis). The word order and the extra space devoted to the

more trivial émBupia makes Nicias' appeal (unsé Todrw dumapdoxnte T¢ The

96Ct. Dover: "Nikias does not name Alkibiades, but makes his reference immediately
clear by closer specification of Alkibiades' characteristics” (Dover HCT iv, 236). See above n.
66.
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méAews kwiivy 18iq ENapmpdvectar) all the more dramatic, particularly in view
of the judgement emerging from the second reference alluded to above.97
Thucydides does not only encourage his readers to conclude that Alcibiades
would sacrifice the interests of the state to his own, but he also slips in the
implication that Alcibiades would sacrifice Athens, no matter how little the

émBupia he could satisfy as a result.

The similarities of this last reference to Thucydides' own character sketch
at 6.15.2-3 cannot be ignored. Thucydides essentially conditions his readers
throughout Nicias' speech, and validates his own judgements merely by
endorsing the statesman's accusations.?8 To ensure his readers’ confidence in
Nicias, the historian lends the statesman credibility by 'exempting him from
that ignorance he has characterized by previously apprising himself of facts
not known.”? The reader is quickly made to realize that Nicias is not &mewos,
as most of the Athenians are described at 6.1.1, from the moment he is
introduced (vouiwv 8€ THY TEAW odk dpBds Befoursiotal, dANG Tpoddoel Ppayeiy kal

evmpenel Thg Sweiag dndong, peydrov Epyou, édiectar, 6.8.4).100 Thucydides thus
y

97Though Thucydides' own character sketch reaches beyond ‘trivial’ desires, such as the
keeping of horses, it is reasonable that Nicias would choose to single out his opponent on a point
so obvious that it could not be denied.

98Cf. Kagan (1981, 180).

99See Stahl (1973, 70-71). He stresses the importance of examining the so-called
digression on the socio-geographical make-up of Sicily (6.2-5) within its context: with the
explanatory ydp Thucydides introduces a justification of his most telling description of the
Athenians [dmewot ol moANol 8vTes Tod peyéBous Ths vicoy kal TV vowodvTwy Tod TA8oug
kel EMAvwy kol Bapfdpwy, kal 671 08 MOAAG TwWi dmodeéoTepov TéAepov dvnpodvTo N TOV Mpog
ITeaomovynotlouvs, 6.1.1] (Stahl 1973, 70). Cf. Classen-Steup (ad loc) and Spratt (1905, 1iC). de
Romilly had earlier recognized that Thucydides at 6.1.1 "signale le caractére disproportionné
de I'ambition athénienne,” noting that the greatness of their regret at 7.55.1 (moAd 8¢ pe{fwy
€ty Tis otpateieg 0 petdperos) "souligne l'erreur commise” (de Romilly 1951, 174 with n. 2).
Cf. Connor (1984, 159-160).

100Connor observes an echo of 6.6.1: édrépevor pév 14 danBectdty mpoddoer Ths mdomg
dpEat, PonBelv 8¢ dpa evmpends pourdpevor ... (Connor 1984, 162 n. 12). Furthermore, Nicias'
speeches generally reflect arguments that will prove sounder than those of Alcibiades, who is
clearly not exempt from Thucydides' description of the Athenians at 6.1.1. J.R. Ellis remarks
that: "in fearing an enemy coalition Nikias was properly applying Athens' past experience to
the present and future; in discounting it Alkibiades was ignorant or perverse” (Ellis 1979, 46).
Cf., for a range of views, de Romilly (1951, 174-178; 206-207), Finley (1967b, 156-157), Westlake
(1968, 221), Hunter (1973, 124-127; 136-139), Stahl (1973, 65-69), Ellis (1979, 45-47), Kagan
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amplifies the opposition between Nicias and Alcibiades before the debate has
even begun,!0! and when he offers his 'retrospective judgement,'192 he never
betrays the fact that he himself has shaped his readers’ impressions; on the
contrary, he appears to empower his readers, who join the historian in his

agreement with Nicias.!03

Unlike Cleon at the time of the Mytilenaean debate, Alcibiades does not
represent an extreme within the Athenian disposition. That being so, Nicias'
first speech is as revealing of the Athenians as it is of Alcibiades. This is
evident not only from the fact that the statesman "himself, before speaking
against the general enthusiasm, feels the embarrassing compulsion to prove
his own honesty first (6.9.2),"194 but also from the very lack of response to
Nicias' exhortations to reason. Thucydides' narrative suggests that the
majority are still in favour of the expedition at 6.15.1, and though there is no
passionate vocabulary directly applied to them, the excessively passionate
vocabulary employed by the historian to describe the most zealous advocate
of the Expedition (6.15.2-4) must, to some degree, also reflect the disposition of
those in his company. What is more, it is clear immediately following
Nicias' prooemium that the statesman's argument is essentially one against
émBupia. Nicias determines that the Athenian motion to assist the Egestaeans
and restore Leontini is more an émBupia than it is a resolution based on

yvaun,105 and he urges the Athenians to acknowledge this by showing them

(1981, 181-186), Macleod (1983b, 78-86), Connor (1984, 165-166) and Bloedow (1990, 7-8; 12-17
and 1992, 145-146).

101¢f. stahl, according to whom, "the setting of the debate proves it: ignorance (combined
with desire for conquest) is the keynote for understanding the following process of decision-
makinéin Athens [chapter 8-24]" (Stahl 1973, 71).

102The expression belongs to J.R. Ellis (Ellis, 1979, 45). This ‘retrospective judgement'
ensures that, when Thucydides magnifies Nicias' implicit analysis of Alcibiades' conduct, the
reader will nod voluntarily in agreement. Cf. Forde (1989, 76).

103Cf. Westlake's reaction to 6.15.2: "a statement by Thucydides himself shows that in
his opinion these charges were well-founded" (Westlake 1968, 172).

04stahl (1973, 71).

105This is reinforced, in Thucydides' narrative, with repeated allusions to the fact that
the initial resolution had never properly defined the Expedition in the first place. Cf. 6.1.1,




the extent to which their desire to subdue Sicily is irrational: ¢nui ydp Uuds
ToAepiovs moANoUs évBdse ImormdvTas kal éTépovs EmBupely dkelce TAEdoaVTaS
8edpo €mayayéoBat, 6.10.1. Were they rational, surely the Athenians would see
that it is not reasonable to reach for another empire when they have yet to
stabilize their own: dpxfis @AAfis SpéyecBar mplv Rv Exopev Peparwodpeda, 6.10.5.106
Such an enterprise could only be considered dvéntov (6.11.2). Thucydides
himself then corroborates that the Athenian disposition has, like that of
Alcibiades, shifted from wAeoveEia to émBupia through a most revealing verbal
echo in his postscript: the historian's description of the Athenians "as
possessed of an dyav Tdv mhedvwy émBupiav [6.24.4]"107 calls to mind the
repeated expression used to denote their active mieoveZ{a under the leadership

of Cleon, Tod mAéovos WpéyovTo.108

Much like Diodotus and Pericles before him, Nicias attempts to clarify the
forces which have corrupted the Athenian process of resolution. To this end,
he emphasizes the degree to which émguuia can stem from dnewia, not only by
underlining, through his characterization of Alcibiades, the vulnerability of

youth,10? but with his appeal to the éumerpia of his contemporaries.!19 North

6.6.1, 6.8.4. See also 4.60.1, 6.18.3, 6.20.2, and especially 6.33.2, where Hermocrates' urges the
assembly at Syracuse to see the Athenian expedition for what it truly is: mpddaciv pév
Eyeoralwv Euppaxie kal Acovrivaw ratowdicey, 16 88 dAn8ds Twerias émdupie, 6.33.2.

1065pratt considers dpéyeoat to be "the word usually applied to the effort to gratify
émBupia” (Spratt 1905, 140). But the notion of mheovekia, to which it is related, reflects only
the influence of py#, whereas énBupia signals a total control of dpy¥ over yvdun. In light of
this, it seems more likely that the use of dpeyéoBar reflects the application of yvuéun within
Nicias' argument.

107Finley (1967b, 157). Cf. Eur. Supp.: ot udv &Apwor dvaderels Te mewvwy 1 épdc’ det,
238-239.

108¢y, Finley: "the words [at 6.24.4] come as a climax to all that has been said before of
their dangerous instability and of the equally dangerous leadership to which it gave rise"
(Finley 1967b, 160; cf. 157). See also Connor (1984, 168, n. 25) and Chapter 2 p. 54.

109Niicias' word order at 12.2 underlines the connection between Alcibiades’ youth and his
self-serving ambition: 13 éavTol udvov oxondy, dAws Te kai vedrtepos dv ETi &g 1O &pyew.
Hence, Thucydides' emphasis on Alcibiades' youth throughout his treatment was with
purpose. Cf. de Romilly: "la critique de Nicias, comme celle de Diodote [envers Cléon],
enveloppe Alcibiade dans une catégorie, qui permet de voir d'out vient le mal. Seulement cette
catégorie d’hommes portés a I'hybris n'est plus composée par les ennemis de l'intelligence, mais,



and Hunter recognize a critical echo: when Archidamus exhorts the Spartans
not to underestimate Athens in Book 1, he cautions them to base their
resolutions on yvdpun, rather than dpyy, stating that no one can have éméupia
for war unless it is due to ignorance or an error in judgement (kal adTdg
TOAAGY 1i8n ToMépwY EumEds eluL, & AakeSawdvioy, kal Judv Tods év T adth faude
Spd, doTe piiTe dnevpig émBupiical Twa Tod Epyou, Smep &v ol moArol mdBorev, priTe
dyalov kal doparés vouiosavrta, 1.80.1).111 Like Archidamus (1.80.1-2), Nicias
exhorts the Athenian elders to vote against war, because experience has
taught them that mpovoia is far more dependable than émBupia: yvdvras ST1

emBupiq pév é\dxioTa karopBodvTay, mpovoiq 8& mAaeisTa, 6.13.1.112

Moreover, it is through Nicias that Thucydides first marks the connection
between énwuuia and €pws. In his appeal to the mpecByTepor the Athenian
statesman asks that they not be shamed into action, lest they appear paraxof to
those around them, and so [by their very shame] become svo€pwrag
themselves (un kaTawoxvv8ivay, el T¢) Tis mapakddnral TOVSE, STwe Ut 888y, édv un
¥méinTar morepely, parakds elvay, uns’, Smep &v adrol ndforev, Sucépwras elvar TdY

emévtwy, 6.13.1).113 Through the word order (§mep &v adtol ndfoiev, Sucépwrac

ici, par la jeunesse” (de Romilly 1951, 277). Moreover, McGregor notes: “"we may note that the
irresponsibility and freedom from inhibition that characterised his [Alcibiades'] early years
persisted into his maturity and are confirmed by Thucydides, not merely in the words of
Nikias" (McGregor 1965, 28). In his postscript, Thucydides brings the theme to an appropriate
close with his categorical explanations for the Athenian resolution. Note, in particular, the
application of efeNmis to the vedrepol at 6.24.3 (cf. above n. 69). Cf. Cornford (1965, 205) and
Forde (1989, 59, 149 n. 34).

110A number of scholars recognize the opposition between old and young. Cf. de Romilly
(1951, 204-205, 277; 1995, 31), Stahl (1966, 73), Finley (1967a, 43), Westlake (1968, 221), Hunter
(1973, 110, 126 and 142), Edmunds (1975b, 124), Macleod (1983b, 71) and de Romilly (1995, 31). It
is interesting to note, as Connor does, that "the early books ... emphasize the experience
(empeiria) of the Athenians and rarely associate the word apeiros or its cognates with them”
(Connor 1984, 159 n. 5).

1North (1966, 110) and Hunter (1973, 128). Cf. Edmunds (1975b, 124).

112Cf, Hunter, who identifies the many parallels between the speeches of the two 'tragic
warners' (Hunter 1973, 127-129). See also below n. 129.

113The p ... unsé is crucial to the interpretion of this passage. Cf. Denniston, who, on oU8é,
Undé, states: "by a process of inversion frequently found in the case of xai (see kaf, I[I.B.1Liii),
0ud€, especially in a clause or sentence giving a reason, sometimes represents a negative idea



elvar 1@y dndvrtwv)ll4 and, particularly, the choice of the verb ndoyw,115
Thucydides' Nicias points to the emotional state of the vedrtepor and
contemplates what is responsible for the driving force behind émwupie. Much
as mMheovetla was a symptom of dpyi, so too émbupia is a symptom of a larger
element, namely €pws.116 Nicias accentuates that the Athenians’ ém8upia for
the Expedition illustrates in itself the dangers of acting under the influence of
€pws, not only by underscoring with the prefix svc- the measure of suffering
the younger men experience,117 but even more so with the contention that
Athens, in her present state, was running by far the greatest risk indeed: &¢

péyrorov 84 Tdv mplv kivsuvov dvappimodons, 6.13.1.118 Thucydides himself

which, logically speaking, is prior to another idea, as posterior to it" (Denniston 1954, 195).

114The word order has led some scholars to question to whom avto{ must refer. Cf.
Richards (1914, 77). Considering the syntax at 1.80.1, of which the phrase at 6.13.1 is clearly
an echo (Gmep &v ol moAhol mdfowev, 1.80.1; cf. Hunter 1973, 129), a¥toi can only refer to the
youth. Cornford, for his part, suggests that Thucydides’ Nicias is quoting from Pindar's story of
Coronis: dA\d Tou fipato Tév dméovtwy: ola kal moAdol mdBov (Cornford 1965, 206 with n. 1;
citin% Pind., Pyth. 3.20).

15Cf. de Romilly: “on le retrouve partout ot il s'agit de désirs immodérés” (de Romilly

1951, 271; citing 1.40.1, 1.80.1, 4.17.4, 5.103.2, 6.34.7, 6.11.5, 6.13.1, 7.42.3). Huart, following his
remark that the passive sense retained in mdoxw reflects the emotional state of the person(s)
towards whom an action is taken, states: "du sens neutre originel du verbe, subir en bien ou en
mal, on passe assez souvent au sens défavorable d'éprouver un malheur” (Huart 1968, 62). de
Romilly had earlier remarked that mdoyxw, in marking the presence of Uppus, signals "une
exaltation qui vous prend mal & propos, pour vous duper,” and alludes to "un accident que l'on
subit, avant de désigner un sentiment que l'on éprouve” (de Romilly 1951, 271).

116wilson does not distinguish between cause and effect when he states: "blending the
theme of eros with that of pleonexia, Thucydides summarizes the emotions of the time"
(Wilson 1990, 55).

117Ct. Dover: "these words [§mep &v adtol ndBowev] refer to svc-, and (as &v shows) are a
warning not an imprecation” (Dover HCT iv, 238). LSJ (s.v. 8vc-) note that the prefix has the
function of "destroying the good sense of a word, or increasing its bad sense: hence, joined even to
words expressing negation." Interestingly, Plutarch also refers to the project of conquering
Sicily as a 8dcepws €pws: moANoUs 8€ xal Zwering O SUcepws ékelvos 8y «al SYomoTpos Spws
elxev, Per. 20.3. See also Huart: "Nicias définit par ce mot [§¥cepws]  la fois la passion des
Athéniens..., et ses dangers” (Huart 1968, 392). There appear to be only two other instances of
SUcepws in fifth-century literature, one in Eur. (Hipp. 194-197), the other in Lysias (4.8).

118¢y, Spratt on the double intensification of the superlative: "87 emphasises péywrov,
&¢ marking conviction or assurance" (Spratt 1912, 150). Both Graves and Spratt contend that
dvappurTelv signals a gambling expression (Spratt 1912, 150; Graves 1958, 245; cf. Edmunds
1975b, 121 and Parry 1981, 197). If so, it accentuates the irresponsibility of behaviour that
Nicias' is trying to expose. The notion that the influence of dpy# leads to risk-taking is not one
new to the History. Cf. Diodotus’ speech, where the remarks on the inefficiency of the death-




substantiates Nicias' analysis in his postscript, claiming &uws to be responsible
for Athens' total subordination of reason (kal &pws évémece tols méow Spoiws
exmaedoar, 6.24.3);119 so intense was the Athenian ém8upia that anyone of a
different mind kept silent lest he might appear unpatriotic: dore 81d Tnv &yay
T@V mAeévwy émBupiay, ¥ Tw dpa kal p fpeoke, se81ds un dvTixsloTOVGY Kakdvous
86kewev elvar T méer fovxiav fyev, 6.24.4. As Bloedow observes, "in view of
Thucydides' use of yvdun and swépocdvn and mpdvore, nothing could constitute
a greater indictment of the decision to embark on this enterprise than his use
of the term €pws."120 And Thucydides' choice of the verb éuninTtw to describe
the force with which €pws falls upon, or, perhaps more appropriately, takes
residency in, the Athenians, heightens the dramatic element.l2! The text
invites comparison with Clytemnestra's words to the chorus in Aeschylus'
Agamemnon (Epws 8¢ uY Tis mpdTepov éuminTy oTpatd/mopely & un xpn, képSeowy

vikwpévovs, 340-341);122 and Achilles’ description of the army's impatience

penalty also underline the role éamis plays in the contaminated resolution (T4 &rmist
énapduevol Kivduvedouot, 3.45.1), and, ironically, the Athenians' warnings to the Melians on
the dangers of énris (tols 8¢ és dmav T3 Imdpyov dveppiurrodo, 5.103). The concept of risk is
associated with fpws also in Isocrates (Ep. 7.7).

119Ct. Stahl (1973, 73), Rawlings (1981, 74), Forde (1989, 32) and Bloedow (1990, 16-17:
1991b, 204; 1992, 145-146). Moreover, as Bloedow demonstrates, Thucydides' presentation of the
debate at Syracuse (6.32.3-6.41) confirms, in retrospect, the lack of yvdun in the Athenian
decision (Bloedow 1992, 146 n. 20).

120Bloedow (1991b, 204). Cf. Huart: "nous retrouvons le terme [Epws] dans le chapitre 24 du
livre VI, pour qualifier «la fureur de s'embarquer» qui «s' abat (comme une épidémie) sur la
ville entiere»" (Huart 1968, 391).

121 Fraénkel, in his commentary on Aeschylus' Agamemnon, stresses the importance of the
verb, noting that éumintew "expresses the overmastering force with which covetousness seizes
upon men” (Fraénkel 1950 ii, 176; citing Aes. A. 1175, 1468 and S. Ant. 782 in addition to Thuc.
6.24.).

This is not the only instance in which Thucydides uses éuni{ntw of an external force. Cf.
2.48.2 ([1 vdoog] €Eamwvaiws €évémece], 2.53.4 (Av [ripwpiav 8edv] mplv €umecelv), 2.61.2
(neTaBoris peyding ... éumecodons), 2.91.4 (¢dpos éuninmrer), 4.4.1 (6pun évémece), 4.28.5
(évémege ... Tu kal yéhwrog), 4.34.2 (BmanEls te évémecev) and 7.80.3 (BuminTer Tapaxy).

122¢f. Cornford: "must not Thucydides have intended this dark allusion which so terribly
fits the sequel? -- ‘Of the many who went few returned home again. Thus ended what
happened concerning Sicily’ {7.87.6]" (Cornford 1965, 214-215). Connor contends that "the echo
of Aeschylus reminds the reader of the underlying mythic pattern and the traditional
expectation of disaster for those who travel overseas after excessive violence” (Connor 1984,
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with the delays prior to sailing for Troy in Euripides' Iphigenia in Aulis (031w

Selvog éumémTax’ Epws /Thode oTpateias EANGS ovk dvev Bedv, 808-809).123

In Westlake's view, "from the point at which Thucydides begins his
account of the Athenian Expedition to Sicily he gives much attention to the
personality of Nicias, doubtless because of its influence upon the
outcome."12¢ The text, however, suggests otherwise. The historian's
presentation of the debate contemplates the lack of influence Nicias holds
over the demos, and, furthermore, highlights Athens' failure to refrain from
her émBupic far more than it does Nicias' inability to reapply yvdun to the
Athenian process of resolution.!?> Nicias' failure exposes in itself the extent
to which emotional impulse has come to dictate the Athenian resolutions,
through the implicit comparison the historian strikes between Diodotus and
Nicias and the contrasting outcomes of their individual debates.126 The
former, a virtual 'unknown' in the History, succeeded in bringing the demos
back to a point of rationality with a single speech, whereas Nicias, who had
previously spent a number of years in the forefront of Athenian politics, fails
on not one, but two counts. The fact that the Athenians had not, in this
instance, come together for the purpose of reconsidering their resolution, as
they had done in the case of the Mytilenaean debate, sharpens the contrast

further and underlines the extent to which dpyq has come to control their

168). This would be consistent with Macleod, who finds the language of battle and victory
within Clytemnestra's altercation with Agamemnon (Aes. A. 940-3, 956; cf. 1236f) "comparable
as a whole to the Melian Dialogue, in so far as there too a victory in words prefigures the
victory of force” (Macleod 1983a, 57).

123Dover (HCT iv, 262) points to an equally important passage in Isocrates' tenth oration,
where an &uws for the expedition to Troy has come over not only the Greeks and the barbarians,
but even the gods: Tocoftos § Epuws événecev tdv mvwy kal ThHs orparelas érelvng od udvov
Tols YEAANOU xal Tols BapBdpois dAAG kal Tols Beols..., 10.52. It is interesting to note that of
all the verbs associated with €pws in Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Herodotus and
Aristo?hanes, éuminTew and ninTew occur most often.

124westlake (1968, 171).

125¢Cf. de Romilly (1951, 273); Stahl: “the reader quickly realizes that Thucydides
himself favors the views of Nicias, whom the Athenians did not follow" (Stahl 1973, 65); and
Forde: "the Athenians' approval of Alcibiades involves the rejection of Nicias' counsel in
equal measure” (Forde 1989, 16).

126Ct. Connor (1984, 162 n. 11) and Ellis (1989, 55).



yvdpar.127

Moreover, nowhere does Thucydides imply that the statesman
"misjudged completely the temper of the assembly."128 On the contrary,
within the historian's presentation of the debate, Nicias, as Bloedow well
observes, "represents the rational, whereas Alcibiades the irrational."129 The
historian reinforces the stateman's arguments against émupia and &ws with
vivid references to the demos’ disposition in his preambles and postscript.
The lack of response to Nicias' first speech is in sharp contrast to the highly
charged reaction following his opponent's only attempt:130 Thucydides
emphatically states that the Athenians, after hearing Alcibiades, were far

more eager to make the expedition (moAMG pdArov | mwpdTepov dpunvto

127gee 3.37.3, 6.8.3 and above n. 105. Cf. Connor: "Thucydides' selection of the second
debate on the subject [of the Sicilian Expedition] brackets this scene with the reconsideration of
the decision about Mytilene. There second thoughts prove better; here the renewed
deliberation simply compounds the initial difficulties” (Connor 1984, 162 n. 11). Moreover,
along with the Melian dialogue, the debate on the Sicilian expedition does not entail the issue
of morality, as was the case in the Mytilenaean debate.

128Westlake (1968, 172). The general tendency of the narrative throughout the
presentation of the debate promotes a more positive impression of Nicias than Westlake seems
prepared to recognize (Westlake 1973, 105-107; cf. Palmer 1982a, 119). Strauss, observing the
unique introduction provided Nicias by the historian ("only after having shown us Nicias in
such a large number of deeds of so great a variety does Thucydides let us hear a speech”),
suggests that this is due to Nicias' unique importance to the History: "he is the representative
par excellence of moderation in the city of daring” (Strauss 1964, 202 with n. 68; cf. Forde 1989,
16). While there is no question that Thucydides points to an element of self-interest (as a
secondary motivation) regarding the statesman's second speech (cf. 6.19.2 and 6.24.1), the
reader is compelled to appreciate the challenge even Nicias knew he had before him (kail mpds
uév ToUs Tpdmous Tods Upetépous dodBevns &v pov 6 Adyos, 6.9.3). As Connor observes, like
Pericles he must urge inactivity on a people whose disposition is restless and active, and it was
impossible for him to prevent a meeting of the Athenians, as Pericles had done in similar
circumstances at 2.21.2-2.22.1 (Connor 1984, 162 with n. 13; ¢f. Chapter 1 pp. 18-20 and n. 55). Cf.
Farrar (1988, 173), Bloedow (1990, 15 n. 38) and above n. 91.

129Bloedow (1991b, 215). Bloedow also points to Nicias' critical use of the phrase et
cwdpovoduev at 6.11. The phrase appears in the speeches of three other individuals whose
sensible role it is to champion yvdun over dpyn, namely Archidamus (1.80.2, 1.84.1, 1.84.3 and
1.86.2), Diodotus (3.44.1) and Hermocrates (4.60.1 and 4.61.1) (Bloedow 1990, 14-16). See also
the Corinthians' speech at Athens (1.40.2). North's studies on cwé$pocdvn have led her tc note
that "Thucydides regards sophrosyne as the control of the irrational" (North 1966, 114). Cf.
Gomme (HCT i, 248) and Wilson (1990).

130Cf. Bloedow (1973, 9 with n. 36; citing Beloch Die att. Politik 1884, 58-59).
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oTpaTedew, 6.19.1),131 before reintroducing Nicias, whose attempts to deter
them are equally underscored (kail 0 Nwiag yvods 61i dnd pév Tév adtdv Aéywy
odk @v ETv dnoTpéyels, mapackeviis 8 MARBel, €l MOAARY émrdEele, ETax aTv
peTacTiceé adrods, 6.19.2). And the same holds true following Nicias' second
speech -- his failure to dissuade the demos from its resolution merely
illuminates the Athenian disposition (ol 8 10 pév émBupodv Tod mMrod ol
€Enpébnoay Umd Ttod SxAdSovs THs mapackevfis, mOAU §& pdrrov QpunvTOo, Kal
Todvavtiov mepiéotn aiTd, 6.24.2).132 Accordingly, the reaction of the demos to
Nicias' final attempt reveals the extent to which the Athenian indulgence of
Spyn has led to a total subordination of yvéun. Thucydides' narrative suggests
that, under the spell of €pws, the Athenians succeeded in distorting Nicias'
words to suit their émBupiar: €d Te ydp mapawéoar Eoke kal doddrera vov 5 kal

TTOAAN Eoecfat, 6.24.2.133 His aim had never been to advise them, only to deter

131The impression is strengthened further through Nicias' own perspective (p@ dpds ...
wppnpévous oTparevew, 6.20.1). Cf. 6.6.1, where Thucydides employs Sppdc8ar to describe the
Athenians’ mood prior to the debate (ol 'ABnvaiol oTpatedew dpunvro), and again the
confirmation through Nicias at 6.9.3 (odTe f¢éid éoTt kataoxely €4’ & dpufioe).

Huart observes that, in the History, dpudofar in the perfect passive carries a
psychological sense (Huart 1968, 415-416 n. 5, citing 3.92.4, 4.29.2, 5.1.1, 6.19.1, 6.20.1, 6.24.2 and
7.21.5). He also points to a significant use of dpp1 in the preamble to the Mytilenaean debate
(kal mwpoo¥uverdBovTo olk éNdxwoTov THg Opuiis ai [Teromovwnoiwy vies ée Twviay éxeivorg
BonBol ToApncasay wapaxwsuvedioar, 3.36.2), regarding which he states: "il signifie impulsion
violente, avec une valeur pas tellement différente de dpyy au début du méme paragraphe [rept
8€ Tdv duvSpdv yvdpas emowodvro, kal IO dpyfs E50kev adtolc ol Tous mapdvTas pdvov
drokTeivar...]" (ibid., 415-416 n. 5 ). Cf. Shorey: "Thucydides usually employs the weaker
synonym of Spun, reserving the tragic intensity of &ws for the fatal passion of Athens for the
expedition against Sicily" (Shorey 1893, 71). This does not seem likely, as the historian
clearly uses oppdc8ar in the context of the Sicilian expedition. It would be more legitimate to
argue that opudoéar and its corresponding noun, opu place more emphasis on the pure
emotional state than on the motivation for that state. Cf. Chapter 1 n. 56.

132Cf. Bloedow, who draws attention to the impression left by Thucydides' presentation of
the debate: "not only does Nicias make two speeches, whereas Alcibiades makes only one, but
Nicias also has the advantage of the last word. That is why the reaction to to his second
speech (VI 20.1-23.4) is so remarkable” (Bloedow 1992, 146). As Stahl earlier remarked:
"{Thucydides] measures the Athenian failure by the bushel of Nicias' speech” (Stahl 1973, 75).

133Cf. 4.108.4, where the historian considers the distortion of reason a consequence of
émBuvuia. See above p. 76 and Hunter (1973, 142). Moreover, Thucydides' explanation
concerning the motivation of the mpecpitepor reveals their distortion of the mpdvoia concept;
impassioned, they figured they would have nothing to lose ([€pws événece] rols pév ydp
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them by highlighting the magnitude of the Expedition (6.19.2; 6.24.1).134
What is more, in light of the mpecBvtepor-vedtepor opposition emphasized
throughout the debate, and, more specifically, Nicias' call to his
contemporaries to exercise the cwé¢poosvvn their experience could only
recommend, the fact that all the Athenians, both young and old, were
possessed with épws (6.24.3) only highlights the degree to which the Athenian

decision was irrational.135

Palmer insists that "Thucydides' presentation makes it clear that
Alcibiades’ presence in the city was not the cause of the Athenians' ambitions
in Sicily."136 True, he himself is not the cause, but the historian's treatment
certainly calls attention to the part he plays in encouraging the expedition.137
Alcibiades’ speech not only confirms the previous characterizations of both
Nicias and Thucydides; it ultimately confirms Diodotus' predictions on the
threatening influence of dpyrd. Thucydides' Alcibiades appears a prime
example of what the speaker had warned the Athenians against in the
Mytilenaean debate, when dpy1q subordinates yvdun entirely: once a violent
passion sets in, compelling one to undertake a particular endeavour, nothing

can deter human nature from its resolution (dnAds Te d5Uvatov kal TOAARe

eUnbeias, doTis oletar Ths dvBpumeias ¢Ucews Sppwnévng mpoBYpws TL mpEEar

wpecPuTépors ws N kataoTpeyopévors €4’ & Emheov § oUsev &v odareicav HeYEANY SUvapwy,
6.24.3). Cf. Forde (1989, 149 n. 34).

1345ee Bloedow: "Nicias' arguments in both his speeches should have prompted any
sober-minded, rational individual to oppose the expedition" (Bloedow 1990, 16). Cf. ibid.
(1991c 22 with n. 16; 1992, 146) and Orwin (1994, 120). Cf. above n. 129.

135Bloedow (1990, 16 n. 40). Cf. above n. 133.

136palmer (1982a, 122). Cf. de Romilly, who, citing the parallel use of évfiye for Cleon
(4.21.3) and Alcibiades (6.15.2), states: "comme c'était le cas, précédemment, pour Cléon,
Alcibiade ne fait qu'entrainer le peuple dans le sens oi1 le méne son désir" (de Romilly 1951, 174
with n. 3). Connor adds that these are the only instances in the History where this form of the
verb occurs (Connor 1984, 164; cf. de Romilly 1977, 91 n. 11, where she cites 2.21.3, 4.24.1 and
7.18.1, as other instances where évdyew is used to signal irrational wish). See below with n.
160.

137¢Cf. Gomme (1951, 74), Brunt (1952, 65 and 96), Westlake (1968, 220), and Bloedow (1992,
147).
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gmoTpomiy Twa Exew § vépwv loxdr § @A Te Sewd, 3.45.7). And indeed,
Alcibiades follows Cleon in exercising the negative ¥Uveois to succeed in

justifying his position.138

Through his treatment of Cleon, Thucydides effectively demonstrated the
extent to which opyf could compel one to acts of wheoveEia, through an
opposition to what is EJveois; his portrayal of Alcibiades takes his opyN-yvdun
antithesis further by illustrating how épws drives the Athenian to émBupia
thanks to a relative inversion, namely that of mpdvowx. Rather than defend
himself against Nicias' implicit charge that by indulging his ém8up{al he is
clearly incapable of exercising mpdvouwa,139 Alcibiades boldly attacks the virtue
itself. To justify his mapavouia, his indulgence of émupia,140 Thucydides'
Alcibiades essentially demonstrates his own irrationality, by going so far as to

advocate lack of reason. He never denies that he is prone to acts of voua.141

138As he did in the earlier episode reported by Thucydides (cf. above p. 68). Alcibiades
cannot be considered any more §uverds than was Cleon, if only on the ground that his powers of
reasoning are determined by his ém8upia. Westlake would like to include Alcibiades among
those the historian credits with Edveois (Westlake 1971, 324 with n.2), but as Bloedow
demonstrates, Alcibiades can only be considered in connection with the negative Zveois. His
inability to apply yvdun, "the active expression of [the positive] Evvecis” (Bloedow 1991b,
214), to his process of resolution results in the indulgence of his émupia, which leads to the
negative &vecig, "which works against the needs and best interest of the polis” (ibid., 203).
For a more detailed discussion, see Bloedow (1991b; 1992).

139Both de Romilly and Bloedow recognize that Nicias' argument against &uws is
implied, when he offsets the dangers of émupia against the virtues of mpdvoia (de Romilly
1951, 176 and 277; Bloedow 1991b, 203-204). Cf. Huart (1968, 351).

140¢f. Bloedow (1990, 5-6). The term wapavouta, in the History, though clearly
encouraged by acts of mheoveZia (3.82.6), appears to denote precisely that behaviour which
results from the indulgence of one’s énupiar. Cf. above n. 85.

141Dover follows Richards to take up a different position. Considering Nicias' use of the
word dvéntos a "highly general reference about extension of empire,” he does not see, in Nicias’
speech, any accusation of ‘folly’ brought against Alcibiades, and states: "no doubt there was at
times a slight discrepancy between what Thucydides had actually written and what he
thought he had written" (Dover 1965, 26 and HCT iv 247; cf. Richards 1914, 77). It star.ds to
reason, however, that if Nicias' characterization of Alcibiades serves to illustrate the
statesman’s point on the dangers of indulging one's émBupia (and this would seem the case,
given, in particular, the vedrepor-dmewpia/mpecpytepor-dumerpia opposition), then any
arguments against émuuia and Euws are as applicable to Alcibiades as they are to the general
Athenian disposition. Moreover, outside of Alcibiades' positive use of the term &voua, it
figures only in its primary negative sense through the mouths of Pericles (2.61.1), Diodotus
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On the contrary, he claims that his is no useless folly (o¥k &xpnoTos 18 1 &vow,
6.16.3); it had, along with his youth, clinched the successful negotiations with
Sparta (f ... dvola mapd $vow Sokodca elvar, 6.17.1).1492 As Macleod remarks,
"what was originally presented as a polemical and sarcastic echo of Nicias'

accusations, is now seriously represented as something to rely on."143

But Alcibiades does not stop at his distortion of wpdvoia. His &vow leads
him to distort those very dangers which Diodotus had cautioned the
Athenians accompany épws. Cleon's opponent had forewarned the Athenians
that the influence of cpyW would promote a climate conducive to éxmis and
€pws, which in turn would lead human nature to attempt control over

TUxn;144 only the application of yvaun could help resist such temptation.145

(3.42.1; 3.48.2) and the Athenians in the Melian Dialogue (5.111.4), all of whom act as the
voice of reason. Cf. Classen-Steup (ad loc.), Spratt (1912, 158), Huart (1968, 238 n. 2), Macleod
(1983b, 76-77; 84-85), Forde (1989, 86-87) and above n. 91.

On a related note, Bloedow establishes that Alcibiades was even lacking mpévow in the
one episode where Thucydides suggests he finally did service to Athens (kal 8okel ‘ANcprudsng
TP@TOVY TGTE kal oUSevos ENaccov THV WAAW WdeAfoar, 8.86.4) (Bloedow 1991b, 210-11; 216).

142The distortion of fact is evident in Alcibiades’ words, due, for the most part, to the
emphasis placed on Alcibiades’ character throughout the initial introductory episode. The
issue of youth had conveniently served Alcibiades’ purpose when he opposed the Spartans. Cf.
above pp. 61-62. Moreover, Dover notes: "ignoring the fact that Argos, the major power
concerned, had not been an ally of Sparta, Alkibiades represents himself as negotiating
successfully with ‘the area controlled by Sparta and her allies [[Tehomovvnoiwv]™ (Dover HCT
iv, 249). See also 6.89.6, where Alcibiades refers to his &vow as one confessed (Suoroyoupévne
advoiag).

143Macleod (1983b, 76). Alcibiades' virtuous use of dpy¥ in the same phrase (kai Tadta §
éun vedtng kal dvows mapd ¢Uow Soxodoa elvar és TRV Medomovvnolwy svvapw Adyols Te
npénovoww wpiinoe kal Spyf wioTw mapacxopévn Emewsev, 6.17.1) leaves no doubt that any
sarcasm has turned into dramatic irony: Alcibiades' dvow is seemingly mapd ¢ow only to
those still capable of reason -- Nicias, Thucydides, and the reader. Cf. Forde (1989, 86 and
188). Dover, who it appears would disagree, interprets the phrase differently: "the arguments
(AMSyoig) were what the occasion required, but it was the sincerity underlying them (cpy1)
which achieved conviction” (Dover 1965, 27).

Macleod also suggests "10 mdvu dkpipés [at 18.6] could be an attempt to discredit Nicias’
mpévora; it would then carry the unfavourable connotation of ‘pedantry’ and would genuinely
supply an opposite extreme to 16 ¢paddov” (Macleod 1983b, 85).

144Cf 3451 (17 énnisr émawdpevor kwsuvedouo) and Nicias' reproach at 6.11.6 (xpn 8¢
Hn Tpos Tds TUXas TAV évavtiwy énaipecdar). See Chapter 2 n. 72 on énaipecfar.

145Cf. Shorey: "when dpun hath fallen upon or €pws taken possession of the soul, €éamig
enters in to heighten confidence and blind to the risk of failure" (Shorey 1893, 71). Human
nature cannot hope to control txn, but it can intervene and prevent éAms and &uws from taking
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Alcibiades, to incite the Athenians to follow through on their resolution,
‘exploits their irrationality.’46 He amplifies their hopes with his optimistic
assessments of situations both domestic and abroad (6.17.2-8) and exaggerates
their desires with future scenarios most certain to pass (6.18.4).147 And he
deals with the issue of Txn as he did that of mpdvoia. Rather than address
Nicias' charge that he is reaching for things unseen (T@v d$avdv kal peANGvTwY,
6.9.3; Tdv andvTtwy, 6.13.1), Alcibiades inverts even the traditional concept of
Tdxn. Playing on his opponent's reputation, he suggests to the Athenians that
they have everything they need, his own youthful dvoia and Nicias' good
luck (6 Nwilag edtuyns Sokel elva, dmoxpricace 1§ ékatépou udy weerig, 6.17.1).148
Stahl recognizes the ultimate inversion: "when the unfounded view, that of
Alcibiades prevails, then the unreal becomes real, because people are going to
act out their hopes and desires, and the real, like the facts Nicias tells his
audience, becomes, at least for some time unreal, because it is simply

overlooked."149

control with the application of yvdun.

146Ct. Bloedow: "Alcibiades not only became the chief architect of an enterprise that was
fundamentally misconceived, but he also in particular exploited the irrational disposition of
his fellow-Athenians at that time" (Bloedow 1992, 147).

147For an outline of Alcibiades’ speech, see Bloedow (1990, 5-12). As Hunter observes,
“sharing as he does in the general dnewle, he increases their ardour with misinformation”
(Hunter 1973, 144). Alcibiades is not exempt from Thucydides' explanation of the motives
compelling the vedrepor at 6.34.2; he too was elleams. Cf. above nn. 68, 100 and 109.

148Dover has noted that "Alkibiades' argument only makes sense if eutuxia is treated as
an abiding characteristic, and that is logically irreconcilable with its treatment as pure
chance” (Dover HCT iv, 249), but see Macleod, who states: "Alcibiades is exploiting an
ambiguity in Greek notions which comes out in the fourth-century debate: it belongs to a man
casually and/or intrinsically. Dover's note is, I suspect, too rigorously logical to do justice to the
rhetoric of our passage; for rhetoric is, to a great extent, playing on contradictions or tensions in
the audience's thinking" (Macleod 1983b, 77). Cf. Pericles' words at 2.61.1 and 2.62.4.

Cf. Bloedow, who recognizes in the debate a contrast between Tdxn-énwupia and yvdun-
mpdvowe (Bloedow, 1991b, 203-4; cf. de Romilly 1951, 175-176). Alcibiades' irrationality leads
him to believe that he can control an external element not even subject to control by npévowx -
thus the irrational implication that €pws surpasses even yvdpun.

1495tahl (1973, 72). As Cochrane remarks, Thucydides emphasizes that the Athenians
allowed themselves to be deceived (Cochrane 1929, 130; citing 6.8 and 6.46), confirming that
human nature gets carried away by success (cf., for example 4.17.4, 4.65.4 and 6.11.5). That the
influence of dpyq has led to a total reversal of Periclean priorities, yvdpn-npdvolx vs dpy1-
dvoa, is most evident if we recall Pericles' words at 2.62.5: «kai v TéMuav dnd Ths Spolag
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Parry’s contention that the "central problem of the history is, How, and
when, can man impose his gnome on things outside himself?" is reinforced
through the ironic implications emerging from the Melian dialoguel59
Wassermann sees the irony in Nicias' desperate recourse to T9xn as he later
hopes for a miracle "wrought by the gods" (7.61.3; 7.77.2.),15! but a more tragic
irony emerges in the debate on the Sicilian expedition. Outside the issues of
piety,152 the irony is played out on the Athenians' own precepts as far as
concerns their attitude toward the Expedition -- at which point Nicias is still
the voice of reason. As Stahl observes, "Nicias very much uses the same
language which the Athenians use in the Melian dialogue, when they warn
the Melians, while Alcibiades' speech has much in common with the
irrational desires and hopes of the Melians."!53 Compare, for example,
Nicias' statement of case with the Athenians' final address to the Melians:

Kal Tpos pEV ToUs TpSmous Tods dpeTépous doBevic &v pov § Adyos ein,
€l Td Te dndpxovTa odlew mapawoiny kal un Tols ETofuolc mepl TOV

b4 -~ ~ ’ 7/ < N o k4 -~ e i 4
adavay kal HEANOVTWY KWwiuvedew* ws € odite &y KaQWPpw CTEVSETE OUTE
pEBLd éoT kaTaoxelv €¢' & dpuncde, TaiTa Si8dEw (6.9.3).

GAN odV pdvor ye dmd TodTwy TAY PovAsupdrwy, de Nuiv SokelTE, TQ Py

4 -~ L3 s’ Ve 7/ N hY 3 ~ ~ d
HEANOVTQ TWY Opwpévwy cadéoTepa KpiveTe, TQ 68 adavn T fodAecBat
€ 7 o -~ \ rd N 4 A b4 rd
WS ylyvopeva ndn Bedaohe, kal Aakedawpoviols kal TIxy kal éamic
mAeloToV 8 mapaBepAnpévol kal moTedosavtes TAEIGTOV Kal cdarnocecte
(5.113).

Both parties essentially point out the dangers of &pws, éan{s and t9xn in a

TUxXNS N Eveows ék Tod Imépdpovos Exupwrépay mapéxeray, EAmiSL Te focov mwredey, f¢ év Td
andpy N loxvs, yvdun 8¢ dnd tdv Jmapxdvrwy, N¢ BeparoTépa N mpdvowe. Cf. below n. 161, for
the mapavouia inversion.

150The importance of the Melian dialogue to the History has not gone unnotic=d. Cf.
Wassermann: “the independence of Melos represents the last survival of polis autonomy in the
Aegean, the core of the Attic empire, and her conquest by Athens in a way symbolizes the
zenith and the turning point of Athenian ascendency” (Wassermann 1947, 21) Cf. Bloedow
(1991b, 212).

151Wassermann (1947, 30).

152Wassermann shows well that the conflict between the Melians and Athenians is
essentially reflected in their attitude towards téxn (Wassermann 1947, 29-30).

1535tahl (1973, 72). Cf. Pearson (1957, 238) and Edmunds (1975b, 121).
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manner most consistent with Diodotus’ warnings.15¢ That theirs is the voice
of reason is confirmed when the Athenians, like Nicias, urge their opponents
to exercise swposyvn,!55 implying that their inability to do so would reflect
dvowa (aloxdvnv aloxiw perad dvoias § TOyxy mpoohafeiy, 5.111.3). The juxtaposition
of the two episodes clearly underlines the irony.!5 Throughout the debate
on the Expedition, the Athenians themselves are unable to apply yvéun in the
attempt to prevent the dangers of épws, éAnis and t9xn, as they had so raatter-
of-factly directed the Melians in the preceding Dialogue.

According to Macleod "[Thucydides’' speeches] come at moments of
decision and illustrate vividly and in detail those factors which influence the
decision.... The speeches embody ... [motives] in argument and so directly
present them at work."157 Clearly this is the case here. Bloedow concludes,
"as the outcome of the struggle in 431 turned on the confrontation between
opyn and yvdun, so in 415 it turned on a confrontation between Embupia-Epws
and gJvecig-yvdun."158 Thucydides' presentation of the debate on the Sicilian

Expedition draws attention to this opposition, making the reader witness to

1545ee too, Diodotus' predictions at 3.45.5 and also the Athenians’' elaborations on éamic
at 5.103. Edmunds maintains: "Nicias' repetition of the metaphor from dicing [6.13.1; 5.103]
seems to underline the fact that he is addressing a city that is subject to the same psychological
forces which led to the defeat, destruction, and enslavement of the Melians" (Edmunds 1975b,
121). Cf. n. 118.

155Cf. 5.111.2: noaniv Te droylav T Swavolag mapéxere, el un petacTnoduevor Eri Npds
@Ao Tu TdVSe cwdpovéoTepov yvdoesBe. The irony is reinvoked in Hermocrates' speech at
Camarina (0¥ ydp oldv te dua tis Te émBupiag kal Tic TUXNS TOV aUtov Spolws Tapiav
yevéoBay, 6.78.2): "man cannot regulate fortune so that only what he desires occurs” (Dover
HCT iv, 352).

156And all the more so, bearing in mind that Thucydides attributes none of the
responsibility for the destruction of Melos to Alcibiades. For a range of views on the association
between the episodes, see Jebb (1898, 290 with n. 2), Wassermann (1947, 18-36), Cornford (1965,
185 and 202), Liebeschuetz (1968a, 75-76), de Romilly (1951, 168; and 245; Budé iv, 173 n.1l),
Andrewes (1960, 2-3), Strauss (1964, 192-209), Stahl (1966, 160), Dover (HCT iv, 190-191),
Bruell (1974, 14), Edmunds (1975b, 121), Ellis (1979, 55), Parry (1981, 194-199), Macleod (1983a,
58; 62-63), Connor (1984, 158), Farrar (1988, 150-151) and Orwin (1994, 118 with n. 2).

157Macleod (1983a, 52). On a similar note, Connor observes: "the significance of
Alcibiades’ speech lies not in the force of its arguments for action against Sicily, but in its
understanding and illumination of Athenian character” (Connor 1984, 166). Cf. Wassermann
(1947, 19) and Ste. Croix (1972, 297).

158Bloedow (1991b, 215).
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the outcome. Much as Cleon embodied the dpyW which so crucially
influenced the Athenians during the course of the Mytilenaean debate,
Alcibiades embodies the €pws which so completely intoxicates them with
regard to the Expedition;159 so as to satisfy his own ém8uuia, he incites the
Athenians to follow their own,160 and, in doing so, he leads Athenian
imperialism to mapavouia.161 Thucydides subtly maintains the Athenians'
suspicions that Alcibiades was Tvpavvisos émBupodvtt through the Athenian's
very embodiment of that all-ruling passion. €pws is the ultimate tyrant over
one's yvapay, and as its embodiment, Alcibiades becomes TUpavvog himself.162
Plutarch’s description of €pws on Alcibiades' custom-built shield certainly
reinforces the suggestion:

E z ’ ’ RN ) 7, ~ ’ »
acmidos TE SrwaxpUoov moinow oudev émionpov Tdv matpiwy Exovoay,

AN VEpwra KeEpauvoddpov....
(Plut., Alc. 16.2)

159Cf. Macleod: “the desire which seizes them (6.24.3) is correlative to the nécvy of
Alcibiades’ proposals” (Macleod 1983b, 79) and Bloedow (1991b, 215). Hunter takes a slightly
different position when she states: "as the type of ém8upia he [Alcibiades] symbolizes their
[the Athenians’] major passions, &ws and &g [sic]” (Hunter 1973, 144; cf. 180).

160As Bloedow notes: "at the time of the most crucial decision in the entire course of the
War Nicias' call to yvdun and swéposivn was not sufficient to control the émwupia of the
Athenians, not least because the arch-representative of ém8upia projected them headlong on
their irrational course" (Bloedow 1991b, 215).

161Note the Thebans' retort to the Plataeans at 3.65.2: ol ydp dyovTes mapavopoiol
RENNOV TOV émopévwv (cf. 3.55.4); and compare Pericles' words on mapavopia at 2.37.3:
cigepu.’xeu‘ig 8§ 1 T 1;rp00'9umoﬁv\feghﬂi Snudow 51d §éog u(i)ugfg °‘f’, mapavouodpey, TEY Te
GLEL €V apXn OVTWY @KPOACEL KAl TV VOUWY, Kal RAAGTE aUTdV OO0l Te €W wderiy Tdv
dSwouvpévwy ketvtar kal Soou dypador Svres aloxdvny oporoyoupévny dépovaw.

162Connor remarks that "the association between tyranny and eros is strong in fifth-
century literature (Connor 1984, 178 n. 53; citing Her. 6.62 [?], Eur. fr. 850 Nauck TGrE?, Plut. Alc.
16). Cf. Comnford, in his chapter heading 'Eros Tyrannus,’ cites, in particular, Plato Rep. 573
(Cornford 1965, 201-220). Cf. Eur. (HF 63-66; Rh. 166) and Hdt. (1.96.4-5; 3.53.16-17; 5.32.9-10).
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Chapter 4

Harmodius and Aristogeiton: a story told

Neatly sandwiched between the arrival in Sicily and the recall of
Alcibiades, Thucydides' digression on the so-called 'tyrannicides,” Harmodius
and Aristogeiton, completes his treatment of Athenian character insofar as
the function of £pws and its role in Athenian politics is concerned. In light of
the opyri-yvdun antithesis which carries the reader through Thucydides'
treatments of Athens' major leaders, from Pericles to Alcibiades, the total
absence of yvdun in the resolutions of Harmodius and Aristogeiton is most
significant. &pws is the subject of the digression, which, in its extended
context, illustrates the extent to which yvdun becomes subordinate to dpyd

within contemporary Athens.

According to Palmer, "far from being an account of how noble and public-
spirited self-sacrifice brought down a very bad regime, the true story of
Harmodius and Aristogeiton is an account of how a very good regime came
to ruin, undone by the most private of concerns -- eros."! Indeed, the
digression is not a historical romance meant to point out the virtues of desire;
it is a tragedy illustrating the dangers of emotional impulse.2 Moreover, as
Forde observes, the digression "draws our attention not only because it deals
with the crucial aspects of Athenian character, but because its subject turns
out to be Athenian daring and Athenian eros both; it contains more
references to eros in particular than are found in the entire remainder of the

work."3 Thucydides essentially demonstrates how the influence of &uws, the

Ipalmer (1982a, 109). Cf. Connor: “"they [Harmodius and Aristogeiton] are not political
reformers or liberators, but lovers, threatened by the intervention of a member of the Pisitratid
house into their erotic relationship” (Connor 1984, 179).

2Cf. Forde: "the digression illustrates the excess and irrationality of Harmodius and
Aristogeiton” (Forde 1989, 95).

3Forde (1989, 33-34).
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total subordination of yvdun, leads to the inversion of priorities (public versus
private), and in consequence, to an inversion of the noble TdAnpa. That the
two protagonists are lovers intensifies the analogy, making the €pws theme

most accessible to the reader.

In Connor's view, "the influence of eros provides the motivation for
Harmodius and Aristogeiton’'s conspiracy."* This is clearly underlined
through Thucydides' choice of vocabulary. Among the five references to
€pws, only one directly establishes the setting to reflect the romantic love
shared by Harmodius and Aristogeiton (épactys, 6.54.2). The remaining four
instances contemplate the role &ws plays in the control of circumstance
(Epwtuv, 6.54.1; épwrikds, 6.54.3; épwTuchs, 6.57.3; épwTucv, 6.59.1). This is most
evident in Thucydides' opening statement, where the lovers' TéAunua is
reportedly undertaken in consequence of an épwrwn Ewvruxia: 16 ydp
‘ApwoToyeiTovos kal ‘Apuosiov TéAunpa 8V épwtuniv Tuvrtuxiay énexewprdn, 6.54.1.
There is nothing in the text, apart from the romantic setting yet to come
(6.54.2), to suggest that épwTum Lwvruxie is but a superficial reference to a 'love
affair.’> On the contrary, the preposition ${a clearly points to the motive

governing the action;® the Zvvtuxic is determined by &ws.”

The final reference to €pws helps confirm this view of the historian's

purpose. In concluding his digression, Thucydides calls attention to the

4Connor (1984, 178-179).

5In Diodotus’ speech §vv1'vxw. is used in connectlon with dpy1 to denote the various states
brought about by opyn al § dAAav §vvrvxun, Opyd TdV dvBpdnwy, ds ékdotn Tis katéxeTar i’
dvnkéotou Twds kpeicoovog éEdyovaw € Tods kweivous, 3.45.4. Cf. Cornford (1965, 220-221),
Marchant (1952, 161), Saar (1953, 80) and Edmunds (1975b, 199).

6Cf. Smyth, who notes that §id@ with the genitive expresses means, while §1d with the
accusative points to motive (Smyth 1956, 371 n. 1679).

7Edmunds considers the digression to reveal "Thucydides' understanding of tyche as
originating in the passions or as decisive mainly in its effect on the passions” (Edmunds 1975b,
194). Such an mterpretanon does not coincide with Diodotus’ words at 3.45.6, where T¥xn does
not appear as a result of € cpuws, it accompames éaris and €pws to form a tnangle deadly to
human nature: kai n Tdxn €n adtolc oUsév Enacoov Euppdrretar €g 10 énafpew. Cf. Classen-
Steup (ad loc.), Spratt (1905, 181), Marchand (1952, 161) and Chapter 2 p. 52.
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predominant role of €pws in the plot to overthrow the tyranny, and highlights
the influence €pws holds over the protagonists’ dispositions:

TOWITY UEV TPy SV épwTumy MY 1 Te doxn THs €mPBovrfis kal 1

CNGyloTOS TOApe €k Tod mapaxpiuc mweprSeods ‘Apuosiy kal

"ApwoToyeitovt éyéveTo (6.59.1).
Thucydides again observes the role of €pws through the §id of motive (51
€pwTumy AImnv), but, on this occasion, he amplifies the impression with his
particular emphasis on the origin of the plot (7 Te dpxn Tfis émBourfis, éyéveto).
His implicit analysis calls to mind Diodotus' forecast of the dangers of dpy¥:
the Athenian speaker clearly gave €ws the leading role (3 uév fiyoduevos) over
éamris and t9xn, holding it responsible for the careful devising of plots (6 uév
v émpourny éxdpovtilwy, 3.45.5).8 Moreover, the far-reaching influence of
€pws is initially implied through the verbal variation on §v épwrumv Evvruyiay,
8V épwruciv Ay, and Thucydides highlights it further by drawing his
readers’ attention to the extent to which Harmodius and Aristogeiton were
moved by the momentary dpyn which possessed them. Their act of daring
had been born from an impulsive reaction (€x Tod mapaxpfipa mepiseods),10 and
so what the two protagonists reportedly considered to be Té \ua (cf. 6.56.3) was
truly dryioTog Téhua, precisely because dpyv had come to dominate yvdun

entirely.

8In my opinion, Thucydides' use of émpovAr in this chapter upholds the reading of
€mPovAiv at 3.45.5, opposed to the variant reading, émiporiv. Cf. Classen-Steup (ad loc.), in
addition to Weil and de Romilly (Budé iii, 32).

9Huart notes that in the History Nymm-Aumely express personal vexation, yet he considers
this instance at 6.59.1 an exception to the rule: "le seul exemple ol A¥mn marque ' hostilité se
lit en VI, 59, 1; Thucydide explique par une blessure d‘amour, 5v épwrwniv Aomny, le complot
d'Harmodios et Aristogiton” (Huart 1968, 100). It is far easier, however, to interpret AUt in its
customary sense, if we regard the personal vexation as one brought about by &uws. Cf. Classen-
Steup (ad loc.).

10Huart observes that the addition of prefixes to 8e¢idew and its derivatives renders the
abstract speculation expressed affective: "ces préfixes [éx-, kata-, mepr-, Umep], 2 cause du sens
concret qu'ils gardent toujours quelque peu, auront pour effet de colorer d'une nuance affective une
spéculation abstraite, qui perd alors, en tout ou en partie, sa valeur d'opération intellectuelle”
(Huart 1968, 139). See below n. 12 on the influence of the prefix mepi- in the compound
TeEpLaAYETY.

100



The two remaining instances (6.54.3 and 6.57.3) illustrate the irrationality
provoked by €pws with vivid expression. The pitch of emotion which takes
place in Aristogeiton, once he has been informed of Hipparchus' attempts on
Harmodius, is precisely what leads him to the excessive and impulsive
resolution to overthrow the tyranny:

0 8¢ épwrikds mepadyfoas kal dopnbels TV Trmdpxov SHvapw pn Bl

TpocaydynTal aUTdv, Empouvhedel e¥dis d¢ dmo THs Umapyxodone

CEUDCEWS KATAAUOW TH TUpaVVisl (6.54.3).
There is no reason why the adverb épwruds must govern only mepiwadynoag;!l
the adverb points directly to the motive behind both Aristogeiton's pain and
his fear, which, in turn, perpetuate his irrational resolution.!2 The impulsive
behaviour is reinforced through e¥8ds and the excessive nature of the plot
brought to the fore with the expression &s dno Tfis dmapyodons dEidoews.
Ironically, the restrictive &g emphasizes at the same time that Aristogeiton,
previously defined as a pécos moritng (6.54.2), would go to any length within

his reach to accomplish his resolution.

It is in our last instance that Thucydides fully underlines the extent to
which emotional impulse governs Harmodius and Aristogeiton's
dispositions. Their plans go awry when, upon seeing a fellow-conspirator
conversing with Hippias, they jump to the conclusion that they are being
betrayed:13

~ 7 e ~ N " v 4 > 4 > 4
TOV AUTIMOoAVTa o0V odds kail i oviep mavTa evsivevoy €BodrovTo
TpoTEpOV, €l §ivawTo, MpoTywwproastal, kal dorep elyov dpunoav Eow

11As some scholars appear to interpret the text. Cf. Spratt (1905, 246), Bodin and de
Romilly (Budé v, 40), as well as Dover (1963, 62).

12Huyart observes, "I'idée de superlatif contenue dans le préfixe mepi- nous meéne 2 la notion
de quelque chose d'insupportable” (Huart 1968, 66).

13”1'hucydides emphasizes, at 6.57.2, that his protagonists had essentially ‘jumped the
gun’ with an aside to the effect that Hippias was ndéow eunpdoosos. Cf. Classen-Steup (ad
loc.) and Spratt (1905, 254), who remark on the rare personal use of the adjective eunpdoosos. If
indeed the expression were striking to the reader, then Thucydides' point would be
highlighted all the more.
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TV TUAGY, kal meprétuxov TG Inmdpxy mapd 1O Acwkdperov

KEAOTUEVOY, kal £U8Us depLokEmTwS MPOSTIESSVTES Kal b &V PdALoTa

sv o’gyﬁg O UEV EpwTikiS, O 8€ UBprouévog, ErunTov kal dmokTeivousw

aiTdV (6.57.3).
Once more, the historian illustrates the excessive and impulsive nature
which emerges when dpyn prevails over yvdéun.14 Overwhelmed by the dpyn
which possesses them at the moment, Aristogeiton (6 pév épwruciis) and
Harmodius (S §€ Jppiopévos) rush as they are (Gomep elxov), and immediately
(eU8Ys) fall upon Hipparchus.!> Thucydides' use of the adverb dmepioxémruws
leaves no doubt that "the assassination is an act for which Thucydides has not
the slightest admiration.”’® As Huart observes, "le terme s'applique aux
conjurés qui, se croyant découverts, se jettent sur Hipparche, sans réfléchir,
acte inconsidéré expliqué par 1'0py1."7 And indeed, the lovers' lack of yvdun
is highlighted in Thucydides' striking description of their attack on
Hipparchus: they act as one would when most under the influence of dpy¥
(s &v pdrioTa 8U dpyiis), beating him repeatedly to the point of death (ETumTov
kal dmokTeivovuoy adtdv). Dover explains that the historical present is
"especially frequent with words denoting violence and death,” in which case,
Thucydides’ deliberate use of the imperfect of repeated action reinforces his

dramatic illustration.18

It has been previously observed that Thucydides' digression on
Harmodius and Aristogeiton is reminiscent of Diodotus' forecast of the

dangers of dpyn. But it is not only with regard to €pws. Upon closer

14The connective ofv effectively points to the sequence of thought (cf. Denniston 1954, 425-
426).

13¢y, Classen-Steup: "wovon bei dem Arist. der Grund durch das Adj. épwrwuis, bei dem
Harm. im Part. igpwopévog ausgedriickt wird" (Classen-Steup, ad loc.) and Palmer (1982a, 108).

16Edmunds (1975a, 75).

17Huart (1968, 195; cf. 161). Cf 4.10.1 and 4.108.4, where dnepiokentos is applied to éanig,
with Chapter 3 n. 69.

18pover (1965, 66). Cf. Classen-Steup (ad loc.), Spratt (1905, 255) in addition to Goodwin
and Gulick (1930, 268 n. 1253).
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examination, the lovers are also subject to the dangers said to accompany &ws
by the speaker in the Mytilenaean debate: Diodotus pointed to éxn{s and Tdxn,
claiming that the former, in following the lead of &ws (1 § édemopévn), would
encourage the assumption of facility (§ 8¢ Tiv edmopiav THs TUxns smoTeioa,
3.45.5), while the latter induces men (Zvupdaretar €5 10 émaipew) to take risks
even with insufficient means (kal éc T@v InoseecTépwy KivSuvedew Twa mpodyel,
3.45.6). As Palmer remarks, the lovers' 'hope' (1Amilov, 6.56.3) that others
would rise up spontaneously with a view to their own freedom (€8erfceiy
cdds avTovs EuveNeuBepodv) "does not appear to have been well-founded."19
Indeed, Thucydides' text implies otherwise. Not only does the historian
underline the folly of their hopes with an ironic emphasis on the few
conspirators involved (el kat gmocolody Ttorpfoewav),20 Harmodius and
Aristogeiton essentially hope that the Athenians will respond in a frame of
mind similar to their own (€k Tod mapaxpipa; cf. 6.59.1).21 In light of
Thucydides’ determined effort to establish the mild nature of the tyranny
(6.54.5-7),22 such an expectation would certainly defy logic. The element of
risk is more directly emphasized when the lovers' vengeful passion is most
manifest: though their attempt to overthrow the tyranny is aborted,
Harmodius and Aristogeiton wish nonetheless to take vengeance upon
Hipparchus, on acount of whom they were risking everything (51 Svmep ndvra

écwdvvevoy, 6.57.3).23

19Palmer (1982a, 108).

20c, Classen-Steup (ad loc.), Spratt (1905, 253) and Denniston (1954, 422).

21¢, Classen-Steup: "- éx Tod mapaxpfipe, ohne lange Uberlegung und Vorbereitung”
(Classen-Steup, ad loc.).

225 passage Rawlings refers to as a "digression within a digression" (Rawlings 1981, 106).

23Dover clearly does not recognize the emphasis Thucydides places upon the irrational
effects of emotional impulse when he states: "whatever the reason for Aristogeiton's emotion,
he and Harmodios did after all plan the overthrow of the tyranny, not mere personal revenge
on Hipparchos" (Dover 1965, 58-59). Cf. a most significant passage in Lysias which effectively
summarizes the degree of emotional impulse which accompanies &ws: ol pév &nov, Stav épdon
kal dnocTepdvrar Qv €mBupodor kal cuykomdow, opyilduevor mapaxpipa Tiupwpeichar
{ntodow, 3.39.
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Recent scholarship recognizes that Thucydides' digression on Harmodius
and Aristogeiton is of central relevance to the theme of €pws in the History.
Connor states that "the use of ring composition and the interpretation of the
conspiracy of Harmodius and Aristogeiton as an act of erotic boldness link the
digression to the theme of eros so prominent in the work."2¢ Previous
scholarship, however, has not accorded the historian's digression as much
significance.?> Some scholars, such as Dover, argue that Thucydides
“succumbed here to the temptation ... to correct historical error,"26 while
others maintain the digression is intended to rebuke the Athenian fears of
tyranny.?? At the very least, there appears to be some confusion regarding the
digression's extended context.2!8 Though most scholars agree that the
digression illustrates how "private considerations shape public events,"29 the
parallels drawn between the events of 514 B.C. and those in 415 B.C. vary
widely: the role of Alcibiades has been viewed alongside that of both Hippias
and Hipparchus in addition to those of Harmodius and Aristogeiton and both
Alcibiades' opponents and the demos have at various times been compared

to Aristogeiton.30 Undoubtedly, these are all legitimate considerations, but

24Connor (1984, 178; cf. Appendix 6). Forde maintains that Thucydides' account of the
Athenian &ws "reaches a climax of sorts in the digression on the tyrannicides” (Forde 1989, 37).
As Todd observes, Forde essentially suggests that "erds is a Thucydidean metaphor for the
tolma (daring aggression) associated with Athenian imperialism,” and so, in his view, "this
may help explain why Thucydides chooses to connect Alkibiades' recall from the Sicilian
expedition with the love-affair of Harmodios and Aristogeiton” (Todd 1991, 243; cf. Forde
1989, 31-37). Cf. Orwin (1994, 162 n. 32).

25Some, such as Proctor, even follow Schwartz’ suggestion that the digresssion may have
been an earlier piece of work inserted by a posthumous editor (Proctor 1980, 16; cf. 195). Cf.
Parry (1972, 50 n. 7).

26Dover (HCT iv, 329). Cf. Bury (1909, 89-90), Grundy (1948 i, 424-427), Lang (1955, 398),
Liebeschuetz (1968b, 304), Stahl (1973, 70), Rawlings (1981, 103) and Farrar (1988, 146).

27Cf. Grene (1965, 69), Adcock (1963, 25), Hunter (1973, 173-174), Edmunds (1975b, 157),
Palmer (1982a, 106-107), Kemn (1989, 79) and Orwin (1994, 125).

283tahl and Dover are convinced that Thucydides never even intended the digression to
serve as a parallel to contemporary events (Stahl 1966, 7; Dover HCT iv, 328). Cf. Proctor, who
regards the digression as irrelevant (Proctor 1981, 195; see above n. 25).

29Connor (1984, 179).

30For a range of views, cf. de Romilly (1951, 178; cf. 1995, 104), Lang (1955, 395-400),
Strauss (1964, 196-197), Liebeschuetz (1968b, 304-305), Woodhead (1970, 79-80), Edmunds
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they downplay the crucial role the digression plays in illustrating the extent to
which yvdun becomes subordinate to dpyyq within contemporary Athens.

The historian's portrayal of Alcibiades in the debate on the Sicilian
Expedition dramatically illustrated the level of distortion encouraged by
€pws.31 The Athenians were not exempt from the historian's judgement
then,32 and there is certainly nothing in Thucydides' text to suggest that their
irrational disposition evaporated as soon as they had reconfirmed their initial
decision to sail. On the contrary, Thucydides continually reinforces the fact
that the climate in Athens was determined by £pws throughout the elaborate
episode dealing with the mutilation of the Hermae (6.27-30; 6.53-61), the very
context in which the digression is introduced.33 As Palmer notes "why
Alcibiades should be suspected in an affair that could do nothing but raise
doubts about an expedition he so strongly supported" is beyond reason.34
Accordingly, Thucydides does not merely condemn Alcibiades' opponents for

their motives and methods;35 he clearly disapproves of the Athenians'

(1975b, 194-195), Rawlings (1981, 98-117), Connor (1984, 176-180), Farrar (1988, 146-148), Forde
(1989, 33-37 and 95), Palmer (1982a, 105-109) and Orwin (1994, 125-126).

3¢t Chapter 3 pp. 91-94.

32Equally intoxicated (kal €pws évémece tols mdow dpoiws ExmAredoxr, 6.24.3), the
Athenians embraced Alcibiades' irrational inversions of mpdvoia, énnis and TUxr, As
Alcibiades distorted the truth about Sicily, so the Athenians distorted Nicias'
discouragements to suit their own émupiar. Cf. 6.24.2 and Chapter 3 n. 132.

33The significance given to this episode varies enormously. Grundy, for example, considers
it merely "a mean story interpolated into the history of great events” (Grundy 1948 ii, 182),
while Pearson equates this passage with 2.65, recognizing it as one of the few passages where
"Thucydides is definite and blunt in his disapproval [of the Athenians]" (Pearson 1947, 50).
Rawlings marks an important association between the passage on the mutilation of the Hermae
and the digression, when he states that "the bitterness revealed in Thucydides' treatment of
the Hermacopidae is matched by that which he betrays in his handling of the tyrannicide”
(Rawlings 1981, 112). Cf. Westlake: “it is not his [Thucydides'] normal practice to dwell upon
the internal history of Athens or of any other state, unless it influenced the course of the war"
{(Westlake 1968 221).

34palmer (1982a, 112 n. 20).

35As de Romilly observes, Thucydides is clearly against Alcibiades’ opponents,
emphasizing both their jealousy (6.28.2) and deceit (6.29.3) (de Romilly 1951, 178 with n. 4).
Similarly, Kern states: "Thucydides provides the utmost drama to this episode by describing it
from the point of view of Alcibiades' most ardent supporters” (Kern 1989, 79).  Cf. Westlake
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impulsive reactions in investigating the affair.36 Bloedow recognizes the
extent of the hysteria in Athens when he remarks that Thucydides "makes it
clear that Alcibiades was never formally charged with mutilation of the
Hermae."37 From the outset, the historian establishes that no one knew who
was guilty (kal Tods Spdoavras §8el ousels, 6.27.2),38 and his own use of the term
§1dBoAn in connection with Alcibiades' opponents at 6.29.3 (ol § éx8pol ...
BouAuevol ék peiZovos swaporfis) strengthens the implication emerging from the
indirect statements attributed to Alcibiades at 6.29.2. (kai émepaptdpero un
<movTos mépL avtod SuaPords dmoséyeohat...), namely, that the charges against
Alcibiades were false.3 Moreover, the hysteria of the demos is further
illuminated when, as Bloedow observes, "Alcibiades who had been able,
virtually single-handed,...to launch Athens on the greatest adventure of her

history, was, at a most crucial moment, incapable of persuading the

(1968, 221-222) and Farrar (1988, 147-8).

36Cf. Kern: “although Thucydides has made it clear that Alcibiades was selfish and
personally ambitious (6.15), he does not remind us of these flaws when he describes the recall.
Instead he emphasizes the irrational hysteria behind the charges against Alcibiades"” (Kern
1989, 79). The demos presumes Alcibiades guilty based on the testimony of non-Athenian
citizens regarding, not the mutilation of the Hermae, but the mocking of the Mysteries (6.28.2);
without investigating the informers and without the necessary evidence, the Athenians
ultimately charge the xpnoToi based on the word of the movnpot (6.53.2).

37Bloedow (1992, 149). Liebeschuetz argues that it was the "fear of tyranny which
induced the Athenians to believe the slanders against Alcibiades" (Liebeschuetz 1968b, 304).
It is important to distinguish, however, that this fear is provoked by €uws. Thucydides'
Athenians were irrational before the mutilation of the Hermae, and so it is unlikely that the
hysteria in Athens at the time of the scandals was "motivated by the demos' extreme fear of
tyranny” (Palmer 1982a, 106; cf. Woodhead 1970, 79 and Stahl 1973, 70). That irrational fear
is an offshoot of &pws is demonstrated not only through the digression on Harmodius and
Aristogeiton (6 $€ épwtwds ... ofndels..., 6.54.3; g elsdv ... €8eroav..., 6.57.2; 1 drSyioTOg
TOMa €k Tod mapaxpfipa mepwdeods ... €yéveto, 6.59.1), but also in the debate on the Sicilian
Expedition. Alcibiades, in his embodiment of &uws, convinced the Athenians to pass his motion
by feeding their fear of inactivity (6.18.2-3).

38Thucydides' use of olse, here in the second pluperfect, reinforces the notion of factual
knowledge. That the Athenians did not know who was guilty is made clear through the large
number of arrests and Thucydides’ emphasis on the fake confession which followed (6.60.2-5).
Seager and Palmer appropriately refer to the entire affair as a 'witch-hunt' (Seager 1967, 8;
Palmer 1982a, 112).

39¢t. 6.61.6, where Alcibiades is reportedly afraid to return to face trial émi SwPoArq], and
Chapter 2 n. 37.
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Athenians to clear up the matter of the Mysteries and the Hermae before his
departure."#0 Evidently Alcibiades was not alone in successfully exploiting
the Athenians' irrational disposition;4! his own opponents were able to

manipulate the impressionable demos against him.42

No doubt Thucydides inserted his digression to account for Alcibiades’
recall, but it is not so much to highlight the impact of the Athenian decision
on the Expedition to Sicily as it is to expose the motive behind the Athenians'
suspicions of Alcibiades.43 Thucydides is determined to correct the many
'misconceptions’ held by the Athenians regarding the tyranny of the
Peisistratidae, and while much notice has been given to the historian's
purpose, his need to correct is most significant in itself. In the preamble to his
digression, Thucydides makes it clear that the Athenians knew full well that
the tyranny had not fallen at their own hands (émorduevos ydp 6 §fuos dkof THv
MewcwoTpdTov kal TV maidwy Tupavvisa xahemy TeneuTdsay yevopévny kal mpocéTL
0U8' I¢' EauTdv kal ‘Appodiov kararvbeicay, dAN S0 TGV AaxeSapoviwy, épopeito alel
kal TavTa dndnTtws éndupavey, 6.53.3).4¢ This has led some scholars to consider
that the historian is laying the emphasis on the fact that the Athenians were

fearful of tyranny because they had been previously unable to bring it down

40Bloedow (1973, 15-16).

4lcy. Chapter 3 n. 146.

42This may help to explain why Thucydides lays more stress on the (S Swaorai of
Alcibiades' fellow-Athenians than he does on the $iaira of Alcibiades’ himself (cf. Bloedow
1973, 15-17). Cf. Forde: “"within the context of Thucydides' retelling of the story, this
conclusion [that the protagonists aimed at a private erotic freedom] implies first of all that
although the Athenians' excessive suspicion of prominent men in the city presents itself, and
understands itself, as a laudable and public-spirited defence of liberty in the city, it is in fact
rooted in rather questionable private jealousy” (Forde 1989, 36). See also below n. 59.

43Cf. Forde (1989, 95), Kern (1989, 79) and above n. 36. As Bloedow remarks, "whether he
[Alcibiades] was actually guilty of mutilating the Hermae or mocking the Mysteries is
ultimately irrelevant” (Bloedow 1973, 15).

44That the Athenians were not ignorant on this point is underlined by the adverbial
expression mpooéry ousé, directly followed by ¥mS with the genitive of personal agent (J¢'
éavtdv). Cf. Denniston, who attributes to the adverbial ouse "a sense of climax" (Denniston
1954, 196) and Smyth (1956, 660 n. 2931).
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without the aid of the Spartans.> But this raises some major questions: why
the historian’s emphasis on Harmodius and Aristogeiton? Why the need to
clarify that Hippias, not Hipparchus, was the reigning tyrant? And, most
importantly, for what reason would Thucydides go to such lengths to
establish that the Peisistratidae were far from being impious, hostile and
oppressive tyrants at the height of their rule (6.54.5-7)746 In light of
Thucydides’ statement of purpose, namely, to prove that the Athenians were
saying nothing accurate (dkpiés odsev Méyovtag, 6.54.1) in connection with
their own tyrants, nor even the incident involving Harmodius and
Aristogeiton, it seems legitimate to argue that it is not so much historical
ignorance that Thucydides wishes to bring to light, but rather the Athenians'
distortion of tradition.#” The historian leads his readers to recognize the
extent to which irrational impulse has consumed the Athenian disposition by
drawing constant attention to the Athenians' distortions of a familiar story.
Harmodius' and Aristogeiton's 'great’ TéAunpe never brought the tyranny to
its end, as the Athenians were well aware (6.53.5). Not only had the 'heroes'’
never planned an attack on Hippias, the true tyrant, but their attack on
Hipparchus provoked his brother's fears, bringing about an oppressive

ranny as a result.#8 As Farrar remarks, "Thucydides' careful anal sis shows
ty y y y

45¢y, among others, Lang (1955, 396 and 398), Adcock (1963, 25), and Dover (1973 29-30).

46Connor suggests that Thucydides may have even downplayed any serious political
opposition to the tyrants (Connor 1984, 179 n. 54). Cf. Strauss (1964, 197 with n. 63). Forde
suggests that Thucydides may have drawn the readers' attention away from the fact that
"Hipparchus did use the public power of tyranny to insult Harmodius' sister” (Forde 1989, 35).

47Edmunds maintains that "historical ignorance leads to ignorant suspicion. Ignorant
suspicion leads in turn to ignorant action” (Edmunds 1975b, 157). He is not alone in this
interpretation; cf. Hunter (1973, 174), Stahl (1973, 70) and Kern (1989, 79). But perhaps not
enough weight has been given to 6.53.3. If Thucydides is drawing his readers’ attention to the
fact that the Athenians were distorting the facts, this could well explain the ‘disturbing’
contradiction scholars have identified between 6.53.3 and 6.54.1. Cf. Lang (1955, 398-399) and
Dover (HCT iv, 325-328).

48That the harshness of tyranny was the effect and not the cause of the attempted
‘tyrannicide’ is commonplace. Cf. Rawlings (1981, 109-110), Palmer (1982a, 109 and 115), Farrar
(1988, 146-7) and Orwin (1994, 126).
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that the plot against the tyranny was undertaken for the sake of love, not
liberty, to avenge a personal affront by the tyrant's brother, not a political
offense by the tyrant himself."#9 Not only was Harmodius' and
Aristogeiton’s deed not born for public benefit,50 their private and selfish
motivations crippled the public interest. Prior to their attack, the tyranny
portrayed by Thucydides had always been pious and virtuous, so much so that
the historian credits the Peisistratidae with the most commendable of
qualities, dpey and Efvecis (kal émeTiSevoay émi mheloTov 81 TUpavvor odTor dpeTHY
kal Ejveow, 6.54.5).51 As Lang suggests, the Athenians had to distort their
’knowledge’ regarding the events of 514 B.C."to justify their comparison
between the impious ones of 415 B.C. and the tyrants of the previous

century."52

The sudden importance of piety is equally suspect in view of the

Athenians’ lack of pious concern throughout the History.53 The Melian

49Farrar (1988, 146).

50Cf. Forde: "Thucydides shows that their motivation was private, even selfish, and
aimed at public benefit only incidentally if at all" (Forde 1989, 35).

S1Cf. Palmer: "to insure that the import of Hipparchus' intending no violence be fully
appreciated, Thucydides takes the time to pronounce on the character of the Pisistratid
tyranny” (Palmer 1982a, 107-8). The application of the terms dpeT and Edveois in connection
with the tyrants is most impressive. Palmer observes that the only individuals credited with
dperv in the History are Brasidas (4.81.2), Nicias (7.86.5) and Antiphon (8.68.1), and the
tyrants are alone among the rulers (Palmer 1982a, 107). Huart remarks: "l' dperd des
Pisistratides ... parait avoir été surtout un acte de sagesse politique, cette vertu étant
essentiellement une vertu politique” (Huart 1968, 450). As for EJveois, Bloedow observes that
"very few individuals are permitted entry ... into what we might call his [Thucydides'] ‘inner
circle’ of the ‘intelligent.” If we exclude Theseus and Peisitratus aligs, the Peisistratidae,
because they lie well outside the Peloponnesian War, we find only six individuals who are
elevated to this select company” (Bloedow 1992, 140).

52 ang (1955, 396).

53Cf. Forde: "the Athenians react to this event with the most conspicuous outpouring of
pious concern that we have witnessed in the city to this point” (Forde 1989, 58). Thucydides
reports that the Athenians were treating pewdvws the matter of the Hermae, and they link
impiety with political conspiracy: kel 16 mpdypa pewldvws éndupavor: tod Te ydp ExmAoy
otwvds éséker elvar kal éml Ewvwpoole dpa vewrépwy mpaypdrtwy kal SHuov KETAAUCEWS
yeyeviioBar (6.27.3). It seems rather ironic in light of Pearson's observations that "when piety or
superstition plays a part on the Athenian side, it is represented as affecting individuals not
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Dialogue effectively juxtaposed with the narrative on the Sicilian Expedition
brought to the fore the Athenians "unabashed denial ... of a divine law."54
Bloedow rightly counters McGregor when the latter maintains that the affair
of the Hermae was far from being a "heaven-sent opportunity for his
enemies,">> "it had much less to do with Fortune and heaven than with
Alcibiades and his political opponents."56 Indeed, if piety was so great a
concern, then why would the Athenians not delay the expedition until the
matter had been resolved?57 Presumably, the mutilation of the Hermae
would have cast a most ominous shadow over the expedition,38 and
Thucydides’ Alcibiades seems most willing to clear up the matter before his
departure (6.29.1-2).59 Truly, this would have been the most pious and most
rational course of action, and in urging it Alcibiades is made to appear
innocent of the charges assumed against him.60 What is more, the charges
against Alcibiades do not even stand to reason. As Forde observes, "when the

Hermae are mutilated in the city, the Athenians fear a plot against the

official policy” (Pearson 1947, 52). And even then, the lack of piety in Pericles’ Funeral
Oration has not gone unnoticed (cf. Bury 1909, 145-146; Grundy 1948 ii, 7-8; Grene 1965, 88-90;
Strauss 1964, 161; Edmunds 1975b, 45-46 and Forde 1989, 27-28). Moreover, Forde points to yet
another paradox: "the Athenian rediscovery of piety as a safeguard of the democracy appears
especially naive in this instance, since it seems that many of the Hermes statues in Athens were
erected by the Peisistratid tyrants in the first place (Forde 1989, 185 n. 10; citing Plato, Hipp.
228-229). Cf. Cornford: "the disregard of omens is another constant motive in the leger.d of
Hybris" (Cornford 1965, 216).

54Strauss (1964, 193). Cf. Cornford (1965, 217) and Wallace (1964, 255). It appears that
Orwin would disagree: he refers to the affair of the Hermae as a "frenzied obsession with
omens adverse to that success [of the expedition]" (Orwin 1994, 122).

5SMacGregor (1965, 34).

56Bloedow (1973, 16 n. 87; cf. 52 n. 309).

57Ct. Kagan (1981,194).

58Cf. Kagan: "Hermes was the god of travelers, and the mutilation of statues was plainly
a warning against the imminent expedition to Sicily” (Kagan 1981, 194).

59¢Ct. Bloedow: “the impression given is that Alcibiades made a very determined effort to
secure a trial, but that his opponents made an equally determined effort to foil him in this, and
very decisively outmanoeuvred him" (Bloedow 1973, 16-17).

601ronically, Thucydides even credits Alcibiades with urging the Athenians to apply
cwdpooUyn: EMEUapTYPETO ... §TL cwhpovéaTtepov ein un petd TowdTns alriag, mplv Swwyvdor,
Téunew auTdv éml TocodTy oTpateduart (6.29.2). Cf. Chapter 3 n. 129.
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democracy, as if piety were the same as dedication to the democracy."6! The
length to which Thucydides demonstrates that the Peistratid tyranny was not
impious prior to Harmodius' and Aristogeiton's attack on Hipparchus
highlights the irrationality of the Athenians' fear.62 In view of the piety
practiced by the Peisistratidae,®® how could one rationally suspect Alcibiades
of tyranny based on his ‘alleged’ impieties?64¢ As Palmer indicates, Alcibiades’
political enemies "are not above making use of piety as a political weapon,"65
and the fact that the Athenians postpone the trial so readily exposes the extent
to which yvdpun has become subordinate to dpy1.66 The Athenians follow the
lead of Alcibiades' political opponents without any consideration
whatsoever,®” both with regard to their suspicions and in allowing Alcibiades
to sail prior to the trial. Equally rash is their purpose in recalling him;
Thucydides' narrative encourages the assumption that the Athenians never
had the intention of according Alcibiades a fair trial; their aim was to sentence

him to death (Bouhdpevor aitov és kpiow dyaydvtes dmokTeivar, 6.61.4).68

61Forde (1989, 185).

625ee above n. 37 on the relationship between &w¢ and fear.

63Cf. Forde: ‘tyrants are in fact the most pious people in the History" (Forde 1989, 184
with n. 8). For a detailed discussion on 'the problem of tyranny and the question of piety,’ see
Palmer (1982a, 108; 118-124).

64Cf. Orwin (1994, 126).

65Palmer (1982a, 112-113).

66Indeed, Thucydides' narrative is so factual in this regard that the historian leaves the
reader with the impression that Alcibiades' opponents’ task is effortless. Cf. 6.29.3.

67Thucydides stresses that the Athenians are, like Harmodius and Aristogeiton (6.57.2-3),
reacting under the influence of dpy1 (xahends, 6.60.1; Spyilopévuv, 6.60.2; xarends, 6.61.1). See
Chapter 1 n. 45 for the distinction between xaiemaweiv and opyilecBar. Cf. Farrar, who notes
Thucydides' emphasis’ on dpy1 and its influence on Athenian TéA\pa (Farrar 1988, 146 n. 32). It
should not come as a surprise, then, that the Athenians' charge against Alcibiades was based
on suspicions resting "not upon any specifically political actions but upon the nature of his
private life [his rapavopia, cf. 6.15.4 and 6.28.2]" (Seager 1967, 8). Bloedow rightly remarks:
"his [Alcibiades'] private conduct thus became the Achilles' heel of his public career"
(Bloedow 1973, 16). See also above pp. 105-106.

68Cf. Spratt: "¢s kpiow dyaydvres dmokreivay, 'to bring him to trial before executing
him,’ i.e. not to take his life without some form of trial" (Spratt 1905, 266). Due to the context
in which Thucydides' statement appears, it is important not to apply one's own logic to correct
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According to Dover, the digression on Harmodius and Aristogeiton has
but "a marginal relevance to the main narrative of Book VI.... Thucydides is
so anxious to ensure that we understand the seed from which the conspiracy
grew that he does nothing to make us understand the fact that it did grow."69
Yet this 'seed’ commands the historian's attention particularly with regard to
the Athenian decision to embark on the Sicilian Expedition (kal &pws évémece
tolg mdow opoiws ékmredoar, 6.24.3).70 Thucydides does more than deny the
validity of the Athenians' analogy in connection with Harmodius and
Aristogeiton.”l He overturns their own analogy to betray the Athenians'
corrupt understanding of the proper qualities of man.”2 In so doing,
Thucydides brings to light the parallels between the events of 415 B.C. and 514

B.C. with a comparison of the role €épws plays in the control of circumstance.

Forde contends that "the story as formulated by Thucydides ... corro-
borates the view that Athens is characterized by a kind of erotically charged
daring."”® This is most manifest in the Athenians' distortions of the past
events. The digression comments on "an earlier internal breakdown in
Athens,"74 and, by exposing the Athenians' distorted explanations in 415 B.C.,
Thucydides demonstrates that the dpyq-yvdun opposition which Pericles had
earlier fought to keep in proper balance has culminated in the total

domination of &pws over &ivecis.”> The Athenians' 'misconceptions’ justified

that which is lacking in the Athenians’ resolution. Strictly speaking, the temporal participle
could go both ways.

69Dover (1965, 58-59).

70Ct. Bloedow on 6.24.3: "unquestionably some of the most remarkable words in the whole
of Thucydides' History" (Bloedow 1992, 146).

71Lang (1955, 398).

72Cf. Rawlings (1981, 116).

73Forde (1989, 35).

74Rawlings (1981, 76).

75This may account for the striking contrast which emerges between the tyrant and his
would-be assassins. Both Rawlings and Palmer recognize that the panicked and desperate
actions of Harmodius and Aristogeiton (6.57.3 and 6.59.1) are in sharp contrast to Hippias'
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their appreciation for Harmodius and Aristogeiton's 'noble’ daring
(téMunpa),76 and this justification reflects their own disposition with regard to
the Sicilian Expedition. As Connor concludes, "both the conspiracy against
the Pisistratids and the invasion of Sicily ... are presented as acts of

inappropriate or misdirected boldness, tolma."77

It is not surprising that such distortions validate Thucydides' forceful
estimate in the stasis passage.”® The historian observed that irrational daring
came to be regarded as courage and loyalty to party (téApa pév ydp drdyisTos
dvépela duétaipos évouiodn), due in large part to an inversion of the Efveotg
concept (10 mpos amav Euvetov [évouicdy] éml mdv dpydv, 3.82.4).79 The 'noble'
TéAunpa of Harmodius and Aristogeiton had to have been as dependent on a
reversal of patriotism as was the decision to sail to Sicily. In his elaborate
chapter on the Athenians' motivations with regard to their Expedition (6.24),
Thucydides' last words create the lasting impression that the shift within the
Athenian disposition is complete; if anyone was actually not satisfied, he kept
quiet lest he might appear unpatriotic: €U Ty dpa kal un fpecke, Sedids pn

dVTIXEWOTOV@Y Kakdvous §6Estev elvar TH wérer Novxiav Ryev, 6.24.4.80 Nothing

calm, cool and efficient reactions (6.58.1 and 6.59.2) (Rawlings 1981, 107; Palmer 1982a, 108).

Cf. Theognis 1271 and S. Ant. 791-800, where &pws expropriates reason. Burton would add
to these S. Ant. 615-617, where, in association with éxnis, &ws is used of general passion,
arguing that "the logic of Sophocles’ ode [596-645] requires us to relate its last stanza
[particularly, Adyov 1" dvowa kal ¢pevdv Epwis] closely to the whole” (Burton 1980, 109).

76Much as it did for the protagonists themselves. See above p. 100. Huart suggests
another exception to a rule (cf. above n. 9). Observing that the two other instances of Té\unua in
the History (2.25.2 and 7.43.6) are most positive, he sets the use at 6.54.1 apart to allow a
negative connotation (Huart 1968, 435 n.1). It stands to reason that TdApnua at 6.54.1 holds a
positive connotation as it is precisely that in the view of both the protagonists of the digression
and the Athenians of 415 B.C.

77Connor (1984, 179). Cf. ibid.: “the Athenians, like Harmodius and Aristogeiton, are
under the influence of eros and engaged in an act of unwarranted boldness."

78Cf. Grene: "the gist of the chapter on stasis is that the proper qualities of man in a state
of normalcy -- courage, caution, decency, and intelligence -- become superseded by peculiar
distortions in fact, such as insensate daring, ruthlessness, and universal suspicion, and that the
use of moral terms also changes” (Grene 1965, 77).

79Chapter 2 pp. 49-51.

80ct. Chapter 3 p. 80. As Hornblower notes with regard to 3.82.4: "the use which people
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could take the Athenians further from the Periclean ideal. As Huart remarks,
Thucydides' Pericles makes Téaua depend upon Euvecis when he states, in his
final speech that the latter renders daring more secure: kail Thv TéApav dnd s
Suoias TUxns N EWveois ... éxvpwTépav wapéxetar, 2.62.5.81 As much as Edveois
could embolden TéApe, Thucydides' digression illustrates the extent to which
€pws contaminates it with its own subordination of Edveoig, rendering the
proper TéAua dASyioTos.82  Athenagoras' words to the people of Syracuse
resound with ironic truth when he states that he does not marvel at the
Athenian tdApa, but at their dEvvesia (THs uév téruns od Bavpdlw, ™¢ &€
ctuveocias, 6.36.1).83 And truly, as Liebeshuetz insists, "if the Athenians knew
the truth they might see in the act of Harmodius and Aristogeiton a warning

and not an example."84

made of the available descriptions changed as their evaluation of the relevant actions
changed" (Hormblower 1991, 483). See also Wilson (1982) and Worthington (1982).

81Huart (1968, 434).

82Ct. Podlecki, who observes TéAua to be high on Thucydides' list of admirable qualities
"an energetic will-to-action (for which “daring” is too weak a term), which, without a cool
calculation of the risks involved, could easily turn into mere foolhardy bravado” (Podlecki
1975, 74).

83Classen-Steup note that Athenagoras also points to the reversal of patriotisi: the
reader is made to witness at 6.24.4: ToUs pév ‘A8nvaious SoTis pn BoUAeTal odTw kakds
dpoviicar kal vmoxewlous fulv yevéoBar évBdse €n8Svrtag, R Sewds €oTw R T§ mreL ovk
edvoug, 6.36.1. "oUk eUvous =kaxdvous c. 24, 4: ,kein guter Patriot™ (Classen-Steup, ad loc.).

841 jebeschuetz (1968b, 305).
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Conclusion

Thucydides' treatments of Pericles, Cleon and Alcibiades clearly
emphasize the motives and methods of the individual leaders. The strength
of the historian’s portrayals lies in the careful selection and arrangement of
his material; he leads the reader to draw certain conclusions with implicit
suggestion, and validates those impressions with his explicit judgements and
digressions.! Pericles exemplifies the ideal yvdun, Cleon embodies the

implacable dpy1, and Alcibiades emerges as the &ws incarnate.

But the historian’s treatments of these three Athenians not only offset
the changes in leadership, they also underline the disposition of the
contemporary demos. Thucydides' portrayal of the rational Pericles
highlights the Athenians' tendency to irrationality, and those of Cleon and
Alcibiades confirm that the Athenian application of yvdun had been due to
the earlier statesman'’s constant guidance: when led by Cleon, the Athenians
reverted to their customary reactions under the influence of emotional
impulse (dpyv); and by the time of Alcibiades, the demos is subject to its total
control (fpws). That the loss of yvdun within the Athenian process of
resolution inevitably determines their attitude toward imperialism is most
manifest in the Athenians' developing inclination toward mheovefia (under
Cleon) and, ultimately, subjection to émBuvpia (under Alcibiades). The
Harmodius and Aristogeiton digression corroborates such an 'impression.’ If

Alcibiades was aiming for tyranny as the Athenians reportedly suspect

1Palmer and Connor remark that the efforts of more modern scholars are anticipated by
Hobbes and Meinecke, both of whom had previously emphasized the fundamental importance
of implicit judgement within Thucydides' presentation of his ‘history’ (Palmer 1982a, 103;
Connor 1984, 7-8). Cf. Rhodes (1994, 163-164).
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(6.15.4), the demos is equally guilty. As Forde rightly observes, "the
Athenians most dislike or mistrust in Alcibiades the very qualities that they
most share with him."2

The historian's emphasis on the Athenian lack of yvdéun sheds some light

on a most significant question. To what extent was the Sicilian Expedition a
yvduns dpdptnue as Thucydides reports in his eulogy to Pericles? After
stressing that the Athenians did not follow Pericles' advice after his death
(2.65.7), he isolates the Sicilian Expedition, implying that it was their most
crucial mistake:

€€ dv dANa Te TOANG, ws 2V ueydhn méret kal dpxnv éxodion, NpapTien

kel 0 €¢ Tweriav mhods, 85 od TocodTov yvdung dudpriua Ry mpds ode

€mfjoav, doov ol ékméuyavtes od Td mpdodopa Tols olxopévolre

EMylyVWOoKOVTES, dANG kaTd Tds islag Swaords mepl THs Tod Srpov

mpooTacias Td T€ €v T oTparomésy duprITepa émolovy kal Td mepl TV

TTONW Tp@TOV €V AAARAOLS €TapdxBnoay (2.65.11).
Many have noted a great discrepancy between the historian's judgement and
the narrative on the Expedition throughout Books VI and VIL.3 In Bloedow's
view, this is due largely to the fact that most modern scholars have paid
more attention to the latter part of Thucydides' explanation (ol ékméuyavres od
7@ mpéodopa Tols olxopévors EmytyvdokovTes) than the former (yvdune audpTnua
v mpds odg émfoav).4 Indeed, it would appear that many would agree with
Westlake, who, upon determining that the second explanation (Soov) is more
cogent than the first (0¥ TosodTov), contends that Thucydides "did not consider

the Athenian action in embarking on the Sicilian expedition to have been in

itself an error of judgement."5

2Forde (1989, 58).

3ct, among others, Gomme (HCT ii, 195-196; cf. 1951, 72), de Romilly (1965, 561-569),
Thompson (1971, 148), Connor (1984, 158 n. 2), Dover (1987, 81), Farrar (1988, 167 n. 71), Rusten
(1989, 212-213), Bloedow (1991b, 205-206) and Hornblower (1991, 348).

4Bloedow (1992, 144-145).

SWestlake (1969b, 165-166).
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Thucydides' statement that the Athenian decision was not so much a
yvduns apdptnue with regard to the force against which they were setting out
in no way implies that the Expedition was not a yvduns dudprnue at all6 To
begin with, though "the construction with the relative is abandoned in the
second clause,"” the phrase yvdung dudprnua must still govern, to some extent,
the historian’s second explanation.! What is more, through his portrayals of
Cleon and Alcibiades, Thucydides effectively demonstrates that risks and
misjudgments do not necessarily lead to failure. And as de Romilly observes,
the application of yvdun and the accompanying mpdvoiwa do not necessarily
guarantee success: "Périclés, malgré l'echec, avait bien prévu; et Cléon, lui,
malgré son succés de Pylos, avait mal prévu."® Evidently, Thucydides is not
one to judge an undertaking by its result, but rather from the manner in

which the decisions regarding it were reached.10

Thucydides’ tracing of the developments in the Athenian disposition
clearly reaches its climax in the context of the Sicilian Expedition. According
to Hunter, Athens’' policy is, from the outset, one of yvduns dudprnpa if only
because it is based on émBupia.ll Indeed, in exposing the total lack of yvdun
within the Athenian process of resolution, the historian does not merely

drive his readers to the conclusion that the Athenians are simply without

6Westlake himself notes, with regard to the fomula o¥ tosodTov ... Scov, that "the
validity of the first [explanation] is not expressedly denied: it is merely not discussed. It is a
mistake to imagine that a true cause is contrasted with a false one” (Westlake 1969, 166).

7Rusten (1989, 213).

8Cf. de Romilly: "le verbe [dpaprdvew] est commenté par l'expression yvauns epdprnua, ce
qui ne laisse guére de doutes: il s'agit d'un manquement aux régles d'une bonne politique” (de
Romilly 1965, 564), and Bloedow (1991b, 205). It would appear that Westlake goes against his
own better judgement when he maintains that the phrase mpds ol émfjoav shows that the
historian "is considering the decision of the Athenians from an exclusively military
standpoint” (Westlake 1969, 162).

de Romilly (1956, 46). Thus Thucydides' emphasis on the Athenian lack of yvdun helps

explain the historian's admiration for Pericles, and his disgust for Cleon.

10Ct. Bloedow (1992, 145-147).

11Hunter (1973, 139).
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Eveors, but that they are truly incapable of EJvecis.12 When viewed in this
light, there seems to be little anomaly between judgement and narrative. The
historian's emphasis is on the second debate, and this corroborates in itself
the impression that the initial decision to sail was truly under the influence
of épws.13 Moreover, Thucydides goes at length to illustrate that the influence
of épws did not come to an end once the original decision was reconfirmed.
As Finley states, "precisely by considering the expedition as the supreme
evidence and result of Athens' internal faults, does Thucydides bind the

whole History as closely as he does."14

Before concluding, there is one last instance of &uws in the History that has
yet to be addressed, namely, the very first instance in the famous Funeral
Oration. Thucydides' Pericles exhorts the Athenians to become épactai of
their city:15

kal ol8e UEV TpoonKSVTws T TEAEL Towoise éyévovtor Tovs 68 Aoilmovs
Xpn dodarecTépay puév edxecdal, drorpoTépay §& unsev dEwdv ™V é¢
ToUs morepiovs Sidvolay Exew, oxomodvtag pi ASyw pdve v dpertay,

MV &v T1§ MPGs 0Usev xelpov aiTods duds elséras UnkIvoy, Méywv doa v
T¢ ToUs morepiovs dudivesBal dyadd EvesTiv, AAAG pEAAOV ™V ThS

12¢f. Bloedow, who follows a similar argument with regard to Alcibiades (Bloedow 1992,

144-147).
13Cf. Bloedow: "modern critics seem to have taken little notice [of 6.24.3: «kal &pws
évémece Tolg mdow dpolws émiedomr)... It clearly signifies that, in Thucydides' view, the

decision to embark on the Expedition was a fundamentally irrational one. It seems difficult for
us to imagine that the Athenians, on a question of such fundamental importance, could have
been guided purely by emotion” (Bloedow 1992, 146).

4Finley (1967b, 135).

15Hormblower raises an interesting possibility: "what does atfis in Th. refer to? There
are two feminine nouns here, §Jvapys and néAis. If the Athenians were being urged to become
lovers of the power of Athens that would be an even more striking and aggressive idea"
(Hornblower 1991, 311). Cf. Kallet-Marx who also points to the ambiguity in the Greek: "the
words €pyw Bewpévous makes it clear that the dunamis is visible and tangible. The épacTns
metaphor is extraordinary in this context and would even seem peculiar were it not for the
fervor with which Perikles believed that the strength of the city lay in its men, money, and
ships. The metaphor is especially striking if the adtis refers to §¥vaus and not méAwg"
(Kallet-Marx 1993, 112 n. 10). That a¥tfig refers to sdvauig may well be indicated by the
phrase avtd éktiicavto, with adtd pointing to that which makes up the sdvaprs.
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méews STvauwy kab' ipépav Epyy Bewpévous kal épacTds yiyvopévoug
aUThs, kal 6Tav ulv peydin 86&y elvay, évupovpévous & TONUIDVTES
kal ylyvdokovTes 1 séovta kal év Tols Epyors aloxuvdpuevor avpes
aTd ETHoavTo, kal Sméte kal melpg Tov cdareley, ovk odv kal ™V
TOAW ye Tiis odetépas dpeThs dfiodvTes oTeplokeLy, KAANGTOV 86
€pavov aiTh mpoiéuevol (2.43.1).

How to explain the contradiction within Thucydides' text? The statesman
who so determinedly advocated yvdpun encourages the Athenians to act under
the influence of £pws? Forde appears to disregard the contradiction entirely.
He considers Pericles' recourse to 'erotic passion' as a most positive appeal to
patriotism and this appears to serve as the foundation on which he bases his
entire argument on the eros theme, thus 'supporting’ his admiration for

Alcibiades.16

Forde is not alone in his interpretation. Strauss had earlier suggested that
"one could say that ‘Athens in Sicily’ is greater than Pericles' Athens
according to Pericles himself.... The eros of the Athenian for Sicily is the peak
of his eros for his city, and that eros is his full dedication to his city, the
willingness to sacrifice, to forget everything private for the sake of the city."17
Immerwahr later attempted to isolate the motive in more precise terms of
Athenian imperialism, stating that "dynamis is first an attempt of the mind
to control the environment, a control which is achieved by the rational logos
which calculates resources, prepares military forces, and plans strategy and
tactics in war. But power also works through the emotions, where it arouses

a deep commitment, which Thucydides calls erdés and which we might call

16Forde (1989 31-37).

17Strauss (1964, 226). Parry goes so far as to state: "when he [Thucydides] has Pericles
speak in this vein, can we doubt that he was, and as he writes is in [sic] retrospect, one of those
who heard Pericles’ words with willing ears?" (Parry 1972, 48). Cf. Weil (1965, 70), Murray
(1966, 179), Pouncey (1980, 111) and Farrar (1988, 162).
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patriotism."18 Neither explanation, however, appears to take into account
the most negative connotations the concept of &uws bears throughout the
remainder of the History. Not only does Thucydides' concept of &ws in its
very nature promote self-interest, thereby encouraging the alignment of
public with private interests, £pws in itself contaminates the very Adyos on

which the §Jvapis was based.1?

If the words of Thucydides' Pericles are to be equated with the modern
conception of patriotism, then it is necessary to contemplate the implications.
The statesman, in the History, had always stressed that the Athenians'
weakness was due to their selfish fears, and he had always emphasized the
importance of private interests moving in unison with those of the public.20
In light of this, along with the statesman's apparent recognition of the
dangers of dpyn, either Thucydides' Pericles, in his eagerness to exploit the
Funeral Oration as a political tool,?! did not realize the implications of his
words and so unintentionally urged the Athenians to the destruction of
Athens, or he did not truly possess mpévowx to the extent to which Thucydides

credits him.22

Immerwahr resolves the contradiction by stating that &pwg is

18Immerwahr (1973, 20).

190rwin alone detects a disparity, when he states: "the city as the object of eros does not
jibe with the city as thrall of safety and profit." (Orwin 1994, 198).

20Ct. Farrar (1988, 166-168).

21The notion that the genre could be exploited as a political tool is not new. Cochrane
suggests that an exhortation such as that of Pericles would have been necessary to replace the
piety of religion: "in these burning words are recorded the principles to which men must always
turn when religious sentiment is weak, or non-existent (Cochrane 1965, 55). Immerwahr contends
that the didactic purpose of the Funeral Oration was "to achieve unity of state and
individual” (Immerwahr 1973, 27 n. 20). Cf. Ziolkowski (1981a, 181-196) and Loraux (1986, 221-
248).

22Bloedow, as will be seen below, makes the same observations with regard to 2.62.2-3
(Bloedow, in press, 6-7). It is important to note also that Thucydides' Pericles does not
ultimately succeed in shielding the Athenians from their own irrationality. Cf. Chapter 1 n.
51.
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“characteristic of tyrants,” and he maintains that Pericles had pointed out,
when calling the empire a tyranny which cannot be relinquished, that the
emotional commitment to power, dangerous as it is, is unavoidable (J¢
Tupavvise ydp f8n €xete adrtiv, Av Aafelv pév &swov Sokel elvay, ddelvar §€
emuivsvvoy, 2.63.2).23 Far more compelling, however, are Bloedow's bold
observations on the very same passage. According to him, "if refusal to
disband her empire in the Aegean is an acknowledged act of tyrannis, there is
no essential difference between the Athenian empire of Pericles and the
empire as expanded (or the attempted expansion) after his death."24
Moreover, he contends that his interpretation corroborates a perplexing
aspect of Pericles’ Machtdenken. Recognizing a "fundamentally new" idea in
the statesman's final speech (2.62.2-3), namely, that the "Athenian naval
power opened up unlimited horizons of imperialist expansion,” Bloedow
briefly toys with the idea that Pericles may have unintentionally encouraged
Athens to expand her empire; Thucydides' emphasis on Pericles’ mpdvouia,
however, leads him to question otherwise: "if he [Pericles] really did possess
the pronoia with which Thucydides' credits him, he ought to have been able
to foresee the real implications inherent in his statement."?> Thus, Bloedow
concludes that Thucydides essentially "presents us with two Pericleses --
without resolving the contradictions between them,” one of whom may not
have been so different from his successors, one of whom was clearly capable

of tactical manoeuvres.26

23Immerwahr (1973, 27). The portrait of the Peisistratidae, which Thucydides goes at
length to give, does not support Inmerwahr's contention. Up until the attack of Harmodius and
Aristogeiton on Hipparchus, the historian establishes that the tyrants had possessed both
dpeTi and Evvéorg (6.54.5).

24Bloedow (in press, 11-12).

25Bloedow (in press, 6-7; cf. 31: " [Pericles] brandishes the notion of unlimited empire”).

26Bloedow (in press, 16). Bloedow notes the importance of the attributive position of the
demonstrative pronoun avtds at 6.76.3: T4 8¢ adty (8éq ékelvd Te Eoxov kal Td évedse viv
wewpdvral (ibid., 12).
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Bloedow's observations certainly amplify the implications arising from
Pericles' call to épws in the Funeral Oration. If the character of the Athenians
at the time of Sicilian expedition fits precisely with the portrait painted of
them by the Corinthians in the conference at Sparta (ol pév kal mapd Svvapw
ToAunTal kal mapd yvduny Kiwwsuvevtal kal év tols Sewols evéamises, 1.70.3),27 the
Pericles who delivers the Funeral Oration is clearly not exempt; he
essentially exhorts the Athenians to act accordingly when he calls for them to
be under the influence of épws. Perhaps this explains why Thucydides never

directly credits Pericles as being Evvetds.28

According to Nicolai, Thucydides the politician blames Pericles’
successors, while Thucydides the historian examines the Athenian appetite
for power and the ensuing catastrophe.2? Both are critical in formulating the
readers’ impression of the Athenian demos. No doubt the emphasis
Thucydides places on the Tt prroTynai, WSua képsn and Wrar S1aporai of Cleon
and Alcibiades as they strive to be npditos €kasTos is most consistent with the
verdict in his eulogy of Pericles (2.65.7; 2.65.10-11). Their treatments,
however, also underline the Athenians’ growing tolerance of and eventual
participation in such behaviour, both internally, as exemplified through their
investigation of the mutilation of the Hermae, and externally in their quest to
become the supreme power. Macleod rightly remarks on Alcibiades' speech
in the debate on the Sicilian Expedition: "if such arguments can be offered to
the Athenian people in their assembly, that shows not only Alcibiades’

audacity and mepavopie, but equally how precarious the democracy and its

27¢f. Bury on the function of speeches: "in some cases the speech was only a dramatic
disguise of a study of his own. Thus, the characters of the two protagonist cities, Athens and
Sparta, are delineated in a speech of a third party, the Corinthians: the author of this famous
comparison was unquestionably Thucydides himself" (Bury 1909, 116).

28Thucydides will only do so indirectly, referring to the statesman as being pn d&dvetos
(yvduy te Soxij un dEdverog, 2.34.6).

29Nicolai (1996, 273).
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ideals are."”30 According to Diodotus, the Athenians were erring when
listening to Cleon (Upels 8¢ okéyacBe Goov Qv kal TodTo dpapTdvoire Kréwwi
mewdpevoyr, 3.47.1), and Hermocrates at Camarina makes a similar implication
regarding their response to Alcibiades, stating that a yvduns audprnue would be
inevitable, when trying to control fate to achieve one's énupia (od ydp oldv Te
dpa s Te émBupias kal TUXNS TOV adTov Spoiws Tapiay yevéoBai kal el yvduy

audpTot..., 6.78.2-3).31

30Macleod (1983b, 75).
31Cf. 6.80.2, where Hermocrates in the conclusion to his speech refers more directly to the

Sicilian Expedition as an error: kaitoL kdAAov Tolg u.Su:oupevoug Kal a.ua. §vyyevem.
npocﬁeuevovg Tnv Te kowny dderiav T Swerig $UALEQL kal Tovs 'ABnvalovg ¢inovs 81 SvTas
un édoar duaprelv. Moreover, his opponent in the debate at Camarina effecnvely illustrates
how far the Athenians have come: Euphemus' reference to Athens as a Tvpa.vvu; appears as
though it were the most natural equat1on to make (avépl 8¢ Tupdvvy A MEAeL dpxnv €xovoy
oUsév dhoyov ST Eupdépov oUs olkelov STiv pun mwordy, 6.85. 1). As was the case with Diodotus,
perhaps Thucydides' choice of an 'unknown'’ speaker is to ensure his readers’ attention on the
general disposition of the Athenians, rather than that of a single man (cf. Chapter 2 n. 108).

123



Appendix

The use of €pws in Thucydides' contemporaries

AESCHYLUS

PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &pug

e —

Supp. 520-521 épws sanctuary/safety
Supp. 1041-1042 €pdiTv love/sexual passion
Pers. 824-826 épacheis wealth
Th. 391-395 €pdv battle
Th. 687-688 gpwrog battle
Pr.  590-592 fpwr love/sexual passion
Pr. 891-893 épacredoal unions/marriages
Pr.  902-904 Epws love/sexual passion
A, 341-342 Epws plunder
A. 540 Epws fatherland
A, 742-743 épwros love/sexual passion
A.  1478-1479 Epws bloodshed
Ch. 596-598 €pwrag love/sexual passion
Ch. 599-601 Epws/anépwrog love/sexual passion
Eu. 851-852 €pacinoecte land
Eu. 864-865 Epwe glory
SOPHOCLES

PASSAGE | €pws /COGNATE

Tr. 354-355 “Epws

Tr. 431-433 Epwe love/sexual passion

Tr. 441-442 “Epwrt love/sexual passion

Tr. 488-489 Epwrog love/sexual passion

Ant. 90 €pdc impossibilities/ to bury P.

OBJECT OF épwg

love/sexual passion
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PASSAGE l €pws /COGNATE

OBJECT OF é&pws

Ant. 220 épg death

Ant. 615-617 épdTa (used of general passion)
Ant. 781-800 “Epws/ Epws love/sexual passion
Ant. 1336 €pd death

Aj. 684-686 épd death

Aj.  967-968 npdody death

OT 601-602 épacTis policy of treason

El. 197 €pos bloodshed

El.  364-365 épd to win honour

Ph. 651 épds to bring belongings

Ph. 659-660 épd/Epws’ to examine P's bow /arrows
OC 510-512 Epauar to hear of old evils
EURIPIDES

PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &pws

o R R R R R R R RS

Cyc. 554-555 épdv love/sexual passion
Cyc. 588 épacTivy love/sexual passion
Ale. 715 €pdvTa long life

Alc. 865-867 épaual the dead/state of death
Alc. 1079-1081 gpws to mourn for a beloved
Med. 7-8 EpwTL love/sexual passion
Med. 151-152 €pog death

Med. 330 fpwres love/sexual passion
Med. 490-491 épacBiivaL love/sexual passion
Med. 529-531 “Epws love/sexual passion
Med. 627-630 Epwres love/sexual passion
Med. 688 éods whatever desired

Med. 697-698 épacBels/Epwra love/sexual passion
Med. 700 npdody to gain an alliance
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Med.
Med.

Hec.

. 714-715

Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.
Hipp.

PASSAGE

840-845
974-975
27-28
29-32
38-41
174-176
194-197
219-225
233-235
337
346-350
358-361
391-393
438-439
440-442
449-450
452-453
455-456
475-477
504-506
509-512
525-534
537-541
727
766-768
775
1274-1275
1302-1303
1374-1376
1428-1430
357-358

€pws /COGNATE

Epuws
YEpwrag

épd

EpwTL
Epdc7/Epwt’
Epwrog/Epwra
épartar
Sucépuwreg
Epapavepacar
EpacaL
npdotng/épov
ep&v/épds
épdiot

gpws

épds
EpwTog/épdot
€pov

npdotn
gpwrog

épdca

EpwTL

EpwTog
“Epws “Epws/ “Epuws
YEpwra
gpwrog
epddTwy
fpwTa

“Epws

nipdosn
gpapal

gpuwg

€pdy

OBJECT OF &puwg

children
love/sexual passion
that Jason's bride perish
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
to learn something
life

the hunt

horses

love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
evils/death
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
double-edged spear/death
love/sexual passion
death
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PASSAGE l €pws /COGNATE

OBJECT OF £pws

Hec. 775 Npdotn gold

Hec. 996 épa wealth

Hec. 1280 épds misery

Supp. 137 fpwrta alliance

Supp. 176-179 épwe possessions

Supp. 238-239 épdo’ more wealth

Supp. 899-900 épacTds love/sexual passion

Supp. 1039-40 épdioa to die with husband

Supp. 1087-1088 épacTis children

HF 63-66 gpwT Tipavig

HF 316-318 Epdv impossibilities/to save
grandchildren

Ion  65-66 SpwTL children

Tr. 255 Epws love/sexual passion

Tr. 413-415 fpwt’ love/sexual passion

Tr.  438-439 EpWTES lotus

Tr. 732-734 €pdv battle

Tr. 840-842 “Epws “Epws love/sexual passion

Tr. 976-977 Epwrae beauty

Tr. 1005-1006 Epwrog love/sexual passion

Tr. 1051 €pacTis love/sexual passion

El.  297-298 gpov to hear Electra’s story

IT 530 épds answers

IT 1172 gpov to learn of pollution

Hel. 666-668 gpwrog love/sexual passion

Hel. 1102-1104 fpwras love/sexual passion

Hel. 1639 épdv death

Ph. 357-3539 ép&v fatherland

Ph. 621-622 gpws to kill brother

Ba. 404-405 “Epwreg love/sexual passion

Ba. 813 fpwra to see the Bacchae

IA  75-76 épdv/Epdoay love/sexual passion
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PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &pwg
IA  508-509 épwra love/sexual passion
IA  543-551 “Epws (used of raging passion)
IA  584-586 gpwTa/EpwT, love/sexual passion
IA  807-809 €pwe expedition to Troy
Rh. 166 €pducy the life of a T9pavvog
Rh. 184 EpdVTWAVTEPES horses
Rh. 360-364 €pdTwy love/sexual passion
Rh. 837-840 épactels horses
Rh. 859-860 Epwe horses
HERODOTUS

PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &pws
1.8.1-2 npdodn/épacteis love/sexual passion
1.96.4-5 épactels to be Tdpavvog
2.131.2-4 npdodn love/sexual passion
3.31.5-6 npdon love/sexual passion
3.53.16-17 épacTal TIpavvig
5.32.9-10 SpuwTta to be tdpavvog
6.62.1-2 epws love/sexual passion
9.108.1-2 pe love/sexual passion
9.108.12-14 npa love/sexual passion
9.113.13-14 SpwTta love/sexual passion
LYSIAS

PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &we

3.44

3 -
epiv

(used of general passion)

(used of general passion)
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PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &we¢
4.8 Sdoepws /épdoBar love/sexual passion
14.27 épacTie love/sexual passion
ARISTOPHANE

PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &puws

Ach. 28-36

Ach. 142-144
Ach. 145-146
Ach. 991-992
Eq. 732-740

Eq. 1162-1163
Eq. 1340-1342

Nu. 975-980
Nu. 1076

Nu. 1080-1081
Nu. 1303-1305
Nu. 1458-1459

1% 88-89

V. 473-474
V. 752-755

% 1025-1026
V. 1364-1365
Pax 190-191
Pax 987-988
Pax 1097-1098
Av. 75-77

Av. 135-136

épdv
€pacTrs
npa
“Epws

e:pa.c'rrjg/dwepm-rﬁg
epdv/épwpévors

épacTdy
épacmis

épastaiow /épacTiv
npdoting
fpwrog
€pdv/épactels
épacTiv

epd

épacTtd
€papat
€paoTis

€pdv

€paoTrg
€paoTais
gpataL

éod

€pds/épd

peace
Athens/Athenians
to eat sausages
peace

love/sexual passion with
political overtones

love/sexual passion with
political overtones

love/sexual passion with
political overtones

love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
evil things

evil things

judging

monarchy

to be the last at the knuois
love/sexual passion
love/sexual passion
disputes

peace

civil war

to eat sardines
hardships
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PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &puws
Av. 143 épds hardships
Av. 324 épacTd society of birds
Av. 412-414 “Epuws birds' way of life
Av. 592 épdor wealth
Av. 694-706 "Ep(:,.)g{”Epsug/'Eemog love/sexual passion

EpWOVEPASTAL

Av.  1278-1279 dpacrds bird city
Av. 1316 gpwreg bird city
Av. 1343b épd laws/customs of the birds
Av. 1635-1636 épds peace
Av. 1737 “Epws love/sexual passion
Lys. 551-554 YEpws love/sexual passion
Th. 400-401 €pdv love/sexual passion
Th. 1117-1118 Epws love/sexual passion
Ra. 1022 npdodn battle
Ra. 1043-1044 épdoav love/sexual passion
Ra. 1392 épd gifts/offerings
Ec. 954-959 Epws/“Epws love/sexual passion
Ec. 967-968 “Epwg love/sexual passion
Ec. 994 €pacTiv love/sexual passion
Pl.  153-154 épacTdy love/sexual passion
Pl.  178-179 épd love/sexual passion
Pl.  189-190 €pwrog love/sexual passion
Pl.  253-254 épacTal labour
Pl. 992 épdvt’ love/sexual passion
Pl.  1008-1009 €pdy to hear someone's voice
ANDOCIDES

PASSAGE €pws /COGNATE OBJECT OF &pw¢

Myst.
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dvnpdosdn

love/sexual passion
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ISOCRATES

PASSAGE

€pws /COGNATE

€pdy whatever desired
8.113 Epdon evils
10.52 Epws hardships of expedition
10.55 Epws beautiful things
12.193 épacteloay love/sexual passion
12.318 épactivar friendship and alliance
15.245 épdon (used of general passion)
15.275 épacteiey to persuade an audience
Ep. 7.7 €pdc money, power and danger

OBJECT OF &pws
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