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PREFACE
The idea for this study was conceived in frustration and anger. Early in my
graduate studies, I had a survey course in Greek literature; the selections focused on
Greek society and its social organization. The texts were difficult; our progress was
slow. Thus, when Dr. Keenan cut back the Thucydides’ assignment from III. 70-84
to II1. 82-84, I walked blithely home--with only three paragraphs to translate, I

could rest easy.

For the first time in my struggle to learn Latin and Greek, I reached such a
pitch of frustration that I nearly threw my book against the wall. The words became
so entangled, my confusion so great that all I had previously learned about grammar
and syntax was lost: I did not think to ask why Thucydides had written like that.

The answer to this question Dr. Keenan suggested at our next meeting. He
proposed that Thucydides was reflecting the chaos of Kerkyra in the inconcinnity
and convolution of his prose.

Anger and frustration slid from my mind and a keen interest in Thucydides’
language and thought took root. Under Dr. Keenan’s patient tutelage, respect and
admiration grew, and continues to grow, for a writer whose language and thought

ever enlighten and challenge always.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this dissertation is to obtain meaningful insight into Thucydides and
his History. Given such a rich and complex author, valid methods for achieving this
end are surely as numerous as thoughtful creativity can contrive. But as past
scholarship has shown, there are at least two methods, leading nowhere but the
barren desert, that should be avoided.

The most arduous and fruitless path scholars still tread is the one that attempts
to gain insight into the development of Thucydides’ thought by identifying the
History’s early and late passages.' The idea is sound enough. The problem is that
although late passages can be identified with some certainty, it is impossible to date
with surety any passage as early. Conceptual or stylistic arguments are matters of

opinion, and although they may win their adherents, in the end the detractors are the

'For example, see D. Proctor, The Experience of Thucydides (Warminster,
Wilts, England: Aris & Phillips LTD, 1980) and S. Hornblower, Thucydides
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987).

The proposer of Die thukydideischen Frage, Ullrich argues for two different
periods of composition: (1) Books I-IV written soon after 421 (2) Books V-VIII
written after 404 and I-1V reworked. F. W. Ullrich, Beitrige zur Erkldrung des
Thukydides (Hamburg: 1846). E. Schwartz is the first who uses Die thukydideischen
Frage to argue for a development in Thucydides’ thought. Schwartz believes that
Thucydides originally saw Korinth as the cause of the war and only later conceived
of the &Anbeorarny mpogaois: his theory that Spartan fear of Athens’ growth was the
true cause of the war. E. Schwartz, Das Geschichtswerk des Thukydides (Bonn:
Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1960).



ones standing. Arguments which point to a passage whose validity becomes false at
some later point before Thucydides’ death are more successful. For example, at II.
23. 3, the Oropians are referred to as Athenian subjects; their subjugation ends in
411, and so it is possible that the passage was written before 411.% Dating by this
method, however, is not absolutely conclusive and is seldom possible. What
happens, therefore, is that as each successor overturns the conclusions of his
predecessor, more and more of the History becomes conclusively dated as late and
less and less of it as early.? Thus it becomes impossible to trace any development in
Thucydides’ thought.

The second method to be avoided is the one that considers Thucydides’ own
thoughts, opinions, and assumptions immaterial. Those who use this method
emphasize everything and anything but what the historian himself thinks.* Even in
poetry where equating the poet with a poem’s persona can put the reader in the

awkward position of Catullus’ Aurelius and Furius, poetic intent, i.e., what the poet

*De Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism, trans. by P. Thody
(Oxford: Alden Press, 1963), 25.

3J. Finley, "The Unity of Thucydides’ History," in Three Essays on
Thucydides (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1967), 120.

*For Cochrane this results in Thucydides the objective scientist; for Woodhead
it results in a neutral Thucydides who "in the fact of power and in the rightness of
its exercise" is simply "reporting and no more." C. N. Cochrane, Thucydides and
the Science of History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1929), Introduction and
165 and A. G. Woodhead, Thucydides on the Nature of Power, Martin Classical
Lectures 24 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University press published for

Oberlin College, 1970), 9.
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thinks, is of paramount importance.’> Why then in history and especially in the study
of Thucydides, where authorial comments are precious because of their rarity,® do
some consider the author’s thoughts immaterial?

The answer lies, I believe, in the notion that the historian is merely an
objective recorder of events. If the historian is an objective recorder, then because
they do not impinge upon the work, his opinions are immaterial. The existence of
objectivity in history I attempt to disprove below. What concerns me here is not
whether history is objective, but why history’s objectivity has so many standard
bearers.

At least part of the answer has its roots in 19th century inductivism. I think that
the adherents of inductivism advised scholars to hold no theory at all but simply to
observe because they realized that theory is by nature subjective and because they
thought that what is subjective has a lesser claim on truth. Though he claimed to
work solely by inductive observation, Darwin himself, in a letter to John Scott, a
young zoologist, supports this contention and at the same time shows the folly of

inductivism:

I would suggest to you the advantage at present of being very sparing in
introducing theory in your papers (I formerly erred much in geology in that
way): let theory guide your observations but till your reputation is well
established be sparing in publishing theory. It makes persons doubt your

>"qui me ex versiculis meis putastis . . . parum pudicum" (Catullus 16).

®0f course the reader must guard how he interprets the statements lest irony,
sarcasm, understatement, or some other figure lead to the wrong conclusions.



observations.’

Just as theory can make persons doubt observation so do I think that historians
who cling to the standard of objectivity do so because they think that admitting
history’s subjectivity renders history a pseudo-discipline. But since, as I argue
below, subjectivity is the necessary component of meaningful history, and in fact of
any meaningful scholarly endeavor, objectivists should be disabused of their
objective illusion.

But before arguing against objectivity in history, I must pave the way for my
own approach to Thucydides by returning to scholars’ past approaches to him. Most
truitful, I believe, are those studies which focus attention on some aspect of the
History in their search for insight into Thucydides’ thought. Parry uses the
Aoyog/épyov (word/deed) antithesis that Thucydides employs throughout the History
as a means to uncovering Thucydides’ thought and the History’s theoretical
underpinning.® Akin to Parry’s work is Rawlings’ book on the structure of

Thucydides’ History. There Rawlings uses the echoes and similarities between pairs

"Francis Darwin, More Letters of Charles Darwin, vol. 2 (London: 1903),
323; quoted in Peter Novick, That Noble Dream: The "Objectivity Question" and the
American Historical Profession (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 36,
n. 22.

8A. M. Parry, Logos and Ergon in Thucydides (Salem, New Hampshire: Arno
Press, 1981). Compare L. Edmunds, Chance and Intelligence in Thucydides
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1975).

See also: M. Ostwald, ANATKH in Thucydides (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars
Press, 1988) and J. W. Allison, Power and Preparedness in Thucydides (Baltimore
and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989).
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of books to peer into the workings of Thucydides’ mind.” Also after insight into the
workings of Thucydides, Connor, focusing on the work’s rhetorical strategy and
literary technique, attempts "to determine Thucydides’ expectations about his reader
and the methods by which he shapes and guides his readers’ responses. "

It is into this genre of Thucydidean studies that my work seeks admittance.
Pursuing the same end as those above and, like them, focusing on one aspect of the
History, 1 use Thucydides’ stasis excursus, III. 82-84,'' as my means to
understanding. The thesis is that Thucydides views the Peloponnesian War as a type
of stasis and that his reflections on stasis in III. 82-84 form part of the basis for his
understanding of the war in general. For this reason, I contend, III. 82-84 can be
used as a key for understanding the History.

Any study with such a sharp focus cannot hope to open all the doors in the

mind of so complex an author and work. But if my study clarifies one of the levels

on which Thucydides’ History operates, its aim is fulfilled. Beyond this, a study that

°H. R. Rawlings, The Structure of Thucydides’ History (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1981).

W. R. Connor, Thucydides (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984),
18.

"1n the past most scholars have considered III. 84 spurious. As of late the
chapter has won more defenders: E. Wenzel, "Zur Echtheitsfrage von Thukydides 3,
84," WS 81 (1968): 18-27; H. R. Rawlings, The Structure of, 179 n. 7; M. R.
Christ, "The Authenticity of Thucydides 3.84," TAPA 119 (1989): 137-46; and J. R.
Ellis, "The Structure of Thucydides’ Dissertation on Stasis and the Authenticity of
3.84," Electronic Antiquity 1 (July 1993): 1-7. Since the burden of proof rests upon
those who wish to excise, and since they have yet to prove beyond doubt the chapter
spurious, I accept its authenticity.



focuses on Thucydides’ understanding of stasis and war presupposes the subjective

nature of the work. For it is my belief not only that Thucydides’ History is

subjective but that any meaningful history must also be. If there were not serious

debate concerning objectivity and subjectivity in history," I would answer those

who believe in history’s objectivity with these two quotes:

and

There is no such thing as pure objective observation. Your observation, to be
interesting, i.e., to be significant, must be subjective. The sum of what the
writer of whatever class has to report is simply some human experience,
whether he be poet or philosopher or man of science. The man of most science
is the man most alive, whose life is the greatest event. Senses that take
cognizance of outward things merely are of no avail. It matters not where or
how far you travel--the farther commonly the worse--but how much alive you

are. 3

History cannot be written impartially, as can botany, and the reason is quite
clear. An author can approach the life of the cabbage quite objectively. He has
no conception of the voluptuous thrill that a cabbage feels when it sinks its
roots into well fertilized earth. He, therefore, can lay aside all prejudice and
describe the life of a cabbage ‘without love and without hatred.” If a common
cabbage were to write botany, the account would be filled with prejudice of
color, scorn for the inferior red cabbage, race prejudice against such foreign
interlopers as the Chinese cabbage and scorn for debased cabbage substitutes
like Brussels sprouts. A cabbage, however, could write an impartial history of
human events, and the nearer a historian’s mental processes approach those of
a cabbage, the nearer he may approach impartiality in historical writing. '

1See, for example, P. Novick, That Noble Dream: The "Objectivity Question”

and the American Historical Profession.

BH. D. Thoreau, "Observation," in The Norton Reader: An Anthology of

Expository Prose, general editor, Arthur M. Eastman, 7th ed. (New York and
London: W. W. Norton & Company, 1965), 193.

YLouis E. Lord, Thucydides and the World War, Martin Classical Lectures,

vol. 12 (New York: Russell & Russell, 1945), 27-28.



But since many take the debate seriously, I offer a more extensive argument for
history’s subjectivity. My column is selectivity, whose pieces are held together by
the rods of subjectivity.

The argument of selectivity holds that because the historian cannot relate all the
events of his chosen topic, that is, because he must select those events that he deems
most significant and because selection requires taste and judgement, history must be
subjective. For an example of what would happen without selectivity, consider the
fable by Karl Popper. Suppose an ardent believer in objective science rigorously
pursues the method of inductive science. He records everything he possibly can,
tilling notebook after notebook with all and sundry; he omits nothing. He dies,
certain in the gratitude of Science for his life’s work, blissfully unaware of his own
inanity. For science like other disciplines requires more than fact. Facts alone are

meaningless. Our ardent believer might as well have been counting pebbles in a

pi

Macaulay also recognizes the necessity of selectivity in history. Of history

Macaulay writes:

Perfectly and absolutely true, it cannot be; for, to be perfectly and absolutely
true, it ought to record all the slightest particulars of the slightest transactions--
all the things done and all the words uttered during the time of which it treats.
The omission of any circumstance, however insignificant, would be a defect. If
history were written thus, the Bodleian library would not contain the

13J. Bronowski, "The Nature of Scientific Reasoning," in The Norton Reader:
An Anthology of Expository Prose, general editor, Arthur M. Eastman, 7th-ed. (New
York and London: W. W. Norton & Company, 1965), 929-30.



occurrences of a week.®

This is what prompts him, I believe, to assert that "facts are the mere dross of

history.""’

As a proponent of the 19th century belief that history consists of the maximum
number of irrefutable objective facts, Lord Acton’s teacher Dollinger is ironic proof
of selectivity’s necessity in history: Dollinger wrote no history of his own. Acton
himself signals the inanity of 19th century inductivism when he writes in his
introductory note to the first volume of the Cambridge Modern History that the
requirements pressing on the historian "threaten to turn him from a man of letters
into the compiler of an encyclopedia."® Acton does not mean to disparage the
encyclopedist; his point is that the historian is in danger of merely listing facts like
the devotee of Popper’s fable.

Since the meaningful historian is not a mere compiler of facts but a careful
selector of those he deems requisite, what is it that sets him apart from the
compiler? In other words, it is certain that the historian must select, but if he merely
selects events he thinks pertinent and compiles them, is he not a smaller version of

Popper’s devotee? If he writes such a history, then of course he is. But I write

“Thomas Babbington Macaulay, "History," in The Varieties of History: From
Voltaire to the Present, ed. Fritz Stern (New York: The World Publishing
Company, 1956; revised 1972), 76 (page references are to the revised edition).

YIbid., 78.

BE. H. Carr, "The Historian and His Facts," in The Norton Reader: An
Anthology of Expository Prose, general editor, Arthur M. Eastman, 7th ed. (New
York and London: W. W. Norton & Company, 1965), 756.
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above that the meaningful historian is not 2 mere compiler, and so I ask again: what
is it that distinguishes the one from the other?

Simon Schama, a modern historian, relates precisely what this distinguishing
factor is. In the Afterword to his book Dead Certainties, which contains two

accounts that he calls historical novellas, Schama writes:

Though these stories may at times appear to observe the discursive conventions
of history, they are in fact historical novellas, since some passages (the soldier
with Wolfe’s army, for example) are pure inventions, based, however, on what
documents suggest. This is not to say, I should emphasize, that I scorn the
boundary between fact and fiction. It is merely to imply that even in the most
austere scholarly report from the archives, the inventive faculty--selecting,
pruning, editing, commenting, interpreting, delivering judgements--is in full
play. This is not a naively relativist position that insists that the lived past is
nothing more than an artificially designed text. (Despite the criticism of dug-in
positivists, I know of no thoughtful commentator who seriously advances this
view.) But it does accept the rather banal axiom that claims for historical
knowledge must always be fatally circumscribed by the character and prejudices

of its narrator.*
The distinguishing factor is what Schama calls the inventive faculty, i.e., the
author’s own subjective creativity that is subject to his own assumptions, beliefs,
values, and character and that makes meaningful his facts.*

Schama argues that to some degree all historians make use of their own

inventive faculty. Since this is true, not only does Schama add his own blow to the

Simon Schama, Dead Certainties (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1991), 322.

Hayden White thinks history as a discipline is in bad shape today because "it

has lost sight of its origins in the literary imagination. In the interest of appearing
scientific and objective, it has repressed and denied to itself its own greatest source
of strength and renewal." H. White, "Historical Text as Literary Artifact," in
Tropics of Discourse: Essays in Cultural Criticism (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1978), 99.
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rather gory horse of objectivity in history, but also by the method chosen in Dead
Certainties, he advances the argument a step further. The argument implicitly made
by the book is since the inventive faculty imbues all history, while maintaining the
sanctity of those details that we can say with some surety actually happened, if an
historian uses his inventive faculty to recreate one or more versions of what might
have happened, he will have a greater claim on truth than the historian who presents
one version of what, in his view, actually happened.

Schama takes us a long way from Thucydides, whose stated purpose and
method are wholly concerned with presenting what actually happened. Indeed when
we can check Thucydides’ account against inscriptional and archaeological evidence,
the facts he uses are usually verified.?! But since Thucydides’ History, like any
other meaningful history, is not a mere collection of facts that can be tested by
external evidence, the creative faculties these two historians employ make their
works more alike than different.

Clearly I am making a distinction between the factual and creative elements of
meaningful history. I have no desire to lecture at length on the distinction between
fact and invention. Suffice it to say that when Thucydides says that Alkibiades,
Nikias, and Lamachos are the generals of the Sicilian Expedition, he is making a
factual statement that can be tested against inscriptional and other evidence; but

when he writes that war is a violent teacher, he has invented a metaphor in his effort

2'W. P. Wallace, "Thucydides," Phoenix 18 (1964): 254. This is not to say
that Thucydides does not commit errors of detail, just that he rarely does.
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to comprehend war. This metaphor is his own subjective creation, and although the
majority may agree with it, it will never become a fact like the one above. Similarly
when he says that given a constant human nature similar events will recur in similar
ways (I. 22. 4 and III. 82. 2); that people are uncritical in their acceptance of the
past (I. 20. 1); that there is an incalculable element (zapd&Aoyov) in events (VIIL.
24. 5); and that the truest cause of the war is the Spartan fear of Athens’ growth, he
is also being subjective.*

By subjective I do not mean to imply that the inventive statements above are
untrue, for any one or all may be as true as the sun’s warming the earth. But even if
they are all true, they will still be subjective: subjectivity and truth are not mutually

exclusive.” What [ wish to emphasize, however, is that there is a verifiable

2oy uev yap arnbeotraryy mpogaowy, dpaveorarny ok Loyw, tovg
"Abnpvaiovs fyovuai peyarovs yryvouévovs kol ¢pofov mapéxovrag toig
Aakedaipovioig avaykaoar €g 1o moleuelv (1. 23. 6).

A. D. Momigliano argues that "if there is something that Thucydides does
not succeed in doing, it is to explain the remote origins of the conflict between
Sparta and Athens." The reason for this failure Momigliano attributes to the nature
of Greek political thought, which tended to concentrate on constitutional problems
and to view causes of war as marginal because war was considered inevitable,
whereas men had control over what type of constitution they adopted. It is only
recently (the beginning of the 20th century) that historians have begun to explain
more successfully the causes of wars, "Some Observations on Causes of War in
Ancient Historiography," in Studies in Historiography (New York and Evanston:
Harper & Row, 1966) 116-122.

BThere is good reason to believe that the validity of fact can be just as
uncertain as that of theory. In an interesting, compelling, and controversial
discussion on how and why new scientific discoveries happen, T. S. Kuhn, The
Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2d ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1962; 2d ed. enlarged, 1970), argues that adherence to a theory (paradigm) colors
our observation of the facts, and when one theory replaces another, our facts change

also (111-35).
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difference between Thucydides’ factual statement noting the generals of the Sicilian
Expedition and his other inventive assertions: the one can be conclusively proven,

the others cannot.

In addition to this verifiable difference, there is another important distinction
that can be made between the above factual assertion and the subjective ones. The
distinction is that Alkibiades, Nikias, and Lamachos are the generals of the Sicilian
Expedition is, in itself, of little meaning; whereas the subjective assertions are not.
Herein lies the difference between compiling a list of facts and writing a meaningful
history: meaningful history requires subjectivity, or in Schama’s words

inventiveness, to make its facts meaningful.>* By the following examples I will

Kuhn also argues that we should relinquish the notion that theory (paradigm
in his terminology) brings us closer and closer to the truth. He doubts whether there
is one objective, true account of nature. We can speak of an evolution from
primitive beginnings, but not of an evolution toward anything. We should learn to
substitute evolution-from-what-we-know for evolution-toward-what-we-wish-to-know
(170-73).

In writing that truth and subjectivity are not exclusive, my object is only to
argue that to many the word subjective wrongly connotes falsity just as objective and
factual wrongly connote truth. If we could rid these words of such connotations, I
think many disciplines would benefit. The most factual and objective Popperian
account of the Vietnam War will surely distort our view of what occurred, but the
most subjective and theoretical account need not.

#*Thucydidean scholars have embraced Thucydides’ subjectivity with two
contrary results: those who accept Thucydides’ subjectivity without impugning his
integrity, and those who believe that Thucydides purposely manipulated the facts to
support his own personal viewpoints. The former believe in what Stahl aptly called
die subjective Redlichkeit (subjective honesty) of Thucydides. H. P. Stahl,
Thukydides: Die Stellung des Menschen im geschichtlichen Prozef3 (Munich: Beck,
1966), 30. The latter believe Thucydides not an historian but a manipulator of
evidence.

Examples of the former: H. D. Westlake writes "nor do I intend to try to
convict him of gross distortion or gross partisanship . . . his picture of the war is a
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attempt to uncover Thucydides’ inventiveness, i.e., to show four ways by which
Thucydides renders his facts meaningful. The examples show Thucydides’ use of
theory, enargeia, characterization, and style.

THEORY

In 427 the Peloponnesians ask the Plataeans, besieged since the third year of
the war, to surrender with the understanding that the guilty will be punished but not
without trial. Because they expect the trial to be favorable, the Plataeans capitulate.
Five judges from Sparta arrive and without bringing any charge against the

Plataeans, simply ask them whether they have done the Peloponnesians any service

highly subjective picture." H. D. Westlake, "The Subjectivity of Thucydides: His
Treatment of the Four Hundred at Athens," Bulletin of the John Ryland’s Library 56
(1973): 195. H. R. Rawlings emphasizes Thucydides’ artistry and dramatic intensity
over his precision, The Structure of, Preface. By accepting the objective fallacy, R.
Connor feels free to "give passages their full emotional force and to recognize the
role of suffering in the work," Thucydides, 8. R. H. Moye says that "Thucydides’
history is based fundamentally on fiction, both in the way the record, the narrative,
is constructed and in the way the past itself is seen as possessing meaning and order.
No doubt Thucydides thought that his History was a truly accurate rendering of the
past, that he had discovered the true meaning of the past and had recorded it. No
doubt Thucydides did not see his History as a fiction; nor did he think of the order
that he saw in history as a fiction," "Thucydides’ "Great War": The Fiction in
Scientific History," Clio 19 (1990): 179-180.

Examples of the latter: W. P. Wallace asks rhetorically, "Is it omission or
suppression when a historian fails to record pertinent facts which cast doubt on his
interpretation?" ("Thucydides," 255). M. Lang writes, "So far we have attempted
merely to explain why Thucydides and Aristotle present such difterent versions of
the conspiracy and to show that the validity of Thucydides’ account is affected by
his efforts to disprove the parallelism of the situations in 514 and 415 B.C." M.
Lang, "The Murder of Hipparchus," Historia 3 (1955): 395-407. For Lang see also:
"A Note on Ithome," GRBS 8 (1967): 267-273; "Scapegoat Pausanias," Classical
Journal 63 (1967): 79-85; "Kylonian Conspiracy," Classical Philology 62 (1967):
243-49; "Thucydides and the Epidamnian Affair," Classical World 61 (1968): 173-
76. In Thucydides the Artful Reporter (Toronto: Hakkert, 1973), V. Hunter devotes
an entire chapter to Thucydides’ manipulative subjectivity.
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in the war. Their eyes having been opened by this rhetorical question, the Plataeans
remind the Spartans that they were the only Boeotians to defend Hellas when the
Persians threatened the security of all; that they rendered Sparta assistance when the
Helots seceded to Ithome; and that they allied themselves with the Athenians only
after the Peloponnesians denied their request for an alliance and told them to go to
the Athenians.

To such compelling reasons, the Thebans persuade the Spartans to allow them
to make a rejoinder. The Thebans argue that the Plataeans did not medize (go over
to the Persians) because the Athenians did not; that they themselves medized because
their government at the time, neither an oligarchy or democracy but an iniquitous
dynasty, forced them; and that the Plataecans willingly atticized and are, therefore, as
guilty of enslaving Greeks as the Athenians are.

After reading these two persuasive speeches, the reader is eager to know the
issue. When Thucydides says that the Spartans thought their question fair because
they had always invited the Plataeans to be neutral in accord with the treaty
Pausanias cut after the defeat of the Persians and because they had even extended
their offer of neutrality just before the siege, the outcome is certain: the Spartans
condemn and massacre the Plataeans (III. 52-68).

These are the bare facts of the event. The factual gives little understanding into
the reasons behind occurred. What the facts do is pique our interest in Sparta’s
motivation behind destroying Plataea. For it is clear from the rhetorical question

they pose to the Plataeans that the Spartans never intended the trial to be a fair one.
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The reason that immediately pops to mind is that the Spartans destroy Plataca
because she is of material importance to the waging of the war. This reason,
however, is one that neither Thucydides nor the Spartans ever suggest. All the
Spartans do is defend their decision.

Though in the History he notes that Sparta is always concerned with keeping up
an appearance of propriety,” nonetheless Thucydides is not content with Sparta’s
defense.?® He is after Sparta’s motivation behind the massacre. He never indicates
that the Spartans consider Plataeca of material significance to the war.”” But he does
stress their desire to maintain control of Plataea in the event of peace. The answer
he gives for their motivation is found near the end of Chapter 68:

oxedov 0¢ 11 kai to Evumay wepi MMAaraudv ol Aakedauuovior ovtwg

arotetpauuévor eéyévovro Onfaivy éveka, vouilovres € Tov moreuov avrovg

dpti TéTe kabiorauevoy dPchinovs cvai.

The adverse attitude of the Lacedaemonians in the whole Platacan affair was

mainly adopted to please the Thebans, who were thought to be useful in the

war at the moment raging. (trans. Crawley III. 68. 4)

This reason places the episode into a meaningful whole. Throughout the affair, it is

»He is careful to note that the Spartans thought they suffered misfortunes in
the Arkidamian War because they infringed upon the truce by the Thebans’ entering
Plataca and by their refusing to listen to Athens’ offer of arbitration (VII. 18).

»Arguing that the Spartan rationale that they are justified in punishing the
Platacans because the Platacans are false friends who have broken the obligation of
friendship, Lionel Pearson writes that "Thucydides witholds comment." L. Pearson,
"Popular Ethics in the World of Thucydides," Classical Philology 52 (1957): 234.
Thucydides, of course, shows no such restraint.

*Further proof of Plataea’s lack of strategic importance is that in the
aftermath, a temple of Hera is built on the ruins, not a fort (III. 68. 3).
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expediency determining Sparta’s actions. Plataea is not of material significance. The
Spartans wish to maintain control of Plataca because Thebes, who has always
detested Boeotian Plataea’s independence from Boeotia, is useful to her. For this
reason, the Spartan judges condemn and massacre the Platacans.?

By this episode Thucydides emphasizes one of the main theories of the History:
justice aside, men act in accordance with their own expediency, an aphorism that
applies to the Athenians as well as to the Spartans, as Thucydides reminds us in the
last sentence of this event: "kai ta uev kara NAdraiav érer pite kai évevnxooTd
émeion T Afpvaiov Evuuayor €yévovro obtws éteAevtnoey" (such was the end of
Plataea, in the ninety-third year after she became the ally of Athens) (IIL. 68. 5).
After such a reminder, who can forget the promise of assistance made by the
Athenians to the Platacans (II. 73. 3)? After ninety-three years Athens allows an ally
of proven bravery and integrity to be extirpated because she means nothing
materially to the war being waged. To boot Plataea is destroyed by Sparta for no
other reason than the enmity of a useful ally.

ENARGEIA

The episode at Plataeca shows how Thucydides’ theory of expediency makes

?

*One might argue that Sparta’s offer of neutrality runs counter to Thucydides
interpretation of the event, but it does not. Even if the offer was sincere (and I think
it was), Sparta would not have lost had Plataca accepted it. Acceptance without
handing the city over to Sparta would have left the Platacans vulnerable to attack,
thereby pleasing the Thebans. Acceptance with handing the city over would have
enabled Sparta to do as she pleased: restore the city to the Plataeans, hand it over to
the Thebans, or use it as a bargaining chip in her negotiations with Athens in the

event of peace.
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meaningful an otherwise inexplicable event. Throughout the History theory and fact
combine to help determine our understanding of events. But in addition to theory
there is another aspect of Thucydides’ inventiveness that impinges upon our
understanding--his ability to make the reader a participant in the action.?

Thucydides places the reader on the boat sent to Mytilene to countermand the
order of execution (III. 49. 2-4). He places him in the stench-filled quarries of
Syrakuse (VII. 87. 1-4). He also places him in the mind of the actors. Connor
provides an example of this technique from the third year of the war. It is the end of
the campaigning season, and the Peloponnesians decide to make one last operation.
They will surprise the Athenians with an attack on the Peiracus, Athens’ port.
Connor notes the clarity and ease of the narrative until the reader encounters the
following sentence of "contorted phraseology and nine negatives":*

oVTe Yap vavtikdv Y mpoPuAddooy &v abtd ovdev odte mpoodokia ovdeuia un

av mote ol moAréuior EEamvains ovtwg EmimAevoeiay, Enel 0bd’ &mo Tod

npopavois toAunoar av kol fovyiay, ovd’ €i dtevoodvto, un ok av
wpociobéobai.

»Thucydides’ enargeia, or ability to make the reader a participant in the
action, has been noted since antiquity. Of this ability Plutarch writes, "o yodv
Oovkvdiong Qel 1@ Adyw mpog TadTyy uildarar Ty vapyeaav, olov Geatiy
TOTJOCL TOV GKPOATIV KA T YIVOUEVQ TEPL TOVS OPAVTAS EKTTANKTIKO KQl
TaPAKTIKQ TGl Toic avayvdokovowy evepyaoacbar Aiyvevouevos (IIOTEPON
A®HNAIOI KATA IOAEMON H KATA ZO®IAN ENAOZOTEPOI, 347A).

For a recent exploration of enargeia, see Andrew D. Walker, "Fnargeia in
Greek Historiography," TAPA 123 (1993): 353-77.

I think the phraseology is straightforward: no navy was on guard; there was
no expectation that the enemy would attack so suddenly because not even openly and
at their leisure would they dare [to attack] nor, if they did intend to, would they [the
Athenians] not perceive them. It is the shift in perspective to the Athenians and the
negatives that make the sentence difficult.
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There was no fleet on the look out in the harbor [of the Piraeus] and no one
had the least idea of the enemy attempting a surprise: while an open attack
would, it was thought, never be deliberately ventured on, or if in contemplation
would be speedily known at Athens. (II. 93. 3)
Connor writes that Crawley added the crucial "it was thought" (unexpressed but
implicit in the Greek) to mark Thucydides’ shift from the Peloponnesian point of
view to the Athenian. The negatives indicate to the reader that precisely because the
Athenians did not expect it, the attack might have worked. When Thucydides shifts
back to the Peloponnesian point of view the reader learns that the riskiness of the
operation kept the Peloponnesians from attacking the Peiracus. The account
continues alternating between the two viewpoints. Connor concludes,

The eftect is consistently ironic: by the time we hear of the Peloponnesian

decision to abandon their original plan we know that from the Athenian point of

view it might have worked; by the time we hear of the panic in Athens, we
know that from the Peloponnesian point of view the plan was too risky to carry
through. The irony is characteristic of Thucydides and so are the rapid changes
of viewpoint, a major component of his style and an important contributor to
this second source of his authority [i.e., his style].3!

In addition to the irony, the alternation of viewpoints causes the reader to
experience the events as both the Athenians and Spartans did. Athenian
overconfidence turns into panic when the city thinks the Peiraeus taken and the
Peiraeus thinks Salamis overcome and the enemy about to attack. Spartan bravery

becomes fear, which makes them lose what they might have gained. The reader

experiences the one’s good fortune and the other’s hesitancy. He is not merely

3Connor, "Narrative Discourse in Thucydides," in The Greek Historians:
Literature and History, Papers Presented to A. E. Raubitschek (Saratoga, California:
ANMA Libri & Co., 1985), 8-9.
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reading an account; he is taken into the action, and from different perspectives is
made to see things as they occurred. The result is that he knows what happened,
why it happened, what could have happened, and why it did not.

He also comes to know better the tendencies of his characters. The Korinthian
characterization of the Athenians and the Spartans is famous. Its essence is that the
Athenian dares beyond his power, but the Spartan acts below his potency (I. 70).
The overall effect of the aborted strike on the Peiraeus reinforces the Korinthian
characterization and suggests to the reader the danger inherent in the characters of
the two: overconfidence could be Athens’ downfall, hesitancy, Sparta’s.

CHARACTERIZATION

From the two naval battles off Naupaktos in the third year of the war,
Edmunds provides another example of Thucydides’ inventiveness: the
characterization of the Spartans and the Athenians as two groups with different
qualities. In the first engagement Phormion with his twenty ships defeats the
Peloponnesians with their forty-seven ships, of which Phormion captures twelve.
Outnumbered, Phormion waits for the morning breeze, which always blows down
the gulf. The wind throws the Spartan ships against one another; the Athenians
attack and win. The Spartans attribute the Athenian victory to chance, but through
his experience Phormion knew the breeze would come. Superior Athenian intellect
and experience defeat the Spartans.

In the second battle, seventy-seven Peloponnesian ships lure the twenty

Athenian ships into the gulf, drive them ashore, and disable all but eleven. These
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escape and flee, pursued by twenty Peloponnesian ships. One Athenian ship falls far
behind the rest. Outside Naupaktos’ harbor a transport ship is anchored. The trailing
Athenian ship maneuvers around it and sinks the lead Peloponnesian ship. As a
result, the Peloponnesians are thrown into confusion; the Athenians counter-attack,
win, and recover the ships that were initially disabled. Athenian intellect uses chance
to win. Thus, in the former battle what was thought to be chance (the wind) is not,
and in this battle, chance (the transport ship) is taken advantage of by skill.*?

By these two engagements, Thucydides distinguishes Athenian reliance on
experience and skill from Spartan reliance on bravery and superior numbers. He
shows the danger of fighting in a narrow strait, where a sea fight is similar to a land
battle, and numerical superiority does matter. Likewise, in open water, mere force
and numbers cannot overcome experience and skill. Thucydides suggests that if the
Athenians use the qualities at which they excel, they will succeed. But if the
Peloponnesians can do the same by forcing the Athenians to fight a land battle on
water--they will succeed.

Thus, in 413, when the Athenian Konon begs Demosthenes and Eurymedon for
ships because his own eighteen are no match for the twenty-five Korinthian ships
stationed opposite him, the reader knows the engagement is doomed (VIIL. 31). In a
narrow crescent-shaped bay with its entrance blocked, thirty-three Athenian ships
now under Diphilos’ command fight to a draw twenty-five Peloponnesian ships with

reinforced hulls. The Athenians meet force with force and because they do not win,

Lowell Edmunds, Chance and Intelligence in Thucydides, 97-99.
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lose (VII. 34). By acting contrary to their character, the Athenians defeat
themselves. Konon’s request for ships conveys this contrariness most trenchantly.
Doubt and reliance on numbers have replaced the confidence that results from
reliance on skill. As we get closer and closer to Athens’ demise we get farther and
farther from the Athenians characterized by the Korinthians in 1. 70.
STYLE

In addition to his use of theory, his making the reader a participant in the
action, and his characterization of the Spartans and Athenians, prose style is another
inventive element Thucydides uses to create understanding. Thucydides’ style runs
the spectrum from clear to obscure. Hardly anyone has understood Thucydides’
reason for switching from a simple and clear style to a complex and obscure one. I
contend that part of the reason for employing his complex prose style is his desire to
recreate in the reader’s mind the event under scrutiny. In the Peloponnesian aborted
strike on the Peiraeus, the nine negatives stress Athens’ overconfident belief that
such an attack would never happen; but by piling up the negatives, Thucydides
emphasizes how never almost came to pass.*

At VII. 44. 7 Thucydides helps recreate the event at hand by his arrangement

of words:

DOTE T€ELOG EVUTETOVTEG QDTOIC KATA TOAAQ TOD OTPATOTEOOV, Emel Gma
erapayfnoav, gilot te @iroic kai moritau moritaig, ov uovov €g Ppofov
katéotnoay, GAAa kai € xeipag GAANAoig €EAOOVTES uoAis dmervovro.

Thus, after being once thrown into disorder, they ended by coming into

3See above.
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collision with each other in many parts of the field, friends with friends, and
citizens with citizens, and not only terrified one another, but even came to
blows and could be parted only with difficulty. (trans. Crawley VII. 44. 7)

In this description of the Athenians’ disastrous night attack on the Epipolae,
Thucydides places ¢ido: next to ¢iroig and moAitau beside moAitaug to stress the
confusion of the attackers. Visually or aurally friend mistakenly strikes against
friend and citizen against citizen as they did in the darkness of their attack.

In addition to striking ¢iAo: against ¢idoic and moeAita: against moriraig,
Thucydides recreates the event by mirroring with his prose the confusion the
Athenians experienced in trying to distinguish friend from foe:

ol te 'Abnvaior €¢nrovy Te€ opag avTovg kai mav To €€ Evavriag, kal €i Yiliov

€in TV 110N Taiy pevyoviav, moréuiov Evouilov, kal tois EpwTRUQOL TOD

Evvbnuaros mokvoic ypduevor dicx to ui) €evar GALY T@ Yvopioa odior e

avroig Hopvfov morvy apeiyov Gua TAVTES EPOTOVTES Kai TOIG ToAeuiol

oages avro karéotnoav’ 1o 0’ €keivwv oVy Ouoiws frioTavto i To

Kkparodvrac adrove kal uij dieomaouévovs nocov dyvociobai

and the Athenians were seeking for one another, taking all in front of them for

enemies, even though they might be some of their now flying friends; and by

constantly asking for the watchword, which was their only means of
recognition, they not only caused great confusion among themselves by asking
all at once, but also made it known to the enemy, whose own they did not so

readily discover, as the Syracusans were victorious and not scattered, and thus
less easily mistaken . . . (trans. Crawley VII. 44. 4-5)

Thus far the subjects of the sentence are clearly expressed. But as the sentence ends,
the subjects of the verbs évriyorev and diépevyov become confused just as the
Athenians confuse friend for foe and vice versa:

WOT’ €l pev EVTOY0IEY TIOL KPELOTOVS OVTEG TAV ToA€euiaw, diépevyoy avtovs dre
éxeivoy €motauevor To Envlnua, €i 0’ avtol uy amokpivoivro, depbeipovro.

so that if being stronger they happened upon some of the opponents, they
escaped them because they knew their password, but if they did not answer,
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they were killed. (VII. 44. 5)

Exactly who, being stronger, happens upon whom and who is fleeing from whom is
not clear until the &re-clause. It is only then that we realize that the Athenians are
the subject of évriyowev and the enemy the subject of diépevyov. After the dre-clause
the subjects become clear not because Thucydides makes them explicit but because
of the context: above we learn that the enemy knows the Athenians’ password so he
must be the subject of émorauevor and, therefore, also of diégpevyov. Once we have
determined these subjects, the rest reads easily. But in the meantime we have had to
tease apart the subjects of évriyorev and diépevyov just as the Athenians had to
struggle to determine who was who.

In addition to his piling up negatives to suggest that never almost happened,
these two examples show how Thucydides uses his style to recreate events in the
reader’s mind; there are many others, for style is a main component of Thucydides’
inventiveness. By the examples of style, characterization, enargeia, and theory, I
have attempted to relate the two main levels on which Thucydides’ History operates:
the factual and the inventive, i.e., subjective. I contend that it is through the
inventive that one understands the factual, that it is through understanding
Thucydides and his inventiveness that one understands his History.

To achieve this understanding one could scrutinize each sentence of each book
of the History for insight into Thucydides and his inventiveness. It is not my
intention to explicate all eight books of the History. Rather, as stated above, I will

explore one of the main tributaries of it, and hope that I end up at the mouth and not
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lost in a marsh.

My tributary, II1.82-84, is crucial to the History because it contains, in the
historian’s own words, the lengthiest and most complex analysis of any event in the
Peloponnesian War.** For this reason alone it gives us unique insight into its
author. In most other sections of the history, Thucydides adopts an objective pose:
he keeps himself and his views in the background.* His opinions are still felt, but
the reader must glean them from the white of the page, thus making proper
understanding more difficult. In this passage Thucydides’ frankness diminishes the
reader’s opportunities for misunderstanding him. Thus the picture we draw from it
should be an accurate depiction of his expressed views.

In the main his expressed views comment upon stasis, society, war, and human
nature--four main concerns of the History in general. Thucydides grants stasis such
attention because it is one of the most important phenomena of the war. It afflicted
almost all participants, contributed greatly to Athens’ downfall, and helped destroy

society’s customary conventions. By making these chapters paradigmatic of all

3*Using Roman Jakobson’s term, shifters, Roland Barthes indicates two ways
that an historian speaks in his own words: (1) shifters of listening (a) statements
like, I have heard, (b) the use of the non-historical present tense, and (c) reference
to his personal experience and (2) shifters of organization such as, as I said earlier,
or I will return to . . ., or enough about . . . Roland Barthes, "The Discourse of
History," in The Rustle of Language, trans. Richard Howard (New York: Hill and
Wang, 1986) 128-29. Because of the frequent use of gnomic aorists and the present
tense, II1. 82-84 is an example of a shifter of listening.

3Two exceptions are the Archaeologia (I. 1-23) and the account of the plague
(I1. 47-54). 1t is the content of the stasis excursus that distinguishes it from these

two passages.
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subsequent staseis, Thucydides demands that we recall them at specific points in the
remaining account. In addition the analysis of stasis contains his philosophy of war
and human nature. Thus not only does he express his views in his own voice, the
views expressed concern four of the most important aspects of the History.

Finally, Thucydides composed III. 82-84 in a style which reflects the complex
interrelations among his thoughts, philosophy, and the events themselves. I suggest
that the complexity of the passage is deliberate.’® By contorting the structure of the
sentences, Thucydides attempts to reflect the chaos rampant in a city afflicted by
stasis. The distorted structure confuses the reader so that he experiences the
helplessness felt by stasis’ victims.?’

Because of its style, content, and candidness, this passage, more than any,

should have important consequences for understanding Thucydides and his History.

] understand that Thomas Garrity uses this method in his dissertation, "The
Experience of History: Reading Thucydides’ Prose," (Ph.D. diss., University of
California, 1994). Due to its recent completion, I have not had the opportunity to
incorporate its findings. Tompkins takes a similar approach in his unpublished
dissertation, "Stylistic Characterization in Thucydides" (Ph.D. diss., Yale
University, 1968). Tompkins argues that in the speeches Thucydides adapts his prose
to reflect the speaker’s personality. Thus, the speeches are distinctive but their
uniqueness is akin to that of the differences among actors’ lines in a play written by
one author. For Tompkins, see also "Archidamus and the Question of
Characterization in Thucydides," Nomodeiktes: Greek Studies in Honor of Martin
Ostwald (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1993), 99-111;
"Reciprocities between a Text and Two Translations: Thucydides, Venizelos and
Kakrides," Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora 5 (1978): 69-79; and "Stylistic
Characterization in Thucydides: Nicias and Alcibiades," YCS 22 (1972): 181-214.

'] also suggest that the desire that prompted him to reflect in his style the
event being described may be an explanation for his dating the History by summers
and winters: his concern for accuracy was so strong that he wished his readers to
experience the events as they happened in time and space.
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By explicating it and by showing its relation to the whole, I expect to arrive at a
more complete understanding of the two. Because I argue in Chapter 3 that the style
and content of the excursus combine to create understanding of it, this study insists
upon the authenticity of III. 82-84. It demands that the passage’s difficulties not be
eliminated by emendations, the tack taken by most commentators. To this end, in
Chapter 2, the text is reevaluated and presented with a grammatical commentary.
Chapter 3 presents a literary critical exegesis of this section. The concern of this
chapter is to elucidate the passage’s meaning. Chapter 4 argues that Thucydides’
interpretation and understanding of stasis and of the Peloponnesian War are similar
and that for this reason, III. 82-84 can be used as a key for understanding the

History. Finally Chapter 5 uses III. 82-84 as a key to understanding the Mytilenean

Debate.



CHAPTER 2

TEXT, COMMENTARY, AND TRANSLATION

The complexity of Chapters 82-84 is notorious. Since Goéller’s commentary
(1835) at least, and as recently as Romilly’s (1981), there has been a tendency to
eliminate the complexities with emendations. Because I argue that the difficulties of
this passage are integral to its overall import, a text with all the complexities intact
is required. To this end this chapter consists of a reevaluation of the text, a
grammatical commentary, and a translation.

In 1821 Bekker produced his Thucydidis de Bello Peloponnesiaco Libri Octo, a
critical edition which includes the scholia graeca and the essential variants of the
best manuscripts, a commentary, and the notes of Duker and Wass. Thus his edition
is the logical place to begin any reevaluation. To Bekker’s apparatus criticus 1 have
added the significant variants from the apparatus critici of Poppo, Herwerden,
Arnold, Jones, and Romilly, any variants from Dionysius of Halicarnassos’ Ilepi
Oovkvdidov and Ilepi 11j¢ Anuoobévovg Aééews, and any of the Scholiast’s variants.
Where editors differ in what variant they chose to read, I have listed the choices of
each. I have also included the significant emendations proposed or printed by
Goller, Poppo, Kriiger, Stahl, Herwerden, Poppo/Stahl, Bohme, Arnold,

Classen/Steup, Jones, Gomme and Romilly. I have printed the source of the

27
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emendation first, with those who later accepted the reading listed after. At times I
have included readings of editions not personally examined, such as those from
Dobree and Badham’s editions.

The divergences of the manuscripts consist of either readily ascertainable
scribal errors (e.g. é&kaora ai puetaforai for ékaorar ai peraforai (82.2)) or of
variants of little or no consequence (e.g. émedn for émei (82.1)) or of differing
omissions and inclusions of articles, particles, prepositions, and prefixes (differences
which may be important but difficult to decide between or among, given
Thucydides’ penchant for poetical prose and for rhetorical figures).

The general agreement among the manuscripts is so strong that it strengthens
my belief that Thucydides consciously contorted the language of these paragraphs
and that what we have is very nearly what he wrote. Thus the readings of the
manuscripts are preferred to the supposed ameliorative emendations proposed by
most editors and commentators: of the editors and commentators considered, only
Bekker and Jones resist simplifying and regularizing these chapters.

Consequently, with three exceptions,! the reevaluated text is the same as
Bekker’s (although the punctuation is quite different), and except for three

punctuation differences,” the same as Jones’. For orthographical differences like

1At 111.82.4 dogpaieiq is read in place of dogdaieia and at 111.82.8 ¢udovikeiv
is read, not ¢iAovexeiv, and ¢idoviciav, not gihovewiay.

At I11.82.8 a comma is printed after ¢eAotiuiav instead of a (7); at I11.82.8
no comma is printed after diazmpaEaocbai, and at I11. 84. 1 no comma is printed
after duax wBovg.
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agpakros and agapkros; mpovyowev and mpovyoiev; Pirovikeiv and ¢iAdoveikeiv,

Jones’ text has been followed.

The goals for the commentary are two: to provide comprehensive grammatical
explanations when the syntax is unclear, and for the parts much debated, to provide
the different solutions previously offered as well as my own. The commentaries
consulted were those by Bekker, Goller, Kriiger, Poppo/Stahl, Bohme, Arnold,

Classen/Steup, and Gomme.®> Where appropriate the remarks of the Scholiast are

included.

’Because Hornblower’s A Commentary on Thucydides (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1991) is interpretive rather than grammatical, it was not used for

this chapter.
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ovtwg oun <n> 0Taois TpovYdpnoe, kai €0oe uairov, 010TI €v Toig
PAOTY EYévero, Emel HOTEPov ye kai nav ¢ eimeiv o "EAAnvikov eéxivibn,
OLaPopdv 0voWY ExacTayod ToiG TE TV OfUuwY TIPooTatals Tovs ' Abyvaiovs
énayeobau kai toic oAiyoig Tovs Aakedaioviovs. kai &v uev eipivy ovk &v

5  &oviwv mpogaoy ovd’ €Toiuwv mTopokaieiv avtovg, woreuovuévoy O€ kol
Evpuayiag dua ekatépois T TOV Evavtiov KaKDOoEl Kol O@iow avTois ék Tod
aiTod Ipoomomoel PROiws ai exaywyai 1ois vewtepilew T foviouévoig
emopifovro.

1 7 mavult Kriiger et acceperunt Herwerden Poppo/Stahl Béhme Classen/Steup
Jones Romilly dtug évom. B 2 énadn g 3 owagboparv
AB t® dfuw c 5 €roiuwv mavult Steup et accepit Romilly roAuawvrov
Herwerden otderépwy Marshall LCM 15 (1990) 6 post ékatépoig] odong,
éri Herwerden 7 zmpoomomoerv g aiom. A 71 om. d

1. obrwg wun] obtws dun predicate to mpovywpnoe.  <n>] "Articulus abesse
nequit, quod de seditione antea narrata sermo est" (Poppo/Stahl p. 143). uaAiov]
Uarrov dun €dokev nmep €yévero (Scholiast).  év toig mpwrn] It is interesting that
not one of the commentators considered notes that Kerkyra is not the setting for the
first instance of stasis in the war, but Notion the port of Kolophon is (II1. 34).
Rather most argue that év toig strengthens the superlative (Kiihner/Gerth Satzlehre I,
i p.28 and Smyth 1089). Although he makes no mention of Notion, Arnold argues
that év 7oig mpdTyn means among the first (p. 452). As support Arnold refers to his
note on III. 17. 1. 2 (év toic mAeioTar), Where the context demands that the meaning
be one of the largest (p. 360-61). (For this reason Classen/Steup and Jones bracket
the entire paragraph.) Of all the other instances in Thucydides of év roic with the
superlative, not one conclusively supports Arnold’s contention (I. 6. 3. 1, VII. 19.
4.1, VII. 24. 3. 1, VIIL. 27. 3. 4, VII. 71. 3. 11, VIII. 89. 2. 5, VIIIL. 90. 1. 4).

VII. 71. 3. 11 and VIII. 90. 1. 4 argue strongly against him. If Arnold is wrong,
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then perhaps Thucydides thought Kerkyra so different from Notion in kind and
degree that he considered the stasis at Kerkyra the first true outbreak.* The
Scholiast’s wish to supply Kepkvpaioic after év toig 1 find improbable. 3.
dagopav ovowy . . . éxayeobair] émdyeoba is dependent upon diagopdv. Both
sides were contending against one another to invite in either the Lakedaemonians or
the Athenians.  7oig mpoorarais . . . kai toig 0Aiyois] datives of possession with
oLapopav. 4. kai €v uev eipnvy . . . émopifovro] This sentence has caused much
debate. At issue are the subjects of ¢yovrav, €roiuwv, and mwoieuovuévwy, the lack
of a main verb in the uév clause, the syntax of Evuuayiac and exarépoig, and the
soundness of a bare adjective (éroiuwv) answering a participle (€yovraw).

As evidence of an adjective answering a participle, Poppo cites III. 69. 1: ai d¢
regoapaxovra vijes T@v Medomovvesiov ai Aeafiowg Bonboi éLBodoai, dc ToTe
pevyovoai diex Tod TEAGyovs € te TV T Abpvaiov émioiwybeicar kal Tpoc Ti)
Kpfity xewaoBeioar kai an’ avris onopades apos tiyy Heromovvnooy
katnvéybnoav, kataiaufavovory év ti) KvAAnvy . . . (p. 137). Kriiger quotes
Julian, Epistle 56 p. 442, whose use of éroipwv parallels Thucydides’: rovg viv
axpowuévovs Tod uovoikod Atockopov moinoov avridaféobar Tiig TéYVNS
PoOVUdTEPOY, DG TIUDY EToiuwy éml dmep av €Bélwaory abrois ovwapaocbar (p. 71).
These examples, I think, prove the validity of éroipwv.

Evuuayiag the Scholiast construes with poomomoer (b1 mpoomoinow

*For a recent examination of év toic mpaty, see M. F. Williams, "Two
Traditional Elements in Thucydides’ Corcyrean Excursus," Classical World 79

(1985): 1-3.
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ovupoyiag). Goller takes Evupayiag with kakwoe and mpoomomoe, i.e., "propter
imminutionem et propter acquisitionem," and he construes ékarépois with
énopitovro: "eékarépwv tois vewtepilew T foviouévois" (p. 324-25). Quoting
Portus, Poppo takes Svuuayiac with ai éxaywyai; the lengthy separation of the two
he explains by hyperbaton for emphasis. For éxatépoig he quotes Goller (p. 137).
Gomme explains Evupayiag as another genitive absolute, lacking dmapyovong or
odouévnc; exatépois is the indirect object of the participle (p. 372-73). Because
word order and simplicity argue in Gomme’s favor, I prefer his explanation. Instead
of dmapyovons or ddouévne, 1 suggest obong; éxarépois, therefore, is a dative of
possession with Svuuayias.

Stahl adduces VI. 69. 1 as evidence for the lack of a main verb in the uév
clause and writes, "Duo hic membra uév--0¢é particulis ita inter se iuncta sunt, ut
alterum verbo finito, alterum huic subditum participio enuntietur" (p. 143). Steup
thinks VI. 69. 1 quite different from III. 82. 1 and believes the lack of a main verb
an intolerable anacoluthon (p. 164). Following one of Classen’s recommendations,
he emends éroiuwv to €roAuwy.

Steup’s solution requires him to take Athens and Sparta as the subject of
éxovrwv and nékeyovyévwv but the oligarchs and democrats of the various cities as
the subject of the emended éroiuwv (p. 164). Conversely Gomme understands the
oligarchs and democrats of the various cities as the subject of égéovrov, éroinwy, and
woreuovuévor (p. 373). I think Gomme is correct and reject Steup’s argument

because the logic and perspective of the sentence demand that the oligarchs and
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democrats have no pretext (obkx av ¢xovrwv npoégaocy) not the Athenians and
Spartans.

In agreement with Steup, Gomme thinks the lack of a main verb in the uév
clause intolerable (p. 372). I offer three suggestions: (1) Gomme and Steup are
correct; there is a breakdown in syntax, but the breakdown is deliberate: Thucydides
skews the grammar to emphasize the difference between war and peace; (2) ¢yovrov
answers émopilovro as Stahl asserts; (3) With a comma after Aakedaipoviovs, the
sentence runs from éxei to €émopifovro as Marchant suggests. If Marchant is correct,
then Thucydides is contrasting the primacy of &v 1ois npaTn ¢yévero with the
regularity of pgdiwg ai eéxaywyai toig vewtepilew ti fovAouévois émopitovro. For
this argument to hold, the kai of kai év uev €ipfyy must be explanatory and
introduce a parenthetical phrase, running from kai év uev eipfvy to opiow avroig ¢k
100 avrod mpoomomoer. 1 prefer the first suggestion. 6. i kakwoe and
wpooromoet] datives of purpose (Kiihner/Gerth Satzlehre I #11 p.439 and Smyth

1473 a). 7. toig fovAouévoic] construe with émopiovro.
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KQl €MEmeTe MOAAQ KAl YOAETA KATQ OTAOY TAIG TOAEDL, YiyVOUeva uev
10  «kal aiel éddueva, &wg av § avthy ¢pooig avlpdmwv 5, paAiov o€ kai
novxaitepa kai toig €i0cot dmAlayuéva, o av ékaotar ai ueraforai Tdv
EvvTvyidv EProTVTAL. €V PEV Yap €ipivy kai ayaboic apdyuaoty ai te
TOLEIS Kl 01 I0IDTAL QUEVOVS TAS YVOUAS EXOVOL 01X TO Ul €6 AKoVOiovs
avaykag minray' 0 0¢ moAeuog vpeAwv v evmopiav 1od kab nuépav
15  Biaiog didaokarog kai mPog T& TAPOVTA TAS OPYAS TAV TOAADY Ou010].

9 trncoe V. moAra yaiema cf 10 ¢ioig tav avBpdawv B h Stahl
Herwerden Bohme Classen/Steup 11 npovyarepa K fovyéorepa e
novyaitepa kai] kaiom. i #ffeor omArayuéva twg A é&aota ABEF g
éxdoroug mavult Hude éxaoroig mavult Kriiger  rov apov Evvrvyiov ¢ 14
éomintay Herwerden  Biov ante Biaiog forsan excidisse putat Kriiger 15 7o
mapov L O opuag LOPd

9. kai émémeoe] kai is intensive. ¢émémeoe] gnomic aorist, otherwise yiyvoueva is
incomprehensible.  10. 5 adry] predicative.  uaArov] worse, i.e.,
xaAernorepa, modifying the noun present in yiyvoueva and éodueva. An adverb
similarly modifies a noun at IV. 68. 5: aoparaa o€ avroic uaArov éyiyvero tig
avoibews (Goller p. 325). Adverb and adjective are similarly combined at III. 13. 2:
N pévror amdoraoig quav Baocooy yeyévnrar kai anapaokevos (Poppo note 4. 2 p.
7). 13. €yovor dix To un &g akovoiovs avaykag minrav] hypallage for €yovor
ot To un &c akxovoior €g avaykag mintew. 14. tod ka® fuépav] Kriger’s

suggestion that fiov has fallen out is unnecessary. tob articulates xaf’ fuépav.
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16 éoraoiaté Te obv Ta TV Morewy, Kal T EPuoTepilovrd wov mhoTel TV
TPOYEVOUEVWY TIOAD ETéPepe THY DLepPoriny Tod kavodobar tag diavoiag
TQV T’ ETLYEPTIOEQY TEPITEXVIOEL KOl TOV TIUWPIDOY ATOTTIQ. Kal THY
eiwBviav a&iwow t@v ovoudtaw € T pya avtnAiaay th dikaidoer.

16 dgvorepifovra g miotar Q émmvora Dionysius, Ilepi Govk., p. 886
(but mov miorer, Mepi Aguoot., p. 953), Stahl Herwerden Béhme — amomiorer
F, M, 17 apoyeyevquévar c cum Dionysio® Stahl zpooyevouévaov e
aoAA7y Dionysius, [lepi Oovk., p. 886° Stahl  7od kawobobai] &g to
Dionysius’ Stahl Bshme  kevobofot ABEFh 18 7 om. K

16. & t@v moAewy . . . Ta €épuotepitovral i.e., ai morag. Quaeritur, utrum T
epvotepilovra sint ai épvotepilovoar mores, o1 EPvotepilovres, an & VOTEPOY
yiyvoueva" (Poppo p. 138). Poppo prefers & dorepov yiyvoueva (p. 139). 1 prefer
ai €pvotepilovoar mores and oi €pvotepilovres because of the ai Te mores kai ol
idudrar of the prior sentence and because the plural avrgiiagav of the next
sentence assumes the same subject as the preceding two. 17. moA®d] adverbial.
18. mepiteyvioer and aromiq] datives of respect further defining kawodobBar tag
otavoiag. Ty clwtviav agivorw . . . é§ ta Epya avinAiasavra] 1t is not, as

many understand, that the accustomed meanings of words were changed, but that the

°Dionysius also has mpoyevouevov. He quotes the passage twice in Hepi

Bovkvdidov at 886 and once in Hepi 1776 Anuoobévovs Aésews (953): (1) emmvore
TQV IPOyevouévwy mory Erxépepe Tty vepforiy Tod kawodobai tag diavoiag, (2)
EmTVOTEL TV TPOyeyevnuEvwy TOAD Enépepe THY VIEpPorny €5 TO kavobobal Tog
oavoiag, (3) mov mooter TV Tpoyeyevuévwy moAD Enépepe THY Depforny €5 TO
kauvovoBar tag diavoiag. He explains thus, "oi 0¢ votepilovrec émmvvlavouevor T
yeyevquéva map’ €tépois EAGufavov vepfoiny €xi 1o diavoeiobai T kauvotepov"
(p- 886).

SReiske reads moAAnv but Usener/Radermacher read moAd.

'See note 1 above.
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values of words were exchanged® in order to suit the faction’s interest. For
example, in the next sentence avdpeia maintains its positive meaning; its worth,
however, is debased by using it to obscure an abhorrent action (in this case réiua
aAoyi0T0g). dakia edmpenns remains pejorative; it is misapplied to scorn an
otherwise honorable trait, uéAAnoig wpounbns. Thus virtues become vices and vices
virtues by an exchange of words’ usual values; meanings remain unchanged.’” 19.

dicaquwoer] avti tod T €quToy dikaiq kpioer (Scholiast). "Sed dikaiq omittere

poterat" (Goller p. 325).

8Cf. Dennis Proctor, The Experience of Thucydides (Warminster, Wilts,
England: Aris & Phillips LTD, 1980), 204; John T. Hogan, "The &a&iwoig of Words
at Thucydides 3.82.4," Greek, Rome and Byzantine Studies 21 (1980): 139-49; J.
Wilson, "The Customary Meanings of Words Were Changed--Or Were They? A
Note on Thucydides 3.82.4," Classical Quarterly 32 (1982): 18 ff; and L.
Worthington, "A Note on Thucydides 3.82.4," Liverpool Classical Monthly 7

(1982): 124.

’Hogan argues convincingly, I think, that not only were vices called virtues
and virtues vices, but that a vice, such as r0Aua aAéyiorog, might have been
considered a good thing and a virtue, such as o oo¢gpov, might have lost its positive
connotation and become a word of derision (Hogan, "The &&iwoig," 145). Note that
in this instance, meanings remain, but connotations change. For a detailed discussion

of this passage see Chapter 3.
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20 ToAua pev yap GAoyiotog avopeia Gidéraipog évouioln, uéAinoig o€
apounOnG deitrhia eDmPennNg, To O0€ ODPPOY TOD AVAVIPOV TPOOYNUA, KAl TO
APOG amav EvveTov Exi mav apyov’ 10 0 EURANKTOS 08V Gvipos woipg
POCETED, aopareiq O€ 1o EmiPovieboacbar &motponiis npopacis €bAoyog.
Kal 0 pev yoahemaivov motog aiei, 0 0 avrdéyov avrd dmomrog.

25  empovievoag O€ Tic Tvywv Evvetog kal Vmovonoas €t devoTepog”

20 toAuav K ¢iraitepoc AGHPQdehi  advoudobn Herwerden — 22
npog arav] maparay L O P ekmAnkroc b 23 aogpaieig B f g M, Q
Schol. Poppo Kriiger Stahl Herwerden Bohme Arnold Classen/Steup Jones
Romilly é&o¢area cet. Dionysius, Ilepi Govk. et Ilepi Aguoof., p. 888 et p.
954, Bekker Goller  cogareiq oc 0] 00 L O P émPovAevecfar K €ri
Povievoaobar Herwerden 24 mwavt’ éxoauvay pro yaiemaivav Rauchenstein
25 post 1ig Tvyawv] <rte> Dionysius, Ilepi Oovk. et Mepi Anuoof., p. 889
et p. 954, Stahl Bohme

20. uérinois o€ mpounthg, to o¢ owgpov, and 10 pog admav Evverdv] all subjects
of an évouiofly understood from the first colon.  21. kai 1o wpog &rav Evverov
€L IOV Qpyov] Kkal TO TPOS TAVTA OVVETOV TIPOS mavia apyov Eeyov (Scholiast).
22. 10 0’ éumAnktwg 0Ev] "ein wahnsinniges Drauflosgehen" (Classen/Steup p.
166). Gomme rightly contrasts 70 &’ éumAnkrwg 05y with 1o émifovAicioactar (p.
375). But because of ro émifovAcioacbar, he wrongly thinks 70 0’ éumAnxrwg 6EV a
more intellectual vice. 70 & éumAnkTws 05V is the absence of intellect; it is
unthinking, impulsive action.  23. aogareiq . . . amorponiic apogaois €broyog]
The meaning of this thought is much disputed. The scholiast translates, "o émimoAiv
povievoacBar o1 aopareiay apogaocis amotponiis evouilero." Goller prints
aopareaa and understands 1o émifovAevoaofar as "quod attinet ad insidias." Thus

the whole would be safety with respect to snares was a nicely phrased pretext for

195¢ 7; f. Usener/Radermacher
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declining to attack the enemy (p. 326). Poppo thinks the syntax of Goéller’s ro
émiBovAeboaofar impossible; father, for Goller’s translation to be possible,
aopaieia o¢ tov emiPovievoaofar must be read (p. 140). Arnold prints dogaiciq
and translates, "But safely to concert measures against an enemy was accounted but
a decent pretence for declining the contest with him altogether" (p. 455). I prefer the
Scholiast’s o émmoAd BovievoacBar 01 aopareiav: planning for the sake of safety.
Gomme argues that émifovievoaofai cannot simply mean to plan; and so he thinks
emendation necessary (p. 376). But for émiBoviedw in the sense of to plan or to aim
at so as to acquire rather than plot against see 111. 20. 1. 4, IV. 103. 4. 2, and VIL.

51. 1. 5. 25. tvyav] to succeed, as often in Thucydides, e.g. III. 42. 4. 1.
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26 mpofovievoag O 6w undev avty denoet, THS TE Eraupiag NAAVTNG KAl
TOVG EVQVTIOVS EKTIETANYUEVOS. ATADGS O€ O PpOGoas Tov uEALovTa kakov Tt
Opay ExnveiTo, KAl O ETIKEAEDOQSG TOV Ui] OLAVOODUEVOY. Kl UiV KXl TO
Evyyeveg Tod ETaipikod AALOTPIOTPOY EYEVETO dilt TO EToludTEpoY €val

30 ampogaociorws ToAuay’

26 O0enoet ABCEFGHIPVcdetfghiBekker Haack Goller Poppo
Kriiger Stahl Herwerden Bohme Arnold Classen/Steup Jones Romilly vulgo
oenoot  ths te]l te om. i éraupeiag Acfi  dwaAvtnc E 27  amAiag o€]
7€ Haase et acceperunt Kriiger Stahl Classen/Steup 28 émkwAdoag
Herwerden Badham d¢ un émikedevoavrog diavoovuevoy d  émikerevoag tov]
00 B 29 10 dArotpidtepov K €lvaun ot To ampogaciorws i
averowotepoy Badham et accepit Herwerden

26. avtaov] tov emPovievey kai vroveelv.  defjoe] future indicative in an object
clause of effort (Kiihner/Gerth Satzlehre II, Anmerk 5 p. 376 and Smyth 2211).

27. amAdg 0é] o Evumav elneiv, i.e., to sum up. 0 ¢pOcoas Tov uéiliovral one
comrade anticipating another comrade just as ¢ émkeredoag Tov un davooiuevoy
(Classen/Steup p. 167); enemy anticipating enemy whereas 0 €mikededoag
encouraged a man would have taken no part in the conspiracy (Gomme p. 377).
Because it paints a more trenchant picture, I prefer Gomme’s interpretation.

28. 0 emkerevoacg] supply émpveito.  TOv ui diavooduevov] generic uf with an
attributive participle. Understand kaxov ©: dpav. 10 Evyyeveg] blood-tie.

29. tod éraipikod] party-tie not mere friendship.  €roiuotrepov] Badham posits
averowuotepov (accepted by Herwerden), but 7o éraupikov is the unexpressed subject

of dix 10 €rowuoTepoy eivau.
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31 00 yap uera tov keypévov vouwy boeriag ai toiadtar Etvodor, aAla mapa
T0V¢ KabeotdTas micovegiq.

31 puera TG TOW KEwévay vouwy oPeriag e et UeTa TOV KeuEvwy vouwy
w¢eAiq mavult Poppo et acceperunt Poppo/Stahl Bohme Classen/Steup
w¢érear Herwerden 32 mAeoveion Herwerden

31. uera tawv kepuévav vouwv ogeriag] most commentators prefer wgeriq: in
accordance with the established laws for the sake of profit. Goller interprets the two
genitives as a#géreaia vouiun, lawful gain, and cites as a comparandum Euripides’
Bacchae, 1. 338, 0 tijs novyias Biotos for Biog flovyoes (p. 327). Because a
dependent genitive between the preposition and its object is common in Thucydides
and because Thucydides’ penchant for inconcinnity is especially apparent in this

passage, I prefer Goller’s interpretation.
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Kkal TQg €¢ 09as avtovg miotes ov @ Oeiw vouw uairov ékpativovro i @
KO} T Tapavounoal. T& T€ Qmo tdV evavtiov KaAdS Aeydueva Evedéyovto

35 Eywv gviakn, € npodyoiev, kai ov yevvaudtnti. avrtiuwpnoacbai té tiva
pi wAciovog N § abrov uy mpomabeiv. kal dproi €i mov &pa yévorvro
Evvairayig, €v @ aitika mPog 10 Qmopov exatépy 01dduevor ioxvov ovk
Exovrov airobev dvvauy’

33  Beiw kai vouiugw Dionysius, Ilepi Aeuoo., p. 955  ob 1@ o0iw kai vouiuw
Dobree et accepit Herwerden  éparoivro 1 34  éavedéyovroi 36  ob
ante mepi inserit Badham  éyiyvovro Dionysius, Ilepi Govk., p. 891, sed
yévovro, Mlepi Aeuodd., p. 955 37 ov amopov L O oy amopov P tax
amopa F 38  &yovreg d

33. 1@ ko) T1 mapavounjoar] compare the initiation rites of gangs in the U.S.A.
today. 35. épywv ¢viaxi)] Gomme translates with precautionary action (p. 378).
Better I think to take Aeydueva and €pywv as the words and deeds of the party suing
for peace, i.e., with a guard against the enemy’s deeds."'  mpodyoiev] the subject
is debated. Poppo, Stahl, Bohme, and Arnold argue for oi évavrior; Classen/Steup
and Gomme for oi évdeyouevor. Arnold argues that it is surely the weaker party that
would be cautious and suspicious (p. 456). Although such a change in subject is not
unlike Thucydides, it is precisely the stronger party who can act yevvaiotyri, not
the weaker. In addition it is usually the weaker party who sues for peace not the
stronger. Finally, I think Thucydides’ next sentence supports this interpretation: the
stronger foe who accepted peace overtures had to be on guard against his opponent’s
actions because revenge was more important than suffering the first loss.

avritiuwpnoacbai] subject of fv.  Tva] object of avtitiuwpioachar.  36.

UCf. A. M. Parry, Logos and Ergon in Thucydides (Salem, New Hampshire:
Arno Press, 1981).
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avtov] subject accusative of maporaleiv. 37. EvwaAlayns] dependent upon dpko:.
&v T abrika] avrica articulated.  écatépe] dative of agent with didouevor (by
each, i.e., the oligarchs and democrats). For the dative of agent with the passive
voice cf. III. 64. 4 (Classen/Steup p. 168). 38. ¢&yovrwv] temporal genitive
absolute: oaths lasted in the immediacy of the moment on account of an impasse
while they did not have strength from elsewhere. éxévtaw is plural because of the
dual nature of ékarépw. The change of case, dative to genitive, is frequent in

Thucydides and Greek literature.
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&v 0€ 1@ maparvyovtt o ¢glaoas Gapoinoai, €i idoi apapkrov, oy dix THY

40 mioTv étipuwpeito 7 amo Tod TPoPavois, kai to te dopares Edoyilero kai
Ot1 amaty wepryevouevos Evvéogews Qyaviouo apooeraufavey. pov 0’ ol
moArol kKakoDpyor ovres dekiol kékAnvrar ) aualeic &yaboi, kai 1@ pev
aioyivovrai, €xi 0€ T® ayaiiovral.

39 Oaponoa: Herwerden €] # Edi oy NV g @poact 40 and]
oM, tote] ouud 41 avayky K mepiyevouevov d  pgowov AFH g
h pro p@ov Badham mavult 7dwov 42 moAlroi om. ¢ ovreg secl.
Classen/Steup 7o uév 1

39. a¢apkrov] understand évavriov.  #jdiov] adverbial.  40. kai 10 Te
aopaires] explanatory kai (Kithner/Gerth Satzlehre I1, #2 p.247 and Smyth 2869
a), parallel to d67:. Both explain fdiov €étiuwpeito.  €royilero] subject is 0 ¢phaoag,
also the subject of mpooeraufavev. 41. o1i] see above, kai 10 € GoPares  oi
moAhroi . . . ayaboil The meaning of this aphorism depends upon évreg. Nowhere
does Thucydides predicate any form of €va: to the verb kaAéw. Thus in Thucydides
ovreg kékAnvrar does not mean lassen sich nennen as Kriiger thinks (p. 75). As
Classen/Steup argue, Kriiger’s translation, "die meisten lassen sich aber lieber
gewandte Schelme als ungebildete Biedermdnner nennen," which they accept,
requires bracketing ovreg (p. 169). If Classen/Steup are wrong and ovreg is not a
marginal gloss that has been incorporated into the text, then the statement must be
understood as Arnold translates, "Men in general, when dishonest, more easily gain
credit for ability, than, when simple, they gain credit for honesty." He explains,
"This is inserted as the reason why successful perfidy was rather emulated than
detested; why men would rather deceive others than be themselves deceived" (p.

457). 42. kai @ pev aioyvvovral, €mi 0€ 1@ dyaAiovrar] note the chiasm: (A)
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paov & oi moAdol kakobpyor ovreg oekioi kékAnvrar fj (B) auabeis ayaboi, (B) kai

1@ uev aioydvovrai, (A) émi 0¢ 1@ ayaiiovrau.
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waviov O’ avtdv aitiov apyn 1 0w wAeoveliay kai gidotiuiav, ék 0 adTdv
45 «kai €5 10 pidovikelv kabioTtauévav o Tpoduuoy.

44 aitiov éapyn ABCEFGHKLNOP Vcgh Bekker Goller Poppo
Kriiger Stahl Herwerden Bohme Arnold Classen/Steup Jones Romilly aitiov &’
apyn d i et aitiov i apyn ceteri aitiov secl. Madvig 1 secl. Hude 45
¢iroviceiv Q Stahl Herwerden Classen/Steup Jones Romilly ¢uAoveiceiv cet. et
Bekker Goller Poppo Kriiger Bohme Arnold

44. aitiov] predicate of apyn 7 and 7o mpéduuov. Supply 7v. é&pyn i) not
beginning but rule. Usually accepted as the meaning of apy# 71 is the Scholiast’s #
embvuia tod Bovieobar dpyev. The article is necessary as Gomme asserts, "not all
a&pyn, obviously, brings such bad results, only # dix wreove&iav" (p. 379). & O’
avtav] i.e., ths mieoveEiag kai pirotiias.  45.  €¢ 10 pirovikeiv] construe
with kafiotauévov.  kabiotauévorv] genitive of possession with mpéfvuov. The
subject of the participle is unexpressed. The Scholiast paraphrases well, mavrov 6’
TV eipnuévoy kakdv aitiov fv 1) &uibvuia tov Podreobar dpyew Tic yig o
wheoveEiav kal gprhotipiav. ék TovTwv O¢ 1) oTQoIS apyny Aaufavovaa (¢nui on Tod
apyew kai ths wheoveEiag kai irotipiag) votepov Aaufaver etépav TV Kakdv
aitiav, Ty OV oraoalovrwy apobvuiav, domep €ig Ewv epyouévav avtdv Ttob

wepryevéabau kai un nrTnbipvar Ty évavriov.
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0i yap & Taic TOAEOL TPOOTAVTES UETA OVOUATOS EKATEPOL EDTPEMODS,
TANOoVS T€E l0OVopiag TOATIKNG Kl QPIOTOKPATIAS OOYPOvoS TPOTIUNOEL,
T uev kowd Aoy Bepamevovres &bra émowivro, mavri d¢ tpony
aywvibopevor GAAAwY mepryiyveobar eroAunoay te ta dewvotara ExeEfjoay

50 e rag twwpiag €t peilovg, ob uéypt Tod dikaiov kai T wora Evupopov
wpotTifévreg, €G O€ TO EkaTépois Tov Qel Noovyy Exov opitovres, kail i pera
YhPov Qdikov kaTtayvdoews f YeEpi KTOUEVOL TO KpATEY ET0inoL oAV THY
avtika irovikiav ekmpmAaval.

47 mohitikav L O P 49 nmepiyevéobari 51  mpotifévreg secl. Arnold
apootifévres K Dionysius, Ilepi Oovk., p. 894 Kriiger Stahl Bohme Romilly
Tbévreg i nooviy aei c f 52 karayvooews secl. Herwerden 53
¢iroviciayv Stahl Herwerden Classen/Steup Jones Romilly — ¢udovekiav cet. et
Bekker Goller Poppo Kriiger Bohme Arnold  éxcmuniavat ABEF GHKAd
f Bekker Goller Poppo Kriiger Stahl Herwerden Bohme Arnold Classen/Steup
Jones Romilly éxmimAavar e éuminiavar L O P g vulgo eumuniavau

46. per’ ovouarog evmpenois . . . ApoTiunoel] idovouic moAiitikh and
apiorokparia oogpwv are the political slogans used by each party. That wAnfovg
ioovouic moiitikn is in place of the offensive dnuoxparia and apiotokpatia owgpwv
in place of the offensive 0Aryapyia as Poppo and others assert is open to debate (p.
143). Thucydides is surely, however, making a distinction between the noble words
and the nefarious deeds of the party leaders. 47. #zARfovg] subjective genitive.
moltikijc] "implies the relation of citizen to citizen, that is, of equal with equal, as
opposed to deomotikn or Tvpavviky" (Amnold p. 458).  mpotiunoe] governs
ioovouiag and apiorokpatias.  48. T kowva] the commonwealth.  49.
ene&feoay 1€ tag tuwpiag emterauévag €moiovy (Scholiast). Poppo and Arnold
place a comma after 7e because they think éwe&fjeoav tas tiuwpiag not Greek. They

are surely wrong, cf. I. 70. 7. 2 and V. 100. 1. 4.  50. puéypt] correlative with
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éc.  51. mpotifévreg] those who read mpooriBévreg miss the point of the
metaphor. From éme&fjeoav to opilovres runs the metaphor of setting up and
surpassing physical boundaries. swpotifgu: is commonly used to mean setting up a
mark (L.S.J. 3b); apootifévreg, therefore, spoils the metaphor and should be
rejected.  uera yngov adikov karayvooews] see above, pera Tav kepévoy vouwy

wgeriag, line 39. 52, yeapi] vi, L.S.J. IV. 10 kparteiv] direct object of

KTOUEVOL.
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dote evoefeiq pev ovoérepor Evouutov, ebmpenciq 0 Aoyov oig EvuPain

55 em¢pbovwg 1 diampaéaobar Guevov iikovov. Ta 0€ péoa TV moriTwY v’
augorépwv 7 0Tt 00 Svvnywvilovro 7 v Tod TEpielvar diepbeipovto.
LXXXIIL. obtw maca idéa katéorn kakotpomias Ot Tdg OTAOEIS T
"EAANVIK®, ki TO €bmbeg, ob TO yevvaiov mA€ioTov uetéxel, Katayehaodey
ngaviot, 1o d¢ avriterayfar GAAA0IG T) Yvouy &miotws éml moAY

60 ouveykev’

54 evoéfeaavd Adywv NV 55 tdv mohitikav éx’ g 57 kakompayiag
cdf 59 avrerayba: F H

54. cinpeneiq] "quibus autem contigisset, ut speciosa oratione utentes aliquid
invidiose (nefasti quid) perpetrarent, melius audiebant" (Poppo p. 144). It is better
to take edmpemeiq with duewvov fixovov, 1 believe, as Kriiger does, "Das [edmpemeiq
with dampa&aocfai] zerstort den Gegensatz, welcher erfordert: der Religiositdt
bedurfte es nicht; bessern Ruf als sie schaffte eine beschonigende Darstellung
gehdssiger Thaten" (Kriiger p. 76). 55. ¢&m@bovwg) invidiose. quevoy
fKovov] past general condition: whoever happened to accomplish anything detestable
had a better reputation by specious rhetoric.  ta 0¢ uéoa] the people allied with
neither faction. 56. @ove tod mepicivar] "weil die Parteien ihnen nicht die
ungefdhrdete Existenz und Ruhe gonnten" (Classen/Steup p. 171).  58. 710 ebnbec]
70 d7AovY and 10 drdvnpov. onueiwoar To ebnbec émi karov (Scholiast). "Daher
wird unsere Stelle von den spédtern Grammatikern (Photius, Moeris, Thomas Mag.)
als charakteristisches Beispiel der urspriinglichen Bedeutung hervorgehoben"
(Classen/Steup p. 171).  mAe€iorov] adverbial. 59. 70 d¢ avureraybau

aAARA oG T Yvouy amiotws] as opposed to To d¢ avriterayfar aAAjroig €év

nediw. &l WOAY dunveykev] kpeittov €yévero (Scholiast).
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00 yap v & dadvowv obte Abyog éxupog obte Bprog PoPepog, kpeiooovs Ot
ovTeg amavres Aoyioud €5 1o avédmiotov tobd Befaiov un mabeitv uaiiov
TPOVOKOTTOVY 1) TUOTEDOQL EDDYAVTO.

61 oaAitrov d  ioyupos dfi 62 Aoyiouoi K &morov Rauchenstein
63 ¢edvvaro C

61. o0 dwaAvowv] "Gewoéhnlich fallt man o0 diaAvowy als Pradikat auf (vgl. Kr., Spr.
50, 4, 4). Aber dann wiirde angedeutet, dal3 zwar weder Adyog €xupog noch dpkog
¢ofepog, aber etwas anderes 0 dtarvowy gewesen wire, was doch ganz und gar
nicht die Meinung des Th. gewesen ist. Es ist daher notwendig, ein attributives
Verhiltnis von daAdowv zu odte Adyog €xvpog kté. anzunehmen und o dtaAdowy . .
. ¢pofepoc als Subjekt anzusehen" (Classen/Steup p. 172).  kpeiocovs o€ ovres . . .
10D Befaiov] variously interpreted. The Scholiast writes, "pémovreg 6¢ oi avBpwmor
T0IG AOYIOUO0IS TIPOG TO i) EATilery Tiva wioty kai BefaidoTnra Tpoevooivro
WaAAoY, Iva un m&Owory avtoi kakdg moTedoal 0 ovk édvvavro." Dobree says,
"Sensus est, Argumentis et jurejurando minimé moti." Thus he understands,
Kkpeiooovg ovres Twv Aoywv kai t@v dpkwv (quoted in Arnold p. 459). Stahl
interprets tod Befaiov as ) 1@ fefaiw and cites Cassius Dio, fragment 49,
"KpeitTovg €6 TO agaveg Tov mpodniov (i.e., ) € TO TPOONAov) TY Aoyioud
yiryvouevor" (p. 152). Classen/Steup, with whom Gomme agrees, offer "vielmehr
trafen alle, wenn sie stirker waren (als die Gegner), in ihrer Uberlegung mehr fiir
die (oder im Hinblick auf die) Aussichtslosigkeit des festen Bestandes von Wort und
Eidschwur Vorsorge, nicht zu Schaden zu kommen, als daf} sie . . ." (p. 172).

Dobree’s interpretation requires the reader to supply too much. Stahl and
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Classen/Steup’s interpretations may be right, but I incline more toward the
Scholiast’s. I take kpciooovg ovreg Aoyioud together: those stronger in respect to
intelligence. This interpretation requires that é¢ be translated independently and that
it mean in view of or on account of or simply in. For the first two meanings, cf. II.
40. 4. 5 and VII. 63. 3. 8. 9. For the last, cf. 1. 3. 4, 1. 15. 3. 1, 1. 32. 4. 3, IL.
65. 7. 8, and VII. 21. 2. 4. What all commentators miss is that kpeicoovs dvreg
Aoyiou@ is opposed to oi paviétepor yvaounv. Thus there is an extended chiasm: (A)
Kkpeiooovs ovres Aoyiou®; (B) oi pavAotepor yvounv; (B) toAunpos npog ta épya
exopovv; (A) agpartor paArov diegpbeipovro. This interpretation makes moredoau
€dvavro more trenchant and ironical since those who un mafeiv uaAiov
poeckomovy 1) miotcvoar €dvvavto actually did not foresee (mpoaiobéobar), but
were destroyed. This interpretation also preserves the word/deed dichotomy, found
throughout Thucydides, and at work here. The more intelligent relied on their ability
of foresight to protect them from harm and were thus inactive. The less intelligent,

because of their acknowledged inferiority, acted first and thus succeeded.
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Kkal 01 pavAdTEPOL YYDUNY WG TA TA€IW TEPLEYiYVOVTO  TY YOp d€diévau To

65 t€ QUTAY évdees kal To TOV évavtiov Evvetov, ui Adyoig te ocovs dot kal
€K TOD TOAVTPOTTOV QUTQY THG Yvduns $o&owor apoemifovievduevor,
TOAUNPOG TPOG TA EPYA EXDPOVY. 01 O€ KATAPPOVODYTES KAV Tpoaiohéobal
kal Epyw ovoev opag deiv Aaufavew & yvouny €Eeotiv, GPapKkTor uaAAiov
oepBeipovro. LXXXIV. &v & obv 1) Keprdpq Tt moArd avraw

70  mpovroAunbn, kai omdoa VPper uev apyouevor To TAEov i) owPpocivy Vo
TOV THY TIUOPIAY TOPacOVTwY 0i QvTauvvouevor dpaoaav, meviag o€ tig
ciotviag amairabeiovtés Tives, pariota 0 av dix mabovs émibvuoivres T
TV TEAQGS Exe, mapa Jikny yiryvadoKoiev, oi te un €xi mieovekiq, &md ioov
0€ pariota €midvreg anaidevoiq opyic TAEIOTOV Expepouevol OUdS Kai

75 amapaitnrog €vérboiey.

64 mAciw] moArd Q 67 mpoaidbivr g mpociobedbar BF 68 épyw
Aoyilouevor wg ovdév h  deivom. Q 69 Kopkipg Herwerden 70
omoo’ v Hude 71 wpvom. Kde 72 wweg f Schol. Bekker Goller
Poppo Kriiger Stahl Herwerden Bohme Arnold Classen/Steup Jones Romilly
1wvac ABCEFGHKLOPbeg udhiotaavBQ 73 dikng P
amo tov icov HL O P d

64. 10 Te aiTdV €voeeg] ™Y EALayy THG yvaooews (Scholiast).  66.  adtdv]
evavtiov.  69. Tt moAda avtdv] the majority of these things. Most think abtov
refers to the éya of the preceding paragraphs, but & moAAd adrdv anticipates its
protases omooa . . . dpédoeiav, yiyvwokoiev, and éxéAfoiev. Notice that while év &’
otv t§) Kepripq is specific, the optatives are generalizations. In fact the paragraph
becomes progressively more general from sentence to sentence: the next sentence
contains a gnomic aorist (€dfAwaoev); the next is a present contrafactual conditional
sentence; and the last has a future most vivid protasis and a present general
apodosis. omooa] relative adjective used correlatively with moAAa (i.e., as many
as . . . of these things the majority . . .). oméoa is the direct object of dpaoeav,

yryvwokowev, and éxérboiev.  70.  apyouevoi] passive, not &pybBévres because



53
Thucydides is generalizing. 70 wAéov] udiiov. T1. dpaoeay . . . éxérboiev]
Because of uaiiota 0 v dix nabovg emibvuodvres ta TV méAQG ey mapa dikny
yiyvaokoiev, Poppo wishes to understand &v with dpaoaav, yiyviokoiev, and
enélBotev. omooc, however, introduces a relative future less vivid conditional
clause; av by rule, therefore, should not be present in the protasis (Kiihner/Gerth
Satzlehre I, #6A p. 255 and Smyth 2566). The condition, of course, is mixed (future
less vivid protasis with an aorist indicative apodosis). At times Thucydides seems to
use &v to strengthen udAiora cf. 1. 76. 4. 2, VI. 22. 1. 15, VI. 49. 3. 1, and VL
57. 3. 5. Thus I think it best to take &v with udAiota not yryvookoiev or
embvuovvreg.  72. O wabovs] not passionately, as most understand the phrase
and, as a result, reject because it cannot have had this meaning before Aristotle, but
arising from, or as a consequence of, their suffering. 73. mapa dikny
yiyvaokoiev] "beschlieffen, sich vorsetzen" (Classen/Steup p. 174).  oi] the
article, not the relative pronoun, modifying émdvres.  u#n] generic with attributive
participle. amo igov 0¢ uariora émidvreg] "are those who enter into revolutions on
an equality with their adversaries--not as oppressed men thirsting for vengeance, nor
as needy men desiring plunder--and whose cruelties are owing merely to the fury of
party spirit which they acquire in the course of the contest" (Arnold p. 461). 74.

&rnaidevoiq] incontinence. mAeiorov] adverbial.
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Evvrapaybévros e Tod Biov € TOV Kaupov ToVTOV T IOLEL KAl TOV VOUWY
kparnoaoa 1 avlpwneia ¢ioig, eiwbvia kai mapd ToVg vouovs adikelv,
Qouévy EnAwoey axparijc uev opyijs oboa, kpeiogowv o€ tob dikaiov,
ToLeuia O€ TOV TPOVYOVTOS 0V Yap v TOD TC 00i0v TO TIUWpPEiohal

80 mpovrifeoav Tob Te uij ddikeiv To kepdaivew, &v @ uij BAamTovoay oyt €iye
70 POoveiv. ak1odoi T€ TOVS KOWVOVS TTEPI TV TooVTWY 01 QvBpwmor vouovs,
ag’ ov draow EAmic dwokeiTar opareior klv abtovg draodieodal, év
QALY Tinwpicis apokatalvew kai umy vworeimeobal, € mote Gpa Tig
KIvovvevoag tivog OeRoetal aptav.

76 teom. LOP 77 kparpoavra C e€iwbe di  &dkelv kal aouévy i
82 kaiCEe 83 aAAw P Q apokatarvoew Q

78. &niwoev] gnomic aorist.  akpartng, kpeioowv, and moAeuial predicate
adjectives with odoa, the verb in indirect discourse. 79. to¥ e doiov] dependent
upon the prefix of apovrifeoav.  to Tiwwpeiobau] direct object of mpovrifeoay.
80. mpovrifeoav] note the change in subject from # avfpwncia ¢voig to an
unspecified third person plural.  é&v @ uij] € un &v toire [xpive] (Poppo/Stahl p.
156). The condition is present contrafactual.  81. wvduovg] direct object of
apokataAvew and un dmoieineobai. 83. mpokaraivew and umn dmoleimeobail

complementary with é&&iovo:.
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The following translation renders the Greek as literally as possible, to facilitate

understanding and to clear up any confusion the notes have failed to eradicate.

So rawly did the stasis advance, in fact it seemed worse since it was the first.
When later all of Greece, so to speak, was convulsed, there were struggles on both
sides: the leaders of the people striving to invite in the Athenians and the oligarchs,
the Lakedaemonians. For in peace time having no reason, nor being prepared, to
call them in . . . but being at war and there being an alliance to each side for the
purpose of harming the enemy and likewise benefitting themselves, invitations were
readily available to those desiring revolution. Many and difficult indeed are the
things which assault cities during stasis, things which are happening now and always
will as long as human nature remains the same though they be sometimes worse,
sometimes milder, and different in form as each chance variation asserts its force.
For in peace and prosperity, cities and individuals have better judgement on account
of not falling into unwilling necessities; but war, taking away the facility of daily
life, is a forceful teacher and assimilates the tempers of the majority to their present
circumstances. Thus cities and men Were in stasis, and those afflicted later, because
of their knowledge of previous occurrences, carried further forth the excess of
inventing both in the ingenuity of their assaults and in the uniqueness of their
retributions. They interchanged the accustomed value of words in relation to deeds
as they saw fit. For brash temerity was considered bravery engendered by love for

the party; forethinking hesitancy, specious timidity; prudence, a veil for the coward;
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intelligence toward everything, delay for everything; mad haste was added to the
traits of manliness; planning for safety, a nice sounding excuse for turning tail. The
violent man was always trusted, his gainsayer always suspect. The successful
plotter, intelligent; the suspecter of one, fearsomer; if one planned ahead so that he
might need none of them, he was a subverter of the party and struck with fear of the
enemy. In short, the man anticipating one about to do evil was praised, as was the
man who ordered one not intending. In fact even kinship was more alien than
partisanship because of the latter’s being readier to dare without excuse; for these
relationships existed not with customary legal gain but contrary to the established
laws for the sake of greed. They sealed their pledges to one another not by divine
sanction but by shared transgression. The opposition’s noble overtures were received
by the stronger party with a guard against his actions not with nobility. It was worth
more to avenge someone in turn than never to have suffered. If oaths of
reconciliation ever came about, being given to each other in the immediacy of the
moment on account of an impasse, they remained strong while neither side had
power from elsewhere; when able to act, the one who dared first, if he saw the
other unguarded, exacted revenge all the sweeter on account of the trust than if he
had acted openly because he planned safely and because, having triumphed through
deceit, he also won the contest of wits. For the majority when knaves are much
more easily called clever than when ignorant they are called honorable; they are
ashamed of the one but exult in the other. The cause of all this was rule through

greed and ambition, and from these, the desire of those in love with triumph. For in
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the cities, the leaders, each with his own fine slogan, the people’s political equality
or the prudent aristocracy, looking after the state in word, set up contests, and
vying in every way to surpass one another, dared the most dreadful deeds, went
after ever greater vengeances, not setting their endpoint at a place just and beneficial
to the city but making their boundary that which always gives pleasure to each, and
acquiring power either with an unjust vote’s condemnation or by force, they were
prepared to sate their immediate desire for victory. Neither side considered anything
with reverence, but whoever happened to do anything liable to provoke jealousy, by
a specious speech he obtained better repute. Neutral citizens were destroyed by both
sides either because they did not join the contest or from envy of their survival.

Thus every form of wickedness was established on account of the staseis in
Hellas, and simplicity, of which nobility has the greatest share, was laughed into
oblivion, but an aligning against one another in mutual distrust thrived; for there
was neither a secure word nor a fearful oath to create a reconciliation, but because
of their despair of safety, the more intelligent were guarding against suffering more
than they were able to trust. The weaker in intellect succeeded most often; for by
fearing their own deficiency and their enemy’s intelligence lest in planning they be
defeated and on account of the cunning of his intellect be plotted against first, they
boldly advanced to action. The former, contemptuously thinking that they would
foresee any threat and that it was hardly necessary for them to take by action what
they could by intellect, were rather often caught off guard and destroyed.

The majority of the following things were dared for the first time at Kerkyra,
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as many things as men might do in retribution if ruled more with arrogance than
with temperance by those providing punishment; as many things as men might
resolve upon contrary to justice it they desire to be rid of their accustomed poverty,
and especially it on account of their suffering they are eager to possess the things of
their neighbors; and as many things as men not after profit, but advancing from a
state of equality [with their neighbors], and being impelled mostly by uncontrollable
passion, might go after rawly and inexorably. When life is in turmoil during this
critical time in the city, human nature, reigning over laws, accustomed to do wrong
contrary to them, happily shows that it is unable to control its passion, stronger than
justice, and inimical to its superior. For they would not prefer vengeance to piety,
profit to propriety unless at this time jealousy had harmful force. Men think it
worthwhile in their attacks upon others to destroy utterly the shared laws concerning
these sorts of things, by which every one in trouble has hope that he may be saved,

and they do not leave them intact if ever someone in danger needs one of them.



CHAPTER 3

EXEGESIS OF III. 82-84

II1. 82-84 is significant because it contains Thucydides’ own views on war,
stasis, human nature, and society. Thucydides is not giving a bald narrative of
events, during which he assumes an objective pose that makes it difficult to discern
his own opinion.! He is not writing from the perspective of one of the History’s
speakers.? His analysis is written on his own authority. The insights, thoughts, and
opinions are his alone.

In this regard the excursus on stasis is not unique. For example, in the
archaeologia and in the description of the plague, Thucydides also speaks directly to
his reader.’ But because of its content the stasis excursus differs from these two.
The archaeologia is both a defense of the Peloponnesian War’s preeminence and an
explanation of Thucydides’ thoughts on power. In the description of the plague,

Thucydides’ concern is to describe its symptoms and its effects on the Athenians.

!See the introduction of R. Connor, Thucydides (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1984).

Even if the speeches are Thucydides’ own creations, one cannot assume that
the insights and opinions they contain are Thucydides’ own.

30f course authorial statements are made throughout the History, and I think a
worthwhile study would be to collect these statements and to analyze them with the
aim of establishing a picture of Thucydides’ views.

59
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The stasis excursus is different because it examines human nature and society under
the pressure of war and stasis; its content is the same as the focus of the History
proper. It is for this reason that this analysis is so crucial: the conclusions drawn
from it should have important consequences for understanding the History in
general. But before leaping into the rest of the History, 1 must first explicate these
three chapters. Thus in this chapter the focus is the style, structure, content, and
purpose of III. 82-84.

STYLE

Since antiquity Thucydides has had the reputation for being one of the most
difficult of writers to comprehend.* His prose, often tortuous and at times nearly
incomprehensible, can also be clear and straightforward. The disparity in ease of
‘comprehension between pure narrative and detailed descriptions, speeches, and
diagnostic evaluations is great. The pure narrative is as readable and comprehensible
as Hemingway, the others can be as difficult as Finnegan’s Wake. This difference in
Thucydides’ style is seldom recognized.® Rather than seek to answer why
Thucydides’ two prose styles differ so greatly, critics generally have been content

with either condemning the style as a whole or with criticizing the more complex

See Cicero, Orator, 9. 30; Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria, X. 1. 73; and
Hermogenes, Ilepi idewv Adyov, 2. 12. 155.

SExceptions include Dionysius of Halicarnassos, Ilepi @ovkvdidov; H. J. Rose,
A Handbook of Greek Literature: From Homer to the Age of Lucian (New York:
E.P. Dutton & Co., INC., 1960), 304; and A. Lesky, A History of Greek
Literature, trans. by James Willis and Cornelis de Heer (London: Methuen & CO

LTD, 1966), 480.
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passages. For example, Collingwood calls the style "harsh, artificial, repellent," and
says that it is a result of a "bad conscience."® Dover writes that "[Thucydides was]
not always sufficiently self-critical to read what he had written with the eyes of
someone who could not know what train of thought had run through the writer’s
mind."’

Limiting his criticisms to certain passages, Dionysius of Halicarnassos, a Greek
rhetor and historian of the first century B.C., criticizes in particular the style of
Thucydides’ analysis of civil strife, Book I11. 82-84.% Dionysius writes,

a O€ T00T0IG ETIPEPEL, OKOAL KQl OVOTapakorovdnta kal Tag Tav

OXNUATIOUDY TIAOKQG OOAOIKOPAVEIS EXOVTa Kal 0VTE TOIG KAT  EKEIVOY TOV

Piov yevouévoic émrndevbévra obte 10ig dotepov, OTE€ pariora Hruacev 7

TOALTIKY ODvaus.

The passages that follow these [the account of the stasis at Kerkyra] are

contorted, hard to follow, and contain ungrammatical weavings of figures,

[figures] that were not used by writers of that time nor by those of later times

when political ability was at its peak. (Ilepi Govkvdidov 29)

Pointing out the faults of this section, Dionysius goes so far as to show how

Thucydides could have improved some of his more complex sentences, had he

written them differently. Struck also by the ditficulty of III. 82, a modern scholar,

°R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1946),
29.

K. J. Dover, Thucydides, Greece and Rome New Surveys in the Classics,
No. 7 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), 13.

$Also criticizing this passage, A. Andrewes writes that there is "some reckless
paradox in the celebrated chapters on stasis." A. Andrewes, "The Mytilene Debate:
Thucydides 3.36-49," Phoenix 16 (1962): 74 n. 25. Quoting Andrewes, S.
Hornblower writes that the passage "has justly been said to contain some ‘reckless
paradox’." S. Hornblower, Thucydides (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University

Press, 1987), 75.
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Williams, attributes it to the chapter’s "almost certainly mutilated text."?

But critics like these are to be feared the least. Worst are those with pen in
hand who, like the well-meaning editor who corrected the misspellings in Twain’s
Huckleberry Finn, think that Thucydides cannot possibly have written the words
before them and think themselves obliged to put his sentences into proper Greek.
One editor, Herwerden, makes no fewer than fourteen emendations over the course
of the three pages that this passage runs.'® But rather than emend like Herwerden
or criticize like Dionysius, Dover, and, Collingwood, I think it preferable to ask
what makes a given passage complex and to ask why Thucydides chose to make it
SO.

In reply to the first question I propose that one of the things that make this
passage so complicated is its high rhetorical style. Thucydides polishes every
sentence with figures, many used multiple times. Some of these figures simply serve
to heighten the solemnity and grandeur of the passage, that is, they mark the passage
as different from the ones written in Thucydides’ plain prose style. But they do not
add appreciably to the passage’s complexity. Having made this qualification, I do

think that the totality of the figures present in this passage adds something to the

°M. F. Williams, "Two Traditional Elements in Thucydides’ Corcyrean
Excursus," The Classical World 79 (1985): note 1 p. 1. As support he cites Gomme,
A Historical Commentary on Thucydides (Oxford: 1956), 372-73. It need hardly be
said that Gomme makes no such assertion. What Gomme says is that the second
sentence of Chapter 82 cannot stand in its present form as what Thucydides wrote.
For a full discussion on this sentence see my comments in Chapter 2.

“Herwerden, ed., @ovkvdidov Zvyypags (Utrecht, Holland: 1877-1882).
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complexity of the whole. What follows is a list and explication of the figures present
in III. 82-84. The figures that do not strain comprehension precede those that do.
HENDIADYS

Thucydides breaks one phrase into two (hendiadys):

TOAAQ KQi yaAiend

many and ditficult (III. 82. 2. 1)
not

TOAAQ yorerna

many difficult."
CLIMACTIC WORD ORDER

He arranges cola so that each successive phrase is longer than the next
(climactic word order):

(1) uaArov o¢ kai (2) novyaitepa kai (3) toig €ideor dmAiayuéva (111. 82. 2.
3)

and
(1) abra émowovro; (2) ExdAunoay te Ta davorara; (3) éne&fjoay te Tog
tiuwpiag € peilovs; (4) éroiuor noav v avtika Girovikiav ekmumAiavar.
(I11. 82. 8. 6)

ALLITERATION

At III. 82. 3. 1,

éotaoiaté Te obv Ta IOV moAewv, Kal TQ EQUOTILovid mov whoze TV
apoyevoucvay oY Exépepe THY VIepPoiny Tob kawvoedobal TG diavoias Tav
T ETUYEPTOEDY TEPITEXVNOEL KA TAV TIUWPIQY ATOTIQ,

"The hendiadys, I think, sets a lofty tone similar to that set by Lincoln’s
writing "four score and seven years ago" instead of 87 years ago.
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Thus cities and men were in stasis, and those afflicted later, because of their
knowledge of previous occurrences, carried further forth the excess of
inventing both in the ingenuity of their assaults and in the uniqueness of their
retributions,

pi’s and tau’s' pile upon themselves just as ingenious impropriety proliferates.
ASSONANCE

Thucydides uses assonance to emphasize an antithetical thought:

dore ebaefciq pev ovdétepor tvouibov, chapenciq ot Aoyov oig Evufain
em@pbovos 1 hanpaacbar duevoy fixovoy

Neither side considered anything with reverence, but whoever happened to do
anything liable to provoke jealousy, by a specious speech he obtained better
repute. (III. 82. 8. 12)

JUXTAPOSITION
To heighten contrast, he juxtaposes words:
10 Evyyeveg Tod Eraupikod aAroTpiaTepoy
kinship than partisanship was more alien. (III. 82. 6. 1)

CHIASM

At other times he uses a chiastic arrangement:

(A) paov 0’ oi morroi kakodpyor ovres d€iol kékinvrar ) (B) auabeic ayaboi,
kai (B) @ puev aioyivovrau, (A) €xi 0¢ 1@ ayaAiriovrar.

(A) For the majority when knaves are much more easily called clever than (B)
when ignorant they are called honorable; (B) they are ashamed of the one but

(A) exult in the other. (III. 82. 7. 10)

HYPALLAGE

He changes the relation of words so that men fall into unwilling necessities

“Though grammatical necessity accounts for a number of the tau’s, I do not
think it strong enough to dismiss the alliteration.
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instead of falling unwillingly into necessities:
o To un &g axovoiovg avaykas wintew. (1I1. 82. 2. 6)
ANTITHESIS

Or he makes esteemed vice antithetic to despised virtue:

TOAUQ pev yap ardyiotos avopeia gpirétaipos évouiobn, uérinois o€
mpountns detria evbmpennc, To 0€ obPPoV TOY AVaVOPoY TPOGYNUA, KAl TO
Tpog amav Evveroy &l mav apyov’ 10 0 EUTANKTOG 05V avopos uoipQ
poceTédn, aopaieiq 0€ 1o EmiBovAedoadbar ATOTPOTNG TPOPaTIS €DA0YOC.
Kai 0 pev yaiemaivov motog aiei, 0 0’ avridéywv adtd dmontog.
emfovietoag 0€ Tic Tvywv EVveTog Kal Yovonoas €t devoTepog”
wpoflovieoas 0 dmws Unoev avT@Y denoeL, TS TE Eraupiasg MIaAVTNG KAl T0VS
evavtiovg EkmeTAnyuévos. anrag o€ o0 paoas tov uéArovra kakov ti opéy
EnNVeiTo, Kal 0 ETIKEAEDOQS TOV UN OLavoobuevoy. kai uny kai 1o Evyyeveg tod
ETAUPIKoD AALOTPLOTEPOV EYEVETO DL TO ETOIUDTEPOY €lval QTPoPasioTws
TOAUQY ™ 00 yap pera TV Keypuévoy vouwv bperias ai toiavrar Eivoedot, ariia
wapa tovs kabeotdTas mAeovegiq.

For brash temerity was considered bravery engendered by love for the party;
forethinking hesitancy, specious timidity; prudence, a veil for the coward;
intelligence toward everything, delay for everything; mad haste was added to
the traits of manliness; planning for safety, a nice sounding excuse for turning
tail. The violent man was always trusted, his gainsayer always suspect. The
successful plotter, intelligent; the suspecter of one, fearsomer; if one planned
ahead so that he might need none of them, he was a subverter of the party and
struck with fear of the enemy. In short, the man anticipating one about to do
evil was praised, and the man who ordered one not intending. Indeed even
kinship was more alien than partisanship because of being readier to dare
without excuse; for these relationships existed not with customary legal gain but
contrary to the established laws for greed. (III. 82. 4. 2)

Notice that the structure is haphazard: that what, in an ethic of peacetime, would be
despised--a vice--and what, in an ethic of peacetime, would be valued--a virtue--are
not regularly opposed but rather a single vice (ToAua pev yap aroyiorog aviopeia

pidéraupog évouiotln) opposes three virtues (uéAAnoig o€ mpounbijg deiria

evmpensg, TO O¢ FOPPoY TOH Qvaviopov mpécynua, kai To Tpos drav Evverov €l
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zav apyov); next comes a combination of vice (t0 0 éumAnkTwg 65D avopos woipQ
npocetéldy), virtue (Qogareiq o€ o emifovieboacton amotponiic mpopaois
€bAoyog), vice (kai 0 pev yaienaivov miotog aier), virtue (0 0’ avriAéyov avt®
bmomroc); then come two vices (€xifovAeboag O0€ Tig Tvywv EVverog kai Vmovonoag
ér1 dervotepog) followed by a virtue (pofloviedoas O dmwg undev avty denoet,
TG T€ Eraupiag diaivTig Kai Tovs évavtiovs ékmemAnyuévos); and finally two more
vices (AnAdg 0¢ 0 PpOaoag tov péAlovra kakov ti Opav éxnveito, kai 0 EmikeAeboag
7OV un O1avoovuevov) against a virtue (kai uiy kai 1o Evyyeves Tod eraipikod
AAAOTPIDTEPOV EYEVETO DIl TO ETOUOTEPOY €lvaL ATIPOPATIOTWS TOAUEY).
Throughout this passage, Thucydides shuns regularity and parallelism.
INCONCINNITY

In fact the rhetorical device Thucydides uses most frequently in the analysis is
inconcinnity, i.e., a deliberate skewing of sentence structure or a deliberate
avoidance of parallelism and regularity.” At III. 82. 1. 5, for example, the
prepositional phrase €v uev eipfvy: in peace is answered by the participle
moAcuovuévov: being at war instead of by a parallel prepositional phrase év de¢
moAéug: in war. At III. 82. 8. 15 the conjunction 67:: because is answered by the
dative case of the noun ¢bove: from envy,

UETQ YRPov (ddikov KATayvdoews 1) yeipi krduevor, dti ov Evvyywvilovro 7
@Bovw ToV Tepieivat

BFor a detailed examination of this figure, see J. G. A. Ros, Die uerafoirs]
(Variatio) als Stilprinzip des Thukydides (Paderborn: 1938; reprint, Amsterdam:
1968).
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Neutral citizens were destroyed by both sides either because they did not join
the contest or from envy of their survival.

What makes this next sentence so difficult is the coordinate use of xai and o7::

&v 0€ T maparvyovr 0 ¢bacas Gapofjoai, €i idoi apapktov, Hoiov dix THY
TIOTIYV €TIUWPEITO T) A0 TOV TPoPavods, Kai To Te€ Gopares eéroyilero kal Ot
anary mepryevéuevog Evvécews &yaovioua mpooelaufiavey.

When able to act, the one who dared first, if he saw the other unguarded,
exacted revenge all the sweeter on account of the trust than openly for he
planned safely and because, having triumphed through deceit, he also won the

contest of wits.
The parallel use of these two different words is so difficult because kai’s most

common meaning is and not for and because kai is not usually coordinated with o7:.

In the sentence,
ToApuQ puev yap aAdyiotos avipeia gidéraipog €vouiotn, uéAinois o€
wpoundns delrhia evrpenng, to o€ obgpov Tov avavopov mPdoYNUa, KAl TO

P0G amav Evverov €mi oy apyov

For brash temerity was considered bravery engendered by love for the party;
forethinking hesitancy [was considered] specious timidity; prudence [was
considered] a veil for the coward; intelligence toward everything [was
considered] delay for everything, (III. 82. 4. 2),

évouion from the first colon must be supplied to the subsequent three cola. In the

next sentence,

70 0’ EUTARKTOG 08V &vOopog poipg mpooetédy, aopareiq 0€ To
cmpovievoacfar amotponiic npodaots €vroyog

mad haste was added to the traits of manliness; planning for safety [was] a nice
sounding excuse for turning tail,

Thucydides introduces a new verb, apocerédn: was added to. As in the previous
sentence, he omits the verb in the next colon. As before the reader expects to supply

the verb expressed in the first colon, mpooeréfy, to the subsequent colon; but the
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reader is thrown off balance: not mpooeréfny but the verb civai, to be, must be
supplied. Greek permits the omission of the verb, eivas; in doing this there is
nothing remarkable. What is remarkable is the deliberate skewing of sentence
structure: the reader’s expectations are not met.

At III. 82. 6. 1, Thucydides similarly confounds the reader’s expectations,

Ko pipy kal To Evyyeves ToD ETaUpikod QAAOTPIDTEPOY EYEVETO DIl TO
EToIdTEPOY €lvau TpoPacioTws ToAUaY

In fact even kinship was more alien than partisanship because of being readier
to dare without excuse,

What is readier to dare without excuse? The grammar of the sentence says kinship,
but the sense demands partisanship. One finds this disruption, this inconcinnity,
confounding the structure of many sentences of the passage.
ANACOLOUTHON

A rhetorical device similar to inconcinnity is anacolouthon, which is not an
avoidance of parallel sentence structure but an actual breakdown in the grammatical
structure of the sentence. The first colon, (III. 82. 1. 5),

Kail €v uev €ipnvy ok Qv Exovrov apo@aocty ovd’ EToiuwy TopaKalelv avTovs .

For in peace time having no reason, nor being prepared, to call them in . . .
lacks a main verb. When you read the whole,

Katl €V UEV €IPTVY 0UK QV EXOVTOV TPOPaoty 00d’ ETOIUWY TapaKaAelv avtovg,
moreuovuévor 0€ kai Evuuayios dua exatépois Th TOV Evavriov Kakwoer Kal
ogiow avroic € Toh avTod mPooTOINTEL PROIWS Al Emaywyal TOIG vewTepifew
71 Boviouévoig emopilovro

For in peace time having no reason, nor being prepared, to call them in . . .
but being at war and there being an alliance to each side for the purpose of
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harming the enemy and likewise benefitting themselves, invitations were readily
available to those desiring revolution,

the lack of a main verb in the first part of the compound sentence makes the
transition between the two abrupt.
ELLIPSIS

Although there are surely more rhetorical devices Thucydides employs in this
passage, the last I wish to discuss is ellipsis, which Smyth defines as "the
suppression of a word or of several words of minor importance to the logical
expression of the thought, but necessary to the construction."** For example,

anAdg 0€ 0 Phdoag Tov uéldovra kakov T dopav énxyveito, kal o Emikededoag
TOV Un OLavooduevoy

In short, the man anticipating one about to do evil was praised, and the man
who ordered one not intending (III. 82. 5. 5),

and the man

What is the main verb?
one not intending

What is he not intending?

With the suppressed parts added, the sentence becomes comprehensible, and
the man who ordered one not intending to do evil was praised.

The ellipsis of the next example is even harsher:

&v 0€ 1@ maparvyovr 0 ¢phGoas Baponoai, €i idor apapktov, Nowv owl Ty

TIOTIV ETIUWPEITO T) ATTO TOD TIPOPavodS, kal TO T€ dogparés Eloyilero kai 0Tt
anary mepiyevouevog Evvéoews ayovioua sposeraufavey.

“H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1920), 677-78.
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when able to act, the one who dared first, if he saw the other unguarded,
exacted revenge all the sweeter on account of the trust than openly, because he

planned safely and because, having triumphed through deceit, he also won the
contest of wits (III. 82. 7. 6).

The ellipsis, f) &mo rov wpopavods, is short for: than he would have if he had
attacked openly. Far from suppressing words of minor importance, Thucydides

almost crosses the boundary of comprehensibility.

[II. 82-84 is an example of Thucydides’ high prose style. When contrasted with
the straightforward syntax of the following three examples of Thucydides’ plain
prose style, the deliberate distortion of III. 82-84’s syntax becomes more apparent.
The three selections are chosen from Books I, IV, and VII. Their selection is based
upon my own subjective opinion of what represents Thucydides’ plain prose style.
The first is from I. 89, the beginning of the Pentekontaetia:

Oi yap *Abypraior tpose toidoe NAbov &l T mpdyuata v oig MoEnbnoay.
éme1on Moot aveywpnoay ek ths Evponng viknbévres kai vavoi kai mel@d vmo
"EAAvov kai oi kataguyivres abtdv tais vavoiv € MukaAny depbapnoay,
Aewtvyions uev o facideds taw Aaxedaipoviov, bomep Nyeito T@v €v MukaAy
‘EAAvov, aneydpnoey én’ oikov éxwv tovg amo IleAomovvijoov Evuudyovg,
oi o¢ " Abyvaior kai ot ano lwviag kai "EAAnorévrov Eduuayor oy
ageornores amo Paocirémg dmoucivavreg Znotov éxoriopkovy Midwy
Exovrov, Kkal Emyepudoavres cidov abtiy &himoviov v BapPapwv, kai
uera tovto arémievoay €€ ‘EAANOROVTOV WG €kaoTOl KQTQ TOAELS.
"Abnvaiov 0¢ To Kovey, Emedn avrois oi fépfapor éx TG ywpag amiAibov,
Orexouitovro €vBvs Hlev ve&ébevto maidag kai yvvaikag Kai Ty wepiovoay
KQTOOKEVIY, Kai THY TOA avoikodouelv wapeokevalovro kai Ta Teiyn’ Tob €
yap nepiforov Bpayéa eiotiker kai oikiou ai puev mTOAAQL EmENTOKREOQY, OAIYQL
o¢ mepifjoav, €v ais avrol éoxfvooar oi dvvarol t@v Mgpodw.

For the Athenians in this manner came into the circumstances by which they
grew. When the Medes, bested by the Greeks on land and sea, left Europe and
when those of them who fled by ship to Mykale were destroyed, Leotychides
the Spartan King, who was the Greeks’ general at Mykale, departed for home
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with the allies from the Peloponnese. The Athenians and the allies from Ionia
and the Hellespont who had already revolted from the King remained and
besieged Sestos, held by the Medes. Having wintered there they took it, the
barbarian departing, and afterwards sailed from the Hellespont, each going to
his own city. The Athenian state, since the barbarians had departed their land,
immediately brought back whence they were placed their children and women
and belongings, and prepared to rebuild the city and its walls; only a bit of the
perimeter wall still stood and the majority of houses were trammeled, but a few
survived in which lived the Persian commanders.

Though the style is compact, few words can be said about this passage’s
rhetoric. There is climactic word order: maidag kai yvvaikag kai iy mepioboay
karaokevv. And there is an ellipsis: wg ékaoror kara moreg. But the ubiquity of
this phrase in the History argues more for calling it an idiom like &AAlog &AAo
ypager (one man writes one thing, another writes another) than a figure. Finally it
is of some interest that Thucydides considers the singular 7o xowvév plural. Although

my eyes may have missed something, these are the only figures I find present in this

passage.

For the next two passages I present the text of both first with my comments on

each following:

"Ev 0t 1 €movrt yauave ta pev T Abpvaiov kai Aakedapoviov fovyale
o Ty éxexepiav, Mavrvig o€ kai Teyearar kai oi Evuuayor ekatépwy
Ewvéfarov €v Aaodokeiw this " Opeobidog, kal vikn augionpiros éyévero’
Képag yop ekatepor Tpépavres T0 Kaf adTovs Tponaid Te QuPoTepor EoTnoay
kol OKDAa €6 AeAPods amémeupay. dtaPbapévtwv uévror TOAAOY EkatTépoig
KOl QyXwpaAov TG Uayns yevouévns kol 0perouévns vokrog to Epyov oi
Teyearar uev exnqurioavto te kai evBvg éotnoay Tponmaiov, Mavtivijc d¢
anexyopnoay te € Bovkoriwva kai Yotepov avréarnoav.

During the ensuing winter the Athenians and Spartans remained quiet on
account of the armistice, but the Mantineans and Tegeans and allies of each
clashed at Laodokion in the Oresthid. And victory was uncertain; for each
routed the wing before him and both set up trophies and sent spoils to Delphi.
Many on each side having perished and the battle undecided and night having
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cut short the action, the Tegeans encamped and set up a trophy forthwith. But
the Mantineans departed for Boukolion and set up their trophy later. (IV. 133)

Kai tavty uev i) quépg npoeAbovres oradiovs wg teooapakovra niricavro
POS AP Tvi oi T Abnvaiot” Thh 0’ VoTepaiq mpd Emopedovo kai wpoirboy
wg €ikool otadiovs, Kal KaTéfnoay €c ywpiov &medov ti kal avrod
eotparonedevoavro, Poviouevor €k Te TV oikidv Aafely Ti E0Ddiuov (dkeito
yap 0 ydpog) kai Yowp pera opav avtdv ¢épecbar avrébev’ év yap td
apéabev Emi moAra otddia, ) Euerrov iévau, otk &pbovov . oi o€ Zupaxooio
&v 1o0Tw PoeAbBovteg Ty diodov Ty év T mpPoohev dmereiyibov’ fv € Aogog
KapTepos kai exarépwbev avrod yapadpa kpnuvdons, ékareito o€ * Akpaiov
A€mag.

Ty 0’ vorepaiq oi " Abyvaior mpofjoav, kai oi TOY ZYpakosiov Kl
Evupubywv avTovs InmiG Kai AKOVTIOTAl OVTES TOAAOL EkaTépwiey EKDAVOY Kal
EONKOVTILOY T€ KAl TapITtmevoy. Kai ypovov uev morvv éuéyovro oi " Abnpvaiol,
&rara aveydpnoav xaiw & To abto oTparomedov. Kkai T Emthda odkér
duoiwc €iyov’ ob yap &t amoxwpeiv 0iov T Ty dmo Tow inméwv.

And on this day having advanced about forty stades, the Athenians encamped
on a certain hill; on the next day at dawn they began their march and advanced
about twenty stades, and descended into a plain and there made camp, wishing
to take some edibles from the homes (for the place was inhabited) and to bring
along with them some water from there; because for many stades ahead, where
they were to go, it was scarce. During this time the Syrakusans advanced and
walled off the road ahead for there was a steep hill and a rocky ravine on both
sides of it, called the Akraeon cliff.

On the next day the Athenians advanced, and the Syrakusan and allied horse
and spearmen, being many on both sides, hindered them and hurled their spears
and charged their horses. And for a long time the Athenians fought, then
returned back to the same camp. But the situation was no longer the same; for
it was no longer possible to depart on account of the horse. (VII. 78. 4-6)

In the first passage climactic word order occurs again: Mavtwijg o€ kai

Teyearar kai oi Evupayor éxatépwv, as does an ellipsis: oi Teyearar pev

ExnuArioavto te kai evdvg Eotnoay Tpomaiov, Mavrviic ¢ amexwpnody te €

Bovkodidva kai dorepov avréornoav, neither of which is remarkable or difficult.

The second passage is more interesting.

The ellipsis of fjuépq at 4. 3 and 6. 1 is common. Of more interest are the
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hyperbaton and paronomasia Thucydides employs. Reflecting the enemy’s
surrounding of the Athenians, Thucydides places avtoig in the midst of the
Syrakusan and allied horse and spearmen: Ty 0’ dorepaiq oi " Abnvaior mpofjoav,
kal ol TV Zupakooiwv kai Evuudywv aitovs ITanG Kai aKovTioTal 0vTes moAA o
ecatépwbev ekwAvov kal eonkovrilov te kai wapinmevov. And contrasting the
sameness of the landscape with the difference of their situation, Thucydides plays
with the similarity in meaning between é¢ 70 avto and ouoiws: Kai ypovov uev
TOAVY Eudyovro o1 T AOyvaiol, Ereita avexdpnoay IAAw € T0 QVTO OTPATOTEdOY.
Kkal T& emTRdeie 0vkéTL duoivg €lyov’ ob yap Eri amoywpeiv 0idv T v Yo TV
inméwv. Though this last passage is more rhetorical than the other two, its figures
facilitate, rather than hinder, comprehension.

These examples of Thucydides’ plain prose style, I think, make it more
apparent that high rhetorical style is one of the things that make III. 82-84 so
complex. But I return to my second question, still unanswered. Why did Thucydides
choose to write the passage in this way? Why the predominance of inconcinnity and
why employ such harsh ellipses if both cause the reader much pain, trouble, and
confusion? Is it because Thucydides had a "bad conscience" as Collingwood
suggests? Is it as Dover argues that he was not always sufficiently self-critical? Or
is it, as Herwerden, our well-meaning editor, thinks, that Thucydides cannot have
written such ungrammatical Greek? I think none. I hold that what we have is what
Thucydides wrote, that the rhetoric of this passage is in good conscience, and that it

is indeed quite critically polished. 1 suggest that by employing a contorted style
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Thucydides is attempting to reflect the chaos rampant in a city afflicted by stasis.
For him the horrific subject matter prohibits the use of simple, straightforward
language. If he is to communicate the atrocities of stasis at all, it is through
complexity not simplicity. Thus the rhetorical figures, especially inconcinnity and
ellipses, so jar and confuse the reader that he experiences the helplessness felt by
stasis’ victims. This feeling of helplessness can excite criticisms like those above.
But once a deliberate purpose makes the chaos meaningful, the complexities invite
the reader to reflect rather than to reject.

STRUCTURE

In the broadest sense, Thucydides organizes III. 82-84 in a ring. He begins by
saying that the stasis at Kerkyra was worse than the others because it was the first
(mpaty) and ends with the statement that the Kerkyraeans used these sorts of
passions first (mpdtaig) against one another (III. 82. 1 and III. 85. 1). Another
general structural feature of the passage is that Thucydides tends to make a
statement, either general or specific, and then either to state his reason(s) for making
the assertion or to provide support for it.

At II1. 82. 7, for example, he writes that partisans received their opponents’
peace overtures with a guard against his deeds not out of nobility. The reason why
follows, avritiwwpnoaocdai té Tiva wepl mhciovos v § abrov un mposwabev (it was
worth more to avenge someone in turn than never to have suffered). At 111. 82. 8 he

writes,

mavrov & abtdv aitiov apyn n dia wheovebiav kai girotipiav, ék & avTov
Kkai €5 10 Priovikelv kabioTtopuévav to Tpodvuov
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The cause of all this was rule through greed and ambition, and from these, the
desire of those in love with triumph,

and proceeds to give evidence for this assertion,

ol yap €v taic mMOA€OI IPOOTAVTES UETA OVOUQTOS EKATEPOL €Dmpemods . . .

For in the cities, the leaders, each with his own fine slogan . . .

Though not invariable, reason or support following statement is the basic building
block of the passage.

Of structural interest also is Chapter 84’s echoing of the first four sentences of
Chapter 82. Both begin with generalities concerning stasis and end in two gnomic
sentences that attempt to explain the phenomenon. Combining this observation with
the loose ring structure of the whole, one could argue for the schematic: AB. .. B

A. But under the microscope such a reduction would prove just tenable.’

BContrary to these assertions, J. R. Ellis argues for the authenticity of III. 84
by proposing that ring composition structures the entire passage. J. R. Ellis "The
Structure of Thucydides’ Dissertation on Stasis and the Authenticity of 3.84." J. R.
Ellis, FElectronic Antiquity 1 (July 1993): 1-7. He breaks the analysis into three
circular structures, primary, secondary, and tertiary, with ring being placed within
ring like the pattern of a pin-wheel. His primary structure reduces the paragraphs
into the following schema:

A 82. 1-3, Human nature was responsible for this first dreadful stasis.

B 82. 4-7, The civilized virtues were replaced by their opposites.

C 82. 8, Greed and ambition subordinated all public good to the lust for
power.

B’ 83, The civilized properties were scorned and abandoned.

A’ 84-85. 1 Human nature overcompensated for misfortune in this first

stasis. (p. 1)

Ellis’ schematic teems with oversimplification and inaccuracy. Thucydides
does not say that "human nature [is] responsible for this first dreadful stasis." Rather
he condemns human nature and war. Even if you wish to call hesitancy (uéAAnoig),
prudence (o o@¢gpov), intelligence (to Evverdv), planning for safety (Gogareiq o€



76

In addition to these structural observations, the content of III. 82-84 argues for
dividing the passage into four sections. The first runs from obTwg dun to tov
tiwwpidv aroriq and forms a ring. Its first sentence,

obtwg wun <> oTGoIs Tpovydpnoc, kai éoke uaidov, dot1 €v Toig TPOTY
€yévero, Emel VoTePOV ye kal way oG €imelv o "EAApvikov éxivifn, oiapopdv
0VODY EKQOTOX0D TOIG TE TOV OfUWY TPOoTATAUS TOVS ' Abyvaiovs émdyeobai
Kkal T01g OAiyoig Ttovs Aakedaiuoviovs

So rawly did the stasis advance, in fact it seemed worse since it was the first.
When later all of Greece, so to speak, was convulsed, there were struggles on
both sides: the leaders of the people striving to invite in the Athenians and the

oligarchs, the Lakedaemonians,

provides a transition from Thucydides’ narrative of the events of stasis on Kerkyra
to his analysis of the phenomenon in general. The second,

Kol €v uev eipnvy ovk Qv €xovrwv mpégaoty ovd’ Etoiuwy Tapakakeiv avroig,
moAepovuévoy O€ kai Evupayias dua ecarépois Ti) TV Evavtiov KaKdoer Kol
ogiow avroic €k ToD avTOV TPOOTOOEL POivG ai éraywyai Toic vewtepiewy
71 fovAouévoig emopilovro

For in peace time having no reason, nor being prepared, to call them in . . .
but being at war and there being an alliance to each side for the purpose of
harming the enemy and likewise benefitting themselves, invitations were readily
available to those desiring revolution,

10 emfovAeboacbar), vocal opposition (0 avriléywv), neutrality (apofovievoag d¢
Onwg unoev avtav deoer), and kinship (ro Svyyevég) civilized virtues, it is not that
they were replaced but rather that they were despised, as I discuss below. The
civilized properties that were analogously scorned and abandoned in Ellis’ B’ is only
70 €imbeg; the main focus of Chapter 83 centers on explaining why distrust
predominated; B’, therefore, is not parallel to B. Thus although chapter 84 does
echo the beginning of Chapter 82, what intervenes cannot be molded into Ellis’
circle.

Ellis’ secondary and tertiary circles are more forced than this one. For
example, by trying to knock into roundness Thucydides’ disquisition on words, he
fails to see that the structure present is antithetical and haphazard as I discuss above.
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attempts to explain why stasis became so prevalent. The third,

Kai €mémese MOAAQ KAl YOAETQ KATX OTAOY TAIG TOAEOL, YIYVOUEVO UEV KLl
aiel éodueva, Ews av N abry ¢voic avlpdmwy 7, paAiov O¢ kai fovyaitepa
Kkal T0ic €idear dmArayuéva, &g av ékaoral ai petaforai tav Evvtvyidv
EproTvral

Many and difficult indeed are the things which assault cities during stasis,

things which are happening now and always will as long as human nature

remains the same though they be sometimes worse, sometimes milder, and
different in form as each chance variation asserts its force,

prophesies stasis’ continual recurrence, and the fourth offers a reason why:

v uev yap cipnvy kai ayaboic mpayuaow ai te moleig kai oi ididTOU
Gueivovs Tag yvouas Exovot ol To un €6 aKoVoiovs avaykas winTew 0 0€
TOAEUOG VPeLwY TV cvmopiav Tod kal fuépay Piaiog 01daokarog kal TPoc
TQ TAPOVTA TAG OpYQS TOV TOAADY o010l

For in peace and prosperity, cities and individuals have better judgement on
account of not falling into unwilling necessities; but war, taking away the
facility of daily lite, is a forceful teacher and assimilates the tempers of the

majority to their present circumstances.
Finally returning to stasis in Hellas, the fifth sentence,

éotaoiaté Te obv T T@V MoAEwy, kal Ta EPuoTepilovid mov mhoTel TOY
TPOYEVOUEVWY TOAD ETEPEPe THY VrepfoAiny Tod kauvobobar Tag diavoiag Tv
T’ ETYEIPTIOEWY TIEPITEYVIOEL KAl TOV TIUWPIDOV ATOTiY

Thus cities and men were in stasis, and those afflicted later, because of their
knowledge of previous occurrences, carried further forth the excess of
inventing both in the ingenuity of their assaults and in the uniqueness of their

retributions,
completes the ring.'® The schema is:
A Stasis in Hellas

B Why
C Stasis’ recurrence

16This is the only of Ellis’ rings that [ am in total agreement with. See prior
note.
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B Why
A Stasis in Hellas

Notice also that for the first four statements reason follows statement.

The rest of Chapter 82 makes up the second section. Its focus is the perversion
of the value of words. The third section, Chapter 83, mourns the loss of o €infeg
(simplicity) and the predominance of o &miotov (distrust). Finally evils that the
oppressed, the indigent, and those impelled mostly by uncontrollable passion
perpetrate; human nature; and the destruction of véuo: are the subjects of the fourth
section, Chapter 84. What unites the whole is the thread of a change from an ethic

of peacetime to one of war and stasis.

It seems that as we read the three latter sections the situation moves from bad
to worse. In the first of these three sections, laws though transgressed are still in
existence (III. 82. 6. 2). Likewise, though perverted, mioreig (pledges) and dpxo:
(oaths) offer some remembrance of stable society (III. 82. 6. 5-82. 7) as does the
pretense of holding a vote (III. 82. 8. 10). Finally, in this section an appearance of
rectitude remains important. In fact the leaders are at pains to justify their actions
(III. 82. 8. 12). Though at the end of III. 82 stasis has reduced the city to a place
where 7 eboéfeia (piety) is absent and # edapémeia Adyov (the fair-seeming word)
reigns, a semblance of stable society can still be seen.

In the next section, 1o ednfeg is laughed into oblivion and the city becomes a
battlefield of distrust upon which the less intelligent more often kill the more
intelligent. One has the sense that all pretense to propriety is gone. This sense is

confirmed when we move on to the last section.
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In this section we see what the oppressed, the poor, and those of an
uncontrollable temper can do. Revenge, gain, and malevolence take over and men
destroy their only savior, vouo:. Gone are all societal constraints and along with
them the need to justify actions. The analysis culminates in chaos and anarchy.

In step with the breakdown of societal constraints is the movement from the
actions of the leaders to those of the individual. Chapter 82 is largely concerned
with cities, that is, with the striving of factions and their leaders to gain ascendancy.
Chapter 83 divides the populace into two groups, the more and the less intelligent.
Private individuals are the concern of Chapter 84. As we move from the factions
and leaders to private individuals, stasis and men destroy values, trust, and finally
laws. Though these three stages overlap and though their occurrence may be more
synchronic than diachronic, Thucydides does seem to portray them as a parade of
horribles, each worse than the last.

CONTENT

Thucydides has two main concerns in the analysis. He takes pains to show how
society changes from an ethic of peacetime to an ethic of war and stasis and to offer
some explanation for why this change occurs. In his explanation, he reflects upon
human nature and the effect the pressure of war has upon it. He also considers other
contributing factors.

Implicit to his reasoning is a belief in the constancy of human nature,"’

Kai €ETETETE MOAAQ KAl YOAETQ KATX OTAOW TAIG TOACOL, YIYVOUeEva uev Kol

USee 1. 22. 4.
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aiel éodueva, €wg av N abty ¢voic avlpdrwy 7, naArov O¢ kal fovyaitepa
Kkai Toig €i0€oL mArayutva, g av ékaotar ai uetaforai v Evwvtvyidv
éprotavral.

Many and difficult indeed are the things which assault cities during stasis,

things which are happening now and always will as long as human nature

remains the same though they be sometimes worse, sometimes milder, and
different in form as each chance variation asserts its force.

Not only is human nature a constant, but impropriety is inherent in it. Thucydides

gnomically states that the majority is ashamed of being honorable dolts but delights

in being clever rogues (III. 82. 7. 10). He also says that conquering laws, human

nature is accustomed to transgress them (III. 84. 2. 1).

It is in this context that the effect of war upon the psyche must be understood.

War presents the opportunity for upheaval,

Kol €v uev €ipnvy ovk Qv Exovrwv mpégacy ovd’ €Toiuwy mapakaieiv avtoig,
morepovuévoy O¢ kai Evupayiag Gua eEKatépois T TOV evavtiov KaKhoer Kal
ogiow abroic & Tod avTod IPooTOMOEL PEOIWS Al ETaywyal Toig vewTepilewy
Tt Boviouévois €mopilovro.

For in peace time having no reason, nor being prepared, to call them in . . .
but being at war and there being an alliance to each side for the purpose of
harming the enemy and likewise benefitting themselves, invitations were readily

available to those desiring revolution.
(I11. 82. 1. 5)

But war does not change human nature; rather it assimilates it to present

circumstance. Like a chameleon human nature darkens in the presence of war,

&v pev yap €eipnvy kai ayabois mpayuaow ai te mores kal ol ihidTal
Queivovs Tag yvouag &ovor 0w To Uy € Gkovoiovs avaykag winrtay' 0 0€
TOLEUOS DPELQY THY €bmopiav Tov kal fuépav Piaiog didaokarog kai wpog
TQ TAPOVTA TAG OPYQG TOV TOAADY OuoL0i.

For in peace and prosperity, cities and individuals have better judgement on
account of not falling into unwilling necessities; but war, taking away the
facility of daily life, is a forceful teacher and assimilates the tempers of the
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majority to their present circumstances.
(I1. 82. 2. 5)

This dark side of human nature is constantly present. Placed in a crisis like stasis, it
happily shows that it is unable to control its passion, stronger than justice, and
inimical to its superior (III. 84. 2. 1).

Of course the cause of stasis is not so easily explained. In addition to human
nature’s propensity to err and the pressure of war, there are other factors that
contribute to stasis’ outbreak. Greed, love of honor, and desire all play their part
(ITI. 82. 8. 1). Jealousy, which destroys those who wish no part in the fracas and
which lies at the root of vengeance and cupidity, is another factor (III. 82. 8. 16 and
III. 84. 2. 5). Finally oppression, poverty, and an inability to control passion must
also be accounted for (III. 84. 1).

Thucydides’ consideration of all these factors gives one the sense that he is not
attempting an exhaustive definition of stasis and its origin. Rather by recognizing
circumstance and human nature, his explanation shows the difficulty of trying to
explain human behavior. By offering many general causes, his explanation embraces
the multifarious factors that impinge upon behavior.

When we turn our attention from human nature to the change from an ethic of
peacetime to one of war and stasis, we see that the technique Thucydides uses to
communicate the change is to contrast the new ethic with the old. In stasis men
value daring, unthinking, reckless, quarrelsome, intimidating action, but despise
prudent, forethinking, intelligent thought (III. 82. 4-82. 6). This section, III. 82. 4-

6, is the one most often referred to by those who comment on the whole excursus
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and also the one least understood.
It is least understood because in the sentence,
kal Thy €lwBviav aSioow tav ovouatwy €6 Ta pya avtniialay i dikaidoe

They interchanged the accustomed value of words in relation to deeds as they
saw fit (III. 82. 4),

a&iwois is usually mistranslated. a§iwoig is commonly understood as meaning.
Proctor, Wilson, and Worthington all argue correctly that it is not the meaning of
words that was changed but their values.’® It is precisely because words kept their
meanings that such a perversion of language was possible. Although Wilson rejects
his interpretation of the passage, Hogan makes the same argument. Hogan writes,”
Of course, those who employed avipeia ¢iriéraipog to name what was actually
0Aua aAdoyiorog relied (whether consciously or unconsciously) on the high
estimation of avdpeia ¢iAéraipog in order to carry their points. In this sense
they did not change the estimation of words, but in fact depended on its
remaining the same.
Hogan also suggests that in stasis men considered ToAua aAoyiotog a good thing
and consequently called it by its correct name, a suggestion not at all unreasonable.
For Thucydides’ main concern in this passage is the change in ethics, not the

phenomenon of newspeak, that is, of reprehensible behavior made seemly by calling

it something positive or vice versa. Although newspeak is part of the change, it is

¥D. Proctor, The Experience of Thucydides (Warminster, Wilts, England:
Aris & Phillips LTD, 1980), 204. J. Wilson, "’The Customary Meanings of Words
Were Changed’--Or Were They? A Note on Thucydides 3.82.4," Classical
Quarterly 32 (1982): 18-20. I. Worthington, "A Note on Thucydides 3.82.4,"
Liverpool Classical Monthly (Oct. 1982): 124.

®J. T. Hogan, "The &&iwoig of Words at Thucydides 3.82.4," Greek, Rome
and Byzantine Studies 21 (1980): 146.
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not all.

For example, of the seven esteemed vices, only t0Aua aAoyiorog could have
been called by a different positive name (avdpeia ¢iAéraipos). Though roiua
dAoyiorog may have been called avdpeia ¢iréraipog, the most important point is
that ToAua aAéyiotog was seen in a positive light. What concerns Thucydides is the
way behavior was perceived, not what it was called. Similarly when the Kerkyraeans
lobby the Athenians for an alliance, they consider their previous isolationist policy in
a new light,

Kal TTEPLETTHKEY 1) D0KODO TUDY TIPOTEPOV COPPOTIVY, TO U €V AAAOTPIQ

Evupayiq i tob wérag yvaoun Svykwdvvevewv, viv afovAia kai aobéveia
Pavouévy.

What once seemed the wise precaution of refusing to involve ourselves in
alliances with other powers, lest we should also involve ourselves in risks of
their choosing, has now proved to be folly and weakness.
(I. 32. 4. 4, trans. Crawley)
Just as the Kerkyraeans conveniently change their view of the proper foreign policy,
so Thucydides notes the change in values that occurs in stasis.

This change is seen most clearly in the other vices. 70 ¢’ éumAfkrws 0&v is not
referred to otherwise, but rather it is added to the criteria that determine manliness.
The troublemaker, 0 yaieraivwy, is called nothing; he is simply trusted. Likewise
the plotter, émBovAieioag, is intelligent and the suspecter, vmovonjoag, more
fearsome. The preemptor, o ¢Adoag, and suborner, ¢ émikeAevoag, are praised
(émyveito). For six of the seven esteemed vices, the point is not that they were

made to look good by using a positive description, but that the partisans valued

them.
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In the case of the despised virtues, the phenomenon of newspeak is more
prevalent. Party members could have easily disparaged uéAinoig mpounbic by
calling it detdia edmpenng. The same can be said for 7o owgpov (Tod avavipov
APOOYNUQ), TO TIPOS dmav Evverov (€l av apyov), aopareiq o€ To
émifovieboacbar (amoTponiis mpogaois €broyog), and mpofovAcioas O¢ drwg
UNoev avTdv denoct (Thg Te Eraupiag JIaAVTIG KAl TOUS EVQVTIOUS EKTIETANYUEVOC)
but not for o0 avriléywv (the gainsayer). He is merely suspected. Thus, Thucydides
does concern himself with the phenomenon of newspeak, but newspeak is only one
aspect of the change from an ethic of peacetime to one of stasis. As the passage
proceeds Thucydides explores this change in more detail.

70 &vyyevég (kinship) loses its consequence (III. 82. 6. 1). mioreis (pledges)
are no longer consecrated (III. 82. 6. 5). Peace proposals, ta kaAdg Aeyoueva, are
suspect (III. 82. 7. 1). dpko:r (oaths) are sealed out of necessity, and it is considered
commendable if by transgressing them one subdues his foe (III. 82. 7. 4). The
veneer of the people’s political equality (wAnfovs te€ ivovouias mworiTikiis) or the
prudent aristocracy (apiorokpatiag owgpovog) puts a nice shine on all of this so
that by a specious word (edmpenciq o€ Adyov) the leaders obtain better repute
(auewvov fikovov) (111. 82. 8. 3). evoefeia (piety), To ednbes (simplicity), and 7o
yevvaiov (nobility) disappear and as a result the city becomes a battletield of distrust
(I1I. 82. 8. 12 and III. 83. 1). Finally men destroy their one salvation, véuo: (I11.
84. 3. 1). In the change from an ethic of peacetime to an ethic of stasis, men

destroy the very values that ensure their existence.
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In addition to contrasting the new ethics with the old, Thucydides uses
metaphor and personification in his effort to communicate the phenomenon of stasis.
At III. 82. 2. 5 Thucydides personifies the city but also recognizes that it consists of
individuals. Thus he writes,

v uev yap cipnvy kai ayaboic mpayuaow ai te oG kal o ididTau
QuUEivoVs TAG Yyvduas Exovor 01l 1o ui) € aKoVOIoVS AvAyKas TITTEW.

For in peace and prosperity, cities and individuals have better judgement on
account of not falling into unwilling necessities.

The argument is sometimes made that at the beginning of his History, Thucydides
thinks individuals’ impact in the political arena negligible, but by the end of the
History, mainly because of Alkibiades, he comes to acknowledge and even to stress
the individual’s importance.”® I think Thucydides recognition of the individual here
and the emphasis he places on the power of Perikles (to say nothing of
Themistokles) provide sufticient evidence for rejecting this view. But at the same
time [ do think correct the observation that individuals play a greater role as the

History proceeds. I attribute their greater role to the effect of stasis, not to any

®H. D. Westlake writes, "In the second half of the History, while Thucydides
continues to attach importance to the reactions of the masses, he seems to have come
to believe that the personality of leading individuals was a much more influential
factor than he had been prepared to acknowledge; that their aspirations and rivalries,
their general qualities of leadership, their success or failure in imposing their will on
other leaders might, and often did, determine the course of history. It may be that
the principal reason for this shift of attitude should be sought in the impression made
upon him by the career of one man--Alcibiades." H. D. Westlake, Individuals in
Thucydides (London: Cambridge University Press, 1968), 319. Dennis Proctor
writes that "as Thucydides grew older, he moved further away from the sophistic
generalities of his early years of authorship, and became more interested in the
particular things that happened and the individual human beings who brought them
about," (The Experience of Thucydides, 60).
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revolution in Thucydides’ thought. As stasis runs its course, the city-state can no

longer function as an individual. Rather individuals’ personal pleasures direct it

down their own paths.

Thucydides also personifies human nature. In Chapter 84 human nature,
reigning over laws, accustomed to do wrong contrary to them, happily shows that it
is unable to control its passion, stronger than justice, and inimical to its superior.*!
In his personification of human nature, Thucydides implies that the propensity for
evil is within us all. He notices the different forms this propensity takes, and far
from saying that it will be realized in all of us, he simply remarks its presence. In
her book The War, Marguerite Duras, a novelist and memoirist, gives a more
prosaic and explicit voice to this same notion,*

This new face of death that has been discovered in Germany--organized,
rationalized--produces bewilderment before it arouses indignation. You’re
amazed. How can anyone still be German? . . . One of the greatest civilized
nations in the world, the age-long capital of music, has just systematically
murdered 11 million human beings with the utter efficiency of a state industry.
The whole world looks at the mountain, the mass of death dealt by God’s
creature to his fellows. Someone quotes the name of some German man of
letters who’s been very upset and become very depressed and to whom these
things have given much food for thought. If Nazi crime is not seen in world
terms, if it isn’t understood collectively, then that man in the concentration

“'Human nature shows its wicked propensities in an extended chiasm. In the
previous sentence, Thucydides presented the evils that were likely to be perpetrated
by three types of private citizens: oi ¥fiper apyouevor To TAéov ) owgpooivy, oi
neviag tig €lwviag drariraeiovrés, oi un emi mheoveEiq, and amo ioov O€
UaAOTA EmIOVTEG Qmaudevoiq OpyRG mAeiotov éxpepouevor. The oppressed (A)
corresponds to inimical to its superior (A); the indigent (B), to stronger than justice
(B); and those of uncontrollable passion (C), to unable to control its passion (C).

’Duras, The War, in The Norton Book of Modern War, ed. Paul Fussell (New
York and London: W.W. Norton & Company, 1991), 516-17.
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camp at Belsen who died alone but with the same collective soul and class
awareness that made him undo a bolt on the railroad one night somewhere in
Europe, without a leader, without a uniform, without a witness, has been
betrayed. If you give a German and not a collective interpretation to the Nazi
horror, you reduce the man in Belsen to regional dimensions. The only possible
answer to this crime is to turn it into a crime committed by everyone. To share
it. Just like the idea of equality and fraternity. In order to bear it, to tolerate
the idea of it, we must share the crime.

Neither Duras nor Thucydides believes in a pure and innocent human nature.

Just as Thucydides and Duras share similar views on human nature, so it is
interesting that the metaphors Thucydides uses in III. 82-84 are the same ones we
use today when discussing war. For Thucydides, war is a teacher of violence,

0 0¢€ moAeuog Dperav ThHy edmopiav tod kal nuépav Biaios didaokaros kai
TPOS TC TAPOVTA TAS 0PYQAS TOV TOAAQDY OU0L01.

But war, taking away the facility of daily life, is a forceful teacher and
assimilates the tempers of the majority to their present circumstances. (III. 82.

2.7)
It is perhaps his most famous metaphor and indicates clearly that human nature is
subject to the vicissitudes of life. E. B. Sledge, World War II Marine veteran, offers
an example of war’s brutal effect upon human nature. Having described an incident
in which a marine extracts gold fillings from the mouth of a wounded Japanese by
slashing his cheeks open to each ear and by prying them out with the point of his

kabar, Sledge writes,

Such was the incredible cruelty that decent men could commit when reduced to
a brutish existence in their fight for survival amid the violent death, terror,
tension, fatigue, and filth that was the infantryman’s war . . . The fierce
struggle for survival in the abyss of Peleliu eroded the veneer of civilization
and made savages of us all. We existed in an environment totally
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incomprehensible to men behind the lines--service troops and civilians.
This incredible savagery of human nature Thucydides emphasizes when in the next

sentence, he continues the metaphor,
éoraociaté te obv T TdV moAewv, Kal Ta EPvotepilovrd mov mhotel TOY
TPOYeEVvouévay oAV Emépepe THY VmepBoiny Tod kawoedobau tag diavoiag TV
T’ EMYEPTIOEQY TIEPITEYVHOEL KAl TOV TIUWPLDYV ATOTIQ.
Thus cities and men were in stasis, and those afflicted later, because of their
knowledge of previous occurrences, carried further forth the excess of

inventing both in the ingenuity of their assaults and in the uniqueness of their
retributions. (III. 82. 3. 1)

In the Funeral Oration Perikles claims that Athens is the school of Hellas. Here
Thucydides asserts that war is her schoolmaster from whom unique and ingenious
violence is learned.

The school metaphor is very much alive in today’s war rhetoric and
literature.>* Battles are "tests of courage" which must be "passed" and from which
one "learns" the appropriate "lessons." Henry Reed, teacher, journalist, author of
popular radio plays, and WWII veteran, recalls the lessons he endured while an

army cadet,

Lessons of the War
to Alan Michell

ZE. B. Sledge, With the Old Breed: At Peleliu and Okinawa (New York and
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981), 120-21. Sledge gives another example of
the brutalizing-effect of war when he describes the innocent act of his buddy
splashing chunks of coral into a jap’s skull, like a child throwing pebbles into a

puddle (ibid., 123).

*Note also license plates and bumper stickers that declare war their owner’s
university.



Vixi duellis nuper idoneus
Et militavi non sine gloria

I. NAMING OF PARTS

To-day we have naming of parts. Yesterday,

We had daily cleaning. And to-morrow morning,
We shall have what to do after firing. But to-day,
To-day we have naming of parts. Japonica

Glistens like coral in all of the neighbouring gardens,
And to-day we have naming of parts.

This is the lower sling swivel. and this

Is the upper sling swivel, whose use you will see,

When you are given your slings. And this is the piling
swivel,

Which in your case you have not got. The branches

Hold in the gardens their silent, eloquent gestures,

Which in our case we have not got.

This is the safety-catch, which is always released

With an easy flick of the thumb. And please do not let me
See anyone using his finger. You can do it quite easy

If you have any strength in your thumb. The blossoms

are fragile and motionless, never letting anyone see

Any of them using their finger.

And this you can see is the bolt. The purpose of this

Is to open the breech, as you see. We can slide it

Rapidly backwards and forwards: we call this

Easing the spring. And rapidly backwards and forwards

The early bees are assaulting and fumbling the flowers:

They call it easing the Spring.

If you have any strength in your thumb: like the bolt,

And the breech, and the cocking piece, and the point of
balance,

Which in our case we have not got; and the almond-blossom

Silent in all of the gardens and the bees going backwards
and forwards,

For to-day we have naming of parts.

II. JUDGING DISTANCES

Not only how far away, but the way that you say it

89
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Is very important. Perhaps you may never get

The knack of judging a distance, but at least you know
How to report on a landscape: the central sector,

The right of arc and that, which we had last Tuesday,
And at least you know

That maps are of time, not place, so far as the army

Happens to be concerned--the reason being,

Is one which need not delay us. Again, you know

There are three kinds of tree, three only, the fir and
the poplar,

And those which have bushy tops to; and lastly

That things only seem to be things.

A barn is not called a barn, to put it more plainly,

Or a field in the distance, where sheep may be safely
grazing.

You must never be over-sure. You must say, when reporting:

At five o’clock in the central sector is a dozen

Of what appear to be animals; whatever you do,

Don’t call the bleeders sheep.

I am sure that’s quite clear; and suppose, for the sake of example,
The one at the end, asleep, endeavours to tell us

What he sees over there to the west, and how far away,

After first having come to attention. There to the west,

On the fields of summer the sun and the shadows bestow
Vestments of purple and gold.

The still white dwellings are like a mirage in the heat,

And under the swaying elms a man and a woman

Lie gently together. Which is, perhaps, only to say

That there is a row of houses to the left of arc,

And that under some poplars a pair of what appear to be humans
Appear to be loving.

Well that, for an answer, is what we might rightly call
Moderately satisfactory only, the reason being,

Is that two things have been omitted, and those are important.
The human beings, now: in what direction are they,

And how far away, would you say? And do not forget

There may be dead ground in between.

There may be dead ground in between; and I may not have got
The knack of judging a distance; I will only venture
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A guess that perhaps between me and the apparent lovers,
(Who, incidentally, appear by now to have finished,)

At seven o’clock from the houses, is roughly a distance
Of about one year and a half.”

The last section of Reed’s poem parodies the lectures given on unarmed

combat. The school metaphor also surfaces in song,

High above the Chattahoochee
And the Upatoi,

Stands our noble Alma Mater,
Benning School for Boys.

Salt in Tablets, scorching sun,
Touch your toes on count of one,
Expert, bolo, school solutions,
Phenix City institutions.

Hail to Benning, Hail to Benning,
Follow Me’s the cry.

You must use the school solution.

Follow me, or die.?

(sung to the melody of "Far
Above Cayuga’s Waters")

For these writers as for Thucydides, the classroom of war or war as schoolmaster is
ironic and contemptuous. It is ironic because war represents the absence of intellect.
In it men reach the extreme of irrational acts that beggar credulity. Survival and

brutality are the only learning. Because of these ironies, the metaphor cannot help

but paint a contemptuous picture.

SH. Reed, "Lessons of the War," in The Norton Book of Modern War, ed.
Paul Fussell (New York and London: W.W. Norton & Company, 1991), 318-22.

»Graduation Program, The Infantry School, Ft. Benning, Ga., April 18, 1944
quoted in P. Fussell, Wartime: Understanding and Behavior in the Second World
War (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 60.
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Thucydides employs two more metaphors in his struggle to communicate
human behavior under the pressure of war. In the first, stasis is a contest in which
the one who acts first and deceptively wins the contest of wits (0 ¢bdoag Baponjoat,
€i 1001 apaprtov, NO1OV Ol THY TIOTIV ETIUWPEITO T} ATTO TOD TPOYAVODS, KAl TO T€E
aopares €royilero kai 0t anary nepiyevouevos Evvéoews ayavioua
apooeraufavev). He continues the metaphor by having the factional leaders actually
make contests (&0Aa &mooivro). ayavioua and &6Aa bring to mind both theater
and sport.

In The Great War and Modern Memory, Fussell devotes an entire chapter to
"The Theater of War." He writes that war "is too grossly farcical, perverse, cruel,
and absurd to be credited as a form of ’real life.” . . . A temporary army
consisting of strangers forcibly accumulated will offer constanAt opportunities for
theatrical artifice--that is, fraud, illusion, and misrepresentation--in its members’
relations with each other.”’ Adapting Fussell’s insight a bit, I would argue that it
is war itself that offers the opportunities for fraud, illusion, and misrepresentation. I
think that Thucydides chooses the metaphor precisely because it conveys this notion
of artifice. The metaphor captures the factions’ deceptive and unreal striving and
desire for power.

The metaphor of war as theater surfaces again when before the annihilation of

the Athenian troops and while the Athenians and Syrakusans are engaging one

2'P. Fussell, The Great War and Modern Memory (London, Oxford, and New
York: Oxford University Press, 1975), 192 and 195.
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another in the Great Harbor, Thucydides portrays the supporting ground troops as an
audience watching a play. As the combatant audience, lined along the shore, focuses
its attention on the action, Thucydides details each one’s joy, uncertainty, and
horror. The whole episode takes on the appearance of the surreal, especially when
defeated, the survivors are forced to abandon their injured comrades, screaming and
hanging upon their necks (VII. 71 and 75).

In addition to its artificial sense, I think Thucydides chooses the metaphor
because of the contentiousness it suggests. Greek theater was entertainment but it
was also a contest with a victor. Thus, it is both contentiousness and artificiality that
make theater a particularly suitable metaphor.

Sport is also contentious and artificial. For this reason war as sport and sport as
war will always be a persistent metaphor. The National Football League provides
parallels particularly suitable to modern warfare. Players/soldiers are drafted and
must attend training/boot camp. Coaches and generals harangue their troops before
they enter the fray. Plays and orders are sent in from the safety of far off
observation posts. Opponents stare at one another across No Man’s Land. Inches of
land are violently fought after, medals of valor proffered. Teammates help the
injured to the safety of the sideline (or behind the lines). Casualties are borne off on
stretchers. Linemen hold the trenches. There are bombs, spearing, traps, blitzes, and
flanking maneuvers.

The outlook of the player and soldier is quite similar. Though neither is

superstitious, both cling to their talismans. Just as the imminence of death forces the
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grunt to live in the immediate present, the player’s cliché is that he takes each game
as it comes, never looking beyond. Each also is a firm believer in the unknown, that
incalculable element that plays a role in every game and battle. Because of their
artificiality and contentiousness, the metaphors of theater and sport are particularly
appropriate for attempting to communicate incomprehensible war.

Another metaphor Thucydides uses is the crossing of boundaries,

ov uéxpt Tob dikaiov kai ti) morer Evupopov mpotibévres, €g O€ TO Ekarépois
v &ei oovy Egov opilovres . . .

not setting their endpoint at a place just and beneficial to the city but making
their boundary that which always gives pleasure to each . . . (IIl. 82. 8. 3)

Breaking boundaries is a theme familiar to mythology. Dionysus breaks the
boundaries between the city and the wilds, between man and beast, between nature
and culture. He reminds humanity of its dual nature. Factional leaders, with their
monomaniacal pursuit of personal gain and honor, oxymoronically limit their
striving with the boundary of personal gratification. By doing so they cross the
boundary of civility and limit themselves to savagery.

In his address to Amherst College, Robert Frost suggests that all thinking,
except perhaps mathematical, is metaphor or analogy.? If this is so, then by the
metaphors of school, theater, sport, and boundaries and by stating the new ethics in

terms of the old, Thucydides dives deep in his effort to fathom war and stasis.

»Robert Frost, "Education by Poetry: A Meditative Monologue," an address
given at Amherst College in 1930, in The Norton Reader: An Anthology of
Expository Prose, general editor, Arthur M. Eastman, 7th ed. (New York and
London: W.W. Norton & Company, 1965), 1026-34.
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PURPOSE

As we have seen Thucydides, in his analysis, focuses upon why stasis occurs
and upon the change from an ethic of peacetime to one of stasis. He takes pains to
explain the perversion of values and the loss of force of institutions like pledges,
oaths, and vouo:. As we turn our attention from Thucydides’ explanation and
description of stasis to his purpose for writing the analysis, the picture becomes
muddied. One reason is the use and abuse the passage has suffered at the hands of
some scholars.

For a considerable time before John Finley’s important works on Thucydides,
many positivists believed in an amoral Thucydides. For them the morality sensed in
II1. 82-84 proved a stumbling block that had to be removed. For example, the
amoral positivists Shorey, Cochrane, Adcock, and Woodhead all explain away the
morality they sense in III. 82-84.

Shorey writes,

"Most men,’ says Thucydides (II1.83), more easily submit to be called clever
knaves than honest simpletons; they glory in the one epithet and blush at the
other.” There is a seeming injustice in attributing to Thucydides this feeling of
’the many.” But his protest is couched in language half contemptuous: *Simple-
mindedness, a chief element of nobility, was quite laughed down.”®

Shorey believes that Thucydides’ "half contemptuous" language undercuts the moral

tone of the passage.

Because he bases his entire work upon an amoral, deterministic, and scientific

Thucydides, Cochrane also rationalizes the morality he senses in III. 82-84. At the

»P. Shorey, "On the Implicit Ethics and Psychology of Thucydides,"
Transactions of the American Philological Association 24 (1893): 75.
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end of his chapter on War and Revolution and right after his comments on III. 82-

84, Cochrane writes,

To him [Thucydides], as a man of science, the conventional represents
successful adjustment to the more or less permanent physical conditions of life,
and to that extent the normal is the right. The war, by disrupting those
conditions, swept away the norms or standards of conduct painfully erected by
men to meet the conditions of peace, and so gave rise to a problem of suffering
which science can merely note, but which it is the task of philosophy to justify

and explain.*

Cochrane’s scientific Thucydides views the conventional merely as necessary:

morality is purely expedient.

Saying that Thucydides’ ethical standards are those of his class, Adcock takes a

similar tack.’® The class, of course, is the aristocracy; Thucydides’ ethical stance

he sums up as,

The city comes first: the interests of the city come first, and whatever does not
serve these interests is a bad thing and not a good. The practice of private
virtue, inhibited by private scruples, if it limits the city’s power or disregards
its interests, is dismissed with an ironical, contemptuous phrase. When private
virtues--courage, self-abnegation, honesty, a simple-mindedness that has a
large ingredient of nobility, serve the community, they are highly praised: but

only then.*

Adcock permits Thucydides’ stance some morality, but only the simplest sort, based

on expediency to the city.

Woodhead, however, denies Thucydides’ stance any morality. Discussing the

*C. N. Cochrane, Thucydides and the Science of History (London: Oxford
University Press, 1929), 136-37.

3IF. E. Adcock, Thucydides and his History (London: Cambridge University
Press, 1963), 50.

Ibid., 51-52.
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ovouara kaié, which the Athenians forbade the Melians to use, Woodhead assures
us that Thucydides’ stasis excursus does not criticize stasis’ causing of moral

debasement,
Thucydides knew that in essence they [ovouara kaAd] have nothing to do with
the character of power, and that in the exercise of power there are motivating
factors which have no connexion with them. But the good man looks to a moral
code outside and beyond these; and the bad man, knowing that the phraseology
of the code conveys a “good’ connotation with which he wishes to associate

himself, misuses it for his own ends. It is this misuse which Thucydides
criticises in the Corcyrean stasis; not the conflict itself, which is a natural

process.®
According to Woodhead the analysis is simply a critique devoid of moral content.
Thus for these positivists, III. 82-84 is merely a stumbling block obscuring their
scientific, objective, rationalistic, amoral view of Thucydides.

Of course such a stance is required of them for their objective Thucydides to
remain standing on the bema of science; for a moral Thucydides is an engaged and
impassioned Thucydides, not a dispassionate recorder of events. Mainly as a result

of the early and controversial work done by Cornford,** and the works of de

BA. G. Woodhead, Thucydides on the Nature of Power, Martin Classical
Lectures 24 (Cambridge Massachusetts: Harvard University press published for
Oberlin College, 1970), 21-22.

F. M. Cornford, Thucydides Mythistoricus (first publ. by Edward Arnold,
Ltd., 1907; reprint, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1971). In his
book Cornford calls the positivist view of Thucydides the "Modernist Fallacy’ (p.
xi). For him Thucydides is a dramatist rather than an historian. Thucydides, in his
view, has an Aeschylean philosophy of human nature in which Toyn (fortune or
luck) replaces Zeus, but the tragic passions of ToéAua (Daring), Acovedia (Greed),
and “Yfpis (Arrogance) still result in “Azy (Blindness and Destruction) (Chapter
XIII esp. p. 242).



98

Romilly,” Finley,* Parry,*” and Stahl,* scholars’ perception of Thucydides
changes. Although some still believe in the objective scientist, others regard his
work as subjective.*

For the latter group the result of this change in perception is that they are now
freed from the fetters of objectivity and able to appreciate the literary, emotional,
and dramatic elements of Thucydides’ work. In addition to this freedom, predictably
many now use III. 82-84 to define the nature of Thucydides’ morality. Edmunds and
Proctor are prime examples.

Edmunds uses the excursus to determine "what principles should, according to

*De Romilly, Histoire et raison chez Thucydide (Paris: Les Belles lettres,
1956). In showing the relation between narrative and speeches, de Romilly provides
grist for those who wish to grind away Thucydides’ honesty because the close
relation between the two can be seen as Thucydides’ manipulation of facts.

**0One of Finley’s greatest contributions to Thucydidean studies is the work he
did on the History’s unity, "The Unity of Thucydides’ History," in Three Essays on
Thucydides (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967). By identifying in the rest
of the work the ideas expressed in Books VI and VII, Finley established a
conceptual unity for the History. Once attention became focused on the
interconnections and relationships among the Books of the History, it was no big
step for those who wished to call foul. They could view these connections as
Thucydides’ manipulating the facts to make them conform to his philosophy or to his
prejudices.

3See A. M. Parry, "The Language of Thucydides’ Description of the
Plague," BICS (1969): 106-18. Parry argues against a scientific Thucydides but for a
precise and dramatic Thucydides. See also, "Thucydides’ Use of Abstract
Language," Yale French Studies 45 (1970): 3-20; "Thucydides’ Historical
Perspective," Yale Classical Studies 22 (1972): 47-61; and Logos and Ergon in
Thucydides (Salem, New Hampshire: Arno Press, 1981).

*H. P. Stahl, Thukydides: Die Stellung des Menschen im geschichtlichen
Prozef3 (Munich: Beck, 1966).

¥See Chapter 1.
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Thucydides, govern political life within the city."* Since in the excursus
Thucydides’ position is one of censure, Edmunds thinks that Thucydides’ ethical
sympathies should appear.*! According to Edmunds, the ethical sympathies that
appear reflect traditional ethical thought and show Thucydides’ identification with an
ethics that is conservative and Spartan.*

Proctor also thinks the passage indicative of a man of deep moral conviction.*
But for Proctor Thucydides’ morality is democratic not oligarchic. Proctor writes
that Thucydides "viewed the scene unmistakably from the standpoint of a democrat;
and revolution, in his eyes, was generally an oligarchical, not a left-wing,
activity."* The passage, however, encompasses wrongs committed by both
oligarchs and democrats. Thus, using this passage to label Thucydides’ morality as
democratic or oligarchic must be wrongheaded.

A similar but methodologically sounder interpretation is the one that views this
passage as evidence for Thucydides’ belief in the moral degeneration that occurs in

wartime. Finley views the episodes of Mytilene, Plataca, and Kerkyra as examples

“L. Edmunds, "Thucydides’ Ethics as Reflected in the Description of Stasis
(3.82-83)," Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 79 (1975): 73. Edmunds seems
to accept de Ste. Croix’s distinction that Thucydides believes that different ethical
concerns govern relations between cities and those of citizens within a city. For de
Ste. Croix’s views see, The Origins of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1972), 16-28.

“Ibid., 74.
“Ibid., 91.
D. Proctor, The Experience of Thucydides, 205.

“Ibid., 53.
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of the theme that "war produces violence and violence political chaos."* Connor is
of similar mind.

Connor sees III. 82-84’s purpose as unifying and defensive. 111. 82-84 adds the
disruption of values and the perversion of language to the deaths, exiles, migrations,
earthquakes, and plagues, and it looks forward to Athens’ internal struggles and
eventual demise. Thus it justifies Thucydides’ claim of preeminence for this war (1.
1. 2) and unites the beginning with the end.*® Connor emphasizes language’s
inability to impede violence, the disappearance of traditional Greek restraints and
conventions under the pressures of the war, and the complete destruction of human
morality. The reigning principle is self-interest. The importance of III. 82-84 lies in
what it tells about the nature of the war and the mind of its participants not in its
strategic or material significance.*’ The cause of it all is found within human
nature.*®

Macleod also emphasizes the degenerative interpretation.*” For him

Thucydides sees in stasis and war circumstances uncovering human nature.> By

“J. Finley, Thucydides (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1942; reprint,
Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1963), 180.

“R. Connor, Thucydides, 103-4.
“Ibid., 88-89.
*#Ibid., 102-3.

*C. Macleod, "Thucydides on Faction (3.82-83)," Proceedings of the
Cambridge Philological Society 25 (1979): 52-68.

Ibid., 52-53.
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inversion war and stasis undo human progress by the very means of that
progress.>! Thus, necessity, which brings men together and enhances life’s
standard, in war and stasis, subverts civilization. Laws are ignored. Human
ingenuity troubles itself to destroy rather than to create. Intelligence plots or
suspects; language is perverted.

Conversely, Cogan rejects the moral interpretation of the passage. Cogan
rightly recognizes that the events of Mytilene, Plataca, and Kerkyra have no material
effect on the war. What then, he asks, is their purpose? His answer is that they
indicate a change in the progress of the war. This change is what he calls the
ideologizing of the war. Henceforth Athens supports democracies, Sparta,
oligarchies. Henceforth alliances are made with factions not governments.
Henceforth factions in the smaller city states can take the initiative in the war by
calling in the appropriate superpower. Mytilene, Plataca, and Kerkyra establish this
new basis as the rule.”

Cogan’s thesis hinges upon his observation that before the events of 428/27,
Athens had no policy that required her to deal solely with democracies. His basis for
this argument is that before 428/27 the Athenians sided with the Kerkyraeans and

the oligarchs of Epidamnos against the democrats of Epidamnos, but did not support

SlIbid., 54.

M. Cogan, The Human Thing: the Speeches and Principles of Thucydides’
History (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1981), 59-60 and 150.
For a different view ct. I. A. F. Bruce, "The Corcyraean Civil War of 427 B.C.,"
Phoenix 25 (1971): 108-117 and C. Orwin, "Stasis and Plague: Thucydides on the
Dissolution of Society," Journal of Politics 50 (1988): 831-47.
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any oligarchies after the crucial events of 428/27. Though the argument is clever, it
completely obscures the picture.

Athens sides with the pro-democratic party of the Kerkyraeans against the
Korinthians, not against the democrats of Epidamnos. Though the conflict at
Epidamnos is the cause of the conflict between Kerkyra and Korinth, the defensive
alliance Athens concludes with Kerkyra has nothing to do with Epidamnos or with
her own policy toward democracies. Athens makes an alliance with Kerkyra because
it is expedient to do so. Likewise in the war it is expedient for her to support
democracies. If, however, it were advantageous for her to support an oligarchy, 1
think it certain that she would have done so. Athens’ as well as Sparta’s shameless
currying of Persia both at the beginning of the war and at the end should be
sufficient to indicate that both sides were willing to deal with any type of regime
that would help them win the war.

Barnard also rejects the moral interpretation of the passage. Barnard writes that
"Thucydides’ aim was to explain what happened to mind and intellect during stasis,
not what happened to ethical values and norms." Barnard’s Thucydides is amoral.>
Ultimately Barnard thinks that in the stasis excursus, Thucydides "greatly
exaggerates" the importance of stasis but fails to appreciate factors, such as
economic and political equality or class hatred, that a modern historian would

emphasize. This failure gives "all his observations about ’the contest for cleverness’

M. A. Barnard, "Stasis in Thucydides: Narrative and Analysis of
Factionalism in the Polis," (Ph.D. diss., UNC at Chapel Hill, 1980), Abstract.
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an air of unreality."**

Contrary to Cogan and Barnard’s denial of the moral content of the passage,
when Thucydides writes that neither side strengthened pledges to themselves in
accordance with divine custom (7@ feiw vouw), when he writes that no one thought
with piety (edoefeiq) or with nobility (yevvaidétnyti), when he laments the
disappearance of simplicity (zo eimfec), I find it impossible to deny the passage’s
moral--but not moralizing--tone. But if we accept its moral tone, are we also to
accept the thesis of moral degeneration?

Cogan persuasively argues that the Spartans and Athenians are as brutal at the
beginning of the war as they are at its end. Cogan draws attention to evidence for
Spartan and Athenian brutality from the beginning of the war. He notes that since
the war’s start, the Spartans had the policy of killing any allied or neutral traders
they captured at sea. And in retaliation for this policy, in the second year of the
war, the Athenians executed envoys from Korinth, Sparta, and Argos.>

Although Cogan’s argument is persuasive, again I find it difficult to reject

totally the argument that the events of Mytilene, Plataea, and Kerkyra mark a

*Ibid p. 160. Barnard examines Thucydides’ view of stasis’ causes and
effects. He defines the Archaic understanding of stasis, derives a Thucydidean
definition of stasis, examines the causes and symptoms of stasis as understood by
Thucydides, and finally presents a Thucydidean theory of stasis. To Barnard, I11.82-
84 gives human nature ("which for Thucydides means ambition, greed and fear") as
the principal cause of stasis; the contributing causes are war and stasis itself. I11.82-
84 seeks to explain what happens to the intellect during stasis; it is not concerned
with ethical values and norms. Stasis distorts intelligence in two ways: rash and
unthinking action force its disappearance or it becomes perverted to cleverness.

»Cogan, The Human Thing, 60.
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heightening in the prosecution of the war, especially in light of Athens’ policy in the
Pentekontaetia. During this period Athens does enslave inhabitants, take hostages,
tear down walls, and exact tribute. Athens may not be kind to her subjects, but she
does not kill all the male and enslave all the female inhabitants of a revolted city-
state as she nearly does to Mytilene in 427 and does do to Skione in 421 as well as
to Melos in 416/15 (II1. 49, V. 32. 1, and V. 116. 4). Thus, though the participants
may be as brutal at the beginning of the war as at the end, the war, as Thucydides
himself asserts, does seem to have a particularly pernicious effect on them.

Besides showing the degeneration that happens to human nature and society
under the pressure of war, III. 82-84 establishes stasis as a major phenomenon of
the war. Because stasis afflicted nearly all of Hellas and was a major reason for
Athens’ defeat,’® Thucydides treats the phenomenon with special regard.
Furthermore it is my belief that Thucydides pays stasis such regard because he
viewed the war itself as a kind of stasis fought by Greeks against Greeks. Thus in
Chapter 4, by relating III. 82-84 to the rest of the History, I will attempt to show
that Thucydides’ understanding and interpretation of stasis are similar to his
understanding and interpretation of the war in general. For this reason the ideas

expressed in III. 82-84 can be used as a key for interpreting the History.

%See 11. 65.



CHAPTER 4

III. 82-84: A KEY FOR UNDERSTANDING THE HISTORY

In the previous chapter I explicated the style, structure, meaning, and purpose
of III. 82-84. The task now at hand is to relate III. 82-84 to the rest of the History.
At least one scholar, Proctor, thinks that the reflections in III. 82-84 bear little
relation to the rest of the work. Proctor argues that Thucydides wrote his excursus
on stasis as a result of the revolution ot the Thirty. Thucydides was so moved by the
bitter strife of 404-3 that he felt impelled to relate its horrors. Kerkyra’s civil strife
provided the perfect opportunity for him to relate his feelings. Thus he "duly
translated his own reactions to the revolution of the Thirty into reflections on
revolution as a general phenomenon of the war, to which, truth to tell, his own
record bore very little witness."!

Against Proctor, I hold that Thucydides views the war itself as a type of stasis

'D. Proctor, The Experience of Thucydides (Warminster, Wilts, England: Aris
& Phillips LTD, 1980), 208. Proctor is not alone in thinking that Thucydides wrote
the excursus because he was influenced by the reign of the Thirty; G. B. Grundy
writes that the chapters were "evidently written under the influence of very strong
feeling,--feeling so strong that it can only have been caused by events which
appealed to the author in a very intimate and special way. The cruelties of the
period of the tyranny of the Thirty, which inflicted a shock upon the Greek world
from which it never wholly recovered, may have evoked from the historian this
striking description of the effects of ordoig." G. B. Grundy, Thucydides and the
History of his Age, 2d ed. (Oxford: Henderson and Spalding, 1948), 475.
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and that his reflections on stasis form part of the basis for his understanding of the
war in general. For this reason, I contend that III. 82-84 can be used as a key for
understanding the History. By tracing stasis’ presence and effects in the History, 1
aim to show that Thucydides’ reflections on it form part of the basis for his
understanding and interpretation of the war, and that Thucydides views the war itself
as a type of stasis.

That Thucydides’ understanding and interpretation of stasis and of the entire
war are similar can be seen most clearly by noting that the ethics that he says take
over during stasis are similar to the ethics that he says predominate in the
Peloponnesian War. The sum of these ethics is that men value daring, unthinking,
reckless, quarrelsome, intimidating action; that they despise prudent, forethinking,
intelligent thought; that they lose their regard for laws (vouor), justice (dikr), kinship
(to &vyyevég), pledges (mioteig), peace proposals (ta kaiog Aeydueva), and oaths
(0pxor); that edoefeia (piety), o ednbeg (simplicity), and o yevvaiov (nobility)
disappear; that distrust and a desire for personal gain predominate; and that specious
words attempt to hide hideous deeds.

At the outset it is important to note that in the History, Thucydides makes it
clear that stasis need not only be the outbreak of violence that occurs when citizens
of an individual city-state struggle for control of its government. As we will see in
greater detail later on, just as Hermokrates, in his speech at the congress at Gela in
424, argues that any warring amongst city-states in Sicily is stasis (IV. 59-64), so

does Thucydides portray the Sicilian War itself as a type of stasis; stasis need not be
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confined by the walls of an individual city-state.

Before noting the similarities between the ethics of stasis and those of the war,
to show how great a role stasis plays in the war, I will briefly detail the ubiquity of
the phenomenon in the History.

From the Archaeologia through Book VIII, stasis is one of Thucydides’ prime
concerns. In the Archaeologia,” Thucydides argues that the Peloponnesian War is
the greatest war in Hellas’ history. One of the reasons he offers is that in the past

Hellas was not stable. In early times, migrations were frequent as were outbreaks of

stasis:

o yap apetqy yig ai te Ovvauelrs Tioi peilovs Eyyiyvoueval otaoeig
évemoiovy EE Qv EpBeipovto, kal dua dmd GAlogilwv uaidov émefovicbovro.

The goodness of the land favoured the aggrandizement of particular individuals,
and thus created faction which proved a fertile source of ruin. It also invited
invasion. (trans. Crawley 1. 2. 4. 1)

Even after the Trojan War, stasis plagues Hellas:
N t€ yap avayvpnois tov "EAAvov €€ "1liov xpovia yevouévny modra
Eveoyuwoe, Kal oTdoas v Taic moreow dg i moAb Eyiyvovro, &g’ oV
exminrovres tac moreg Ektilov.
The late return of the Hellenes from Ilium caused many revolutions, and
factions ensued almost everywhere; and it was the citizens thus driven into
exile who founded the cities. (trans. Crawley 1. 12. 2. 1)

In Thucydides’ argument for the Peloponnesian War’s preeminence, stasis is one of

the primary obstacles to Hellas’ achieving anything of note in her early history.

With the tyrants of Sicily excepted, Thucydides also argues that tyranny was a

*For a thorough treatment of the purpose and meaning of the Archaeologia,
see R. Connor, Thucydides (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 20-32.
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main reason for Hellas’ subsequent failure to achieve any deed worthy of recording
(I. 17). It is in this context that Thucydides offers eivouia® (good government) as
the prime reason for Sparta’s defeat of Athens:

N yap Aakedaipwy pera thy KTiow t@v viv évoikotvtwy abtiy Awpidv énl
TAEIOTOV QY Iouey Ypovov otaoidoaoa duwg ék Taiatdtov kai nivoundy kal
ai€l arvpavvevrog v & yap éoti udriora terpakooie kai OAiyw mieiw ég
THY TEACUTHY T0DOE TOD TOAéUoY &P’ 00 Aakedaidvior T abth moAireig
xpovrat, kai 0 avTo ovvauevol kai TQ €v Taig dAAaug moAeor kabiotaoay.

For this city, though after the settlement of the Dorians, its present inhabitants,
it suffered from factions for an unparalleled length of time, still at a very early
period obtained good laws, and enjoyed a freedom from tyrants which was
unbroken; it has possessed the same form of government for more than four
hundred years, reckoning to the end of the late war, and has thus been in a
position to arrange the affairs of the other states. (trans. Crawley I. 18. 1. 4)
Just as in Hellas’ infancy stasis blocked her growth, so does stasis’ absence account
tfor Sparta’s victory in the Peloponnesian War.
The obvious obverse of this coin is that stasis’ presence is the primary cause

for Athens’ defeat. At II. 65 Thucydides himself makes this contention:

0 pev yap novyalovracs te kai 1o vovtikov fepamevovrag kai apyiny un
émiktopévovs &v 19 moréug unoe ti mora kivdvvebovrag Egn mgpiéoeobar* ol

*Gomme writes that ebvouia implies two things: "a constitutional government
(the rule of law, as opposed to the tyrannies, however benevolent) and internal
peace, absence of oraoig. This is what the Greeks in general, so much given to
otédoig, admired in Sparta; it does not necessarily mean that they admired the
Spartan constitution as such, nor the military mode of life; only that internal peace
and the rule of law are things to be desired for their own sake, almost above all
else," A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, vol. 1 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1945), 128.

*Thucydides is of course arguing that had Perikles’ policy been followed,
Athens would have won the war. Because Thucydides commends Perikles’ policy
and praises Perikles himself, scholars commonly assume that Perikles’ views and
Thucydides’ are the same. (For this tendency in Thucydidean studies, see Connor,
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08 taibrd e navra éc rotvavtiov &npatav kai dAia EEw tod moAéuov
doxkodvra elvau karQ Tag diag girotipiac kai ibia képdn kakds € T opag
avtovg kai Tovg Evpupudyovs émoritevoay, & karopboiueva uev toig idibTaig
Tid) kal OPeria paArov N, aparévra o¢ ti) mora ¢ Tov moreuov BAGSY
kabiotato . . . oi 0€ DoTepov ioo1 uairov avroi Tpog GAARAOVS bvTes Kkai
opeyouevor Tod TpdTog €kaotog yiyveobar étpamovro ko noovac T ofue kai
T APAynara Eviidovai. EE v GALa T€ TOAAG, DS &v ueyaAy mora kai
apxny €xovoy, nuapTNBn kai 0 & Zikediav wrodg, 0G¢ 00 TOOOVTOV YVOUNG
auapriua v wpog odg Erfoav, boov ol Exméupavtes od T TPooPopa Toig
Ol ouUEVOLS ETIYIYVDOKOVTES, QAL KATQ TAG 10iag diaforas mepl ThHS ToD
Ofpov pooTaciag TQ Te€ év T OTPATONTEIY aufriTepa €moiovy Kai TQ TEP]
THY oA mpdTOV €V GAATAOIS Erapayinoay.t oparévres ¢ v Tikehigq GAAY

"A Post Modernist Thucydides?," The Classical Journal 72 (1977): 295.) But
Thucydides’ praising Perikles does not make their views the same. Thucydides
praises a number of people in the History: Archidamos (I. 79. 2); Themistokles (I.
138. 3), Brasidas (IV. 81. 2-3); Alkibiades (VI. 15. 3-4); Peisistratids (V1. 54. 5);
Hermokrates (VI. 72. 2); Phrynichos (VIIL. 27. 5); Antiphon (VIII. 68. 1-2); and
Theramenes (VIII. 68. 4). If scholars were to equate the viewpoints of all these
personages with Thucydides’ own, they would err just as much as they do when the
equate the views of Perikles and Thucydides. It also does not necessarily follow
from Thucydides’ declaration that adherence to Perikles’ policy would have resulted
in victory for Athens that Thucydides himself agrees with the policy. Thucydides
may have agreed with Perikles that Athens had to fight Sparta to remain autonomous
(I. 140-141. 1), but he certainly makes it clear that he thinks Athens oversteps her
bounds when during and after the episode at Pylos she refuses Sparta’s peace
overtures (IV. 21. 2; 41. 3). Similarly when he states that the executions Athens
makes in the affairs of the mutilation of the herms and of the profanation of the
mysteries had a salubrious effect on the city, it does not follow that he agrees with
such a means (VI. 60. 5). On the contrary the narrative makes it clear that the
executions appalled him as I discuss later.

Note that oi d¢ is non-specific and all-encompassing. With this phrase
Thucydides condemns Nikias and Alkibiades as well as Kleon. Cf. R. Connor,
Thucydides, 61 n. 27.

®Thucydides’ statement that the Sicilian Expedition failed more because of
personal machinations at home does not mean he approved of the expedition as J.
Finley seems to believe: "he [Thucydides] later says that even the Sicilian expedition
was not in itself a mistake." J. Finley, Thucydides (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1942 repr. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1963), 152. Thucydides
clearly thinks the expedition a mistake (uaptify kai 6 € ZikeAiav mAodg) and
another example of Athens’ grasping for more (cf. note 4); o0 tocodTov . . . doov
does not exclude one reason while emphasizing another, rather it allows for both,
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T€ TOPATKEVT) KOl TOD VQUTIKOD TQ TTAEOVI uopie kol kata Thy morw Hon év
0Ta0€L 0vTeg Opuws +Tpia+ uey €rn Qvreiyov toic T€ mPOTEPOV VTP Y OVOIL
TOAEuioig Kkal TOIG amo ZikeAiag pet’ avtdv, kai T@v Evuuaywv éti toig
mAéoow ageornroot, Kipe te botepov Baoidéws maidi apooyevouévy, dg
mapeiye ypnuara Iledomovvnoiog ég 10 vavtikov, kai ov spotepov evédooay #)
avtol &v ogiol kaTa TAG 10iag JIaPopas TEPITETOVTES EOPainoay.

He [Perikles] told them to wait quietly, to pay attention to their marine, to
attempt no new conquests, and to expose the city to no hazards during the
war, and doing this, promised them a favourable result. What they did was the
very contrary, allowing private ambitions and private interests, in matters
apparently quite foreign to the war, to lead them into projects unjust both to
themselves and to their allies--projects whose success would only conduce to
the honour and advantage of private persons, and whose failure entailed certain
disaster on the country in the war . . . With his successors it was ditferent.
More on a level with one another, and each grasping at supremacy, they ended
by committing even the conduct of state affairs to the whims of the multitude.
This, as might have been expected in a great and sovereign state, produced a
host of blunders, and amongst them the Sicilian expedition, though this failed
not so much through a miscalculation of the power of those against whom it
was sent, as through a fault in the senders in not taking the best measures
afterwards to assist those who had gone out, but choosing rather to occupy
themselves with private cabals for the leadership of the commons, by which
they not only paralysed operations in the field, but also first introduced civil
discord at home. Yet after losing most of their fleet besides other forces in
Sicily, and with faction already dominant in the city, they could still for three
years make head against their original adversaries, joined not only by the
Sicilians, but also by their own allies nearly all in revolt, and at last by the
king’s son, Cyrus, who furnished the funds for the Peloponnesian navy. Nor
did they finally succumb till they fell the victims of their own intestine
disorders. (trans. Crawley II. 65. 7. 1 and 65. 10-12)

Stasis snatches empire away from Athens as before the Peloponnesian War it did
from the Epidamnians (I. 24. 4. 1).

In the beginning of the History, Thucydides gives another reason for stasis’
importance. At I. 23 Thucydides lists the calamities that make the Peloponnesian

War the greatest event in Hellas” history. Among them are exile and murder, caused

while emphasizing one.
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by both war and stasis (I. 23. 2. 5). Because stasis is the primary cause of Athens’
defeat, because its absence accounts for Sparta’s victory, and because it caused so
much destruction throughout Hellas, at the outset of his History, Thucydides

highlights its importance.

In addition to stasis’ prominence in the Archaeologia, occurrences of stasis
pervade the rest of the History. At Ill. 82. 1 Thucydides says that stasis was so rife

in the cities because Hellas was at war:

emel YoTepov ye kai way wg eimeiv 1o 'EAAnvikov [ev oraoe] éciviby,
OLaPopdv obowY EKaoTa) 0D TOIC TE€ TOV dUWY POOTATAIS TOVS ~AByvaiovs
enayeofou kai toic 0Aiyoig Tovs Aakedaupoviovs.kai €v uev €ipnvy ovk &v
EXOVTWY TPOPaoy 0V)’ EToiuwy mapakahieiv avroig, moleuovuévay O€ kai
Svupayiag Gua ecatépoig T 1OV évavtiov Kakwoe kal ogiow ajtoic ek Tod
avTod IPooTmofoEL PROIWS ¢l Exaywyal Toic vewTepilew Ti fovAouévoig
emopitovro.

When later all of Greece, so to speak, was convulsed [in stasis], there were
struggles on both sides: the leaders of the people striving to invite in the
Athenians and the oligarchs, the Lakedaemonians. For in peace time having no
reason, nor being prepared, to call them in . . . but being at war and there

being an alliance to each side for the purpose of harming the enemy and
likewise benefitting themselves, invitations were readily available to those

desiring revolution.

Thucydides’ narrative is filled with cities that call upon either the Athenians or
the Lakedaemonians to help them expel their political foes. In 429/28 the Athenians
expect a pro-Athenian faction within Spartolos in Bottiaea to hand the city over to
them, but the opposition party prevents the betrayal (II. 79). The Tenedians, the
Methymnians, and a pro-Athenian faction within Mytilene betray to Athens the
revolt of the island of Lesbos, except for Methymna. Later, reduced to starvation,

the commons of Mytilene threaten to hand over the city to the Athenians unless the
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few divvy up the remaining provisions. As a result the leaders come to terms with
the Athenians (428/27; III. 27-28). A faction of Kolophonians at Notion calls upon
the Athenian Paches’ assistance (428/27; III. 34). Stasis at Kerkyra ends in the
destruction of the oligarchic faction (427-25; IIl. 70-84; IV. 46-48). Treachery
hands Eion and Anaktorion over to Athens (425; IV. 7; IV. 49). Fearing the return
of exiled oligarchs, the Megarian democrats plan to betray their town to the
Athenians. The Athenians and the conspirators succeed in capturing Nisaea and the
long walls. But Brasidas, commanding the Peloponnesian forces, prevents their
taking the city. Consequently Megara’s newly formed oligarchic regime executes
about 100 of those thought to be most guilty of conspiring with Athens (424; IV. 66-
74). Pro-Athenian democrats plot with Demosthenes to betray their Boeotian cities to
Athens (424/23; IV. 76-77; 89; 101. 3). At Akanthos stasis erupts over admitting
Brasidas into the city (424; IV. 84-88). By offering moderate terms to the faction
hostile to him, Brasidas peacefully obtains the surrender of Amphipolis (424/23; IV.
103-106). A pro-Spartan faction betrays Torone to Brasidas (424/23; IV. 110-114).
Negotiations take place between Brasidas and Potidaea and Mende for the betrayal
of the cities (423; IV. 121). Mende revolts from the Athenians, and Brasidas
receives her even though the revolt occurred after the armistice between Athens and
Sparta. Later with the help of the democratic faction, Athens regains Mende (423;
IV. 123; 130). Brasidas makes an attempt on Potidaea but fails (423; IV. 135). A
pro-Spartan faction of the Parrhasians of Arkadia calls upon the Spartans to free

them from Mantinean control (421; V. 33). With the help of Sparta, Chios revolts
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from Athens but later the demos helps return the city to Athens (413/12-411; VIII.
5. 4-15; 24. 4-6; 31.1; 38). Chalkideus and Alkibiades effect the revolt of
Klazomenae from Athens. The Athenians later return the democrats to power.
Astyochos orders the pro-Athenian party to depart Klazomenae. They refuse, but
Astyochos fails to subdue the town (412/11; VIII. 14. 2-3; 23. 6; 31. 2). Athens
supports a democratic uprising at Samos. The Samian demos and Athenian navy
successfully defeat a later oligarchic coup (412/11-411/10; VIII. 21; 63. 3; 73; 75.
2-3). Rhodian aristocrats call in the Peloponnesians who persuade the island to
revolt from Athens (411; VIII. 44. 1-2). Thasian exiles conspire with the
Peloponnesians to cause a revolt from Athens (411; VIII. 64. 3). Originally invited
by the Euboeans, the Peloponnesians cause the entire island of Euboea (except for
Oreos) to revolt (411; VIIL. 5; 95).

Stasis is not confined to cities calling in the Spartans or the Athenians. The war
begins with the oligarchic faction at Plataea opening the gates for the Thebans (431;
II. 2-6). The Mytilenians unsuccessfully attempt to gain Methymna by treachery
(428/27; 1I1. 18). Mytilenian exiles take Antandros by treachery (425/24; IV. 52. 2).
By treachery the Boeotians capture Panakton, a fortress on the Athenian border
(422; V. 3. 5). As a consequence of an Athenian siege and of treachery, Melos
surrenders to Athens (416/15; V. 116. 3). The Thespian demos rises unsuccessfully

against those in power (415/14; VI. 95. 2). By treachery the Boeotians take Oropos
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(411; VIIL 60. 1).”

It is important to note that a fine line separates revolt, &mooraoic, from stasis,
otaoig, for in any revolt there is present in the city some faction that disagrees with
the dominant party’s resolution. When revolt is decided upon, stasis either breaks
out or is latent; therefore, amdoraois necessarily implies ordoig.®

For example, stasis breaks out at Mytilene as a result of her desire to revolt

from Athens:

Mera o€ v eoforny tav lledomovvmoiov €vbvg Aéofog mAny MnBouvig
anéorn &’ T Abnpvaiwv, fovAnbevtes uev kal Tpo tod moréuov, &AL’ ol
Aakedayovior ov mpooedésavro, avaykaobévres d€ kai tavTyy THY AmOOTAOY
TPOTEPOV 1) dievoodvto momoaofar. TV Te yop Auévwy Ty XOOW Kol TELXQY
0ik0dOUNOY KAl VeV Toinow exéuevoy TeredBnvai, kai boa ek tov Movrov &
apicéobau, ToEétag te kal aitov, kai & uerameumopevor noav. Tevédwor yap

"The brief treatment Thucydides allots the above incidents of stasis
exemplifies a characteristic of his methodology. As Rawlings writes:

Thucydides took the trouble to describe in detail the developments at Corcyra
and to make at this point in his narrative general remarks on the course of
stasis in the cities of Greece because Corcyra was the first of the revolutions
that occurred during the war (3.82.1). It could thus be used as an exemplum
of stasis generally . . . [III. 82-83] were designed to serve as a description of
stasis in the abstract, stasis per se; they serve as an analysis that can safely
be applied to the other staseis which occurred during the war as well.

Thus the stasis excursus enables Thucydides to treat in brief other staseis of the war.
H. R. Rawlings, The Structure of Thucydides’ History (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1981), 212.

¥This observation may seem to run counter to Thucydides’ statement at II. 8.
5: obtwg <&v> dpyR €ixov oi mhciovs Tovs T Abnvaiovs, oi pev TS dpxiis
amoAvBnvar BovAouevor, oi o€ un apybvor ¢pofovuevor (thus the majority held
Athens in anger, some desiring to be free from her empire, others fearing lest they
be conquered). But it must be stressed that Thucydides is painting with broad
brushstrokes and that this stroke does not deny the existence of pro-Athenian
sentiment in Hellas as Thucydides narrative makes clear.
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ovres avrois diagopor kai Mnbvuvaior kai avtdv MvtidAnvaiov i0ig dvipeg
kata otaow, apogevor  Abvaiwy, unvvtal yiyvovrou toic T Abnpvaiois ot
Evwvoukilovoi te iy AéoPov &g thy Mvtidipvyy Biq kai thy mapaockeviy draocay
uera Aakedaipoviov kai Boiwtdv gvyyevav dvtwv émi amoordoe éxeiyovrar’
kai €l un tis apokataAimperar Hon, orepnoeatar avrovg Aéofov.

Immediately after the invasion of the Peloponnesians all Lesbos, except
Methymna, revolted from the Athenians. The Lesbians had wished to revolt
even before the war, but the Lacedaemonians would not receive them; and yet
now when they did revolt, they were compelled to do so sooner than they had
intended. While they were waiting until the moles for their harbours and the
ships and walls that they had in building should be finished, and for the arrival
of archers and corn and other things that they were engaged in fetching from
the Pontus, the Tenedians, with whom they were at enmity, and the
Methymnians, and some factious persons in Mytilene itself, who were proxeni
of Athens, informed the Athenians that the Mytilenians were forcibly uniting
the island under their sovereignty, and that the preparations about which they
were so active were all concerted with the Boeotinas their kindred and the
Lacedaemonians with a view to a revolt, and that unless they were immediately
prevented, Athens would lose Lesbos. (III. 2; trans. Crawley)

At Kerkyra, stasis breaks out because one faction wants to revolt from Athens

and join Korinth:

Oi yap Keprvpaio éoracialov, éxadn oi aiyudrwror Aoy abvroic oi ik
1@V mepi ' Emidauvov vavuayivv vao Kopwbiov apebévres, 1 puev Aoy
oKTaK0GiwY TAAGYTOY TOIG TTPoEEvois dimyyvnuevor, Epyw O€ memeiouévor
Kopwhioig Képkupav mpoomoiijoai. kai Expacoov ovtor, eKaotov 1@V moAitdv
UETIOVTES, DTTWG ATOOTHOWOY *ABnvaiwy Ty moAw.

The Corcyraean revolution began with the return of the prisoners taken in the
sea-fights off Epidamnus. These the Corinthians had released, nominally upon
the security of eight hundred talents given by their proxeni, but in reality upon
their engagement to bring over Corcyra to Corinth. These men proceeded to
canvass each of the citizens, and to intrigue with the view of detaching the city
from Athens. (III. 70. 1; trans. Crawley)

Fearing the return of exiled oligarchs, the Megarian democrats plan to betray

their town to the Athenians:

YYoVTeS O€ 0i TOD ONUOY TPOOTATAL 0D SYYATOV TOV OfjUOV ETOUEVOY DITO TQV
KAKQV UETA OPAY KAPTEPELY, TOI0DVTAL AOYOVS OEi0QVTEG TPOS TOVS TAV



116

"Abyvaiov otpatyyois, lrmokpdrty te Tov T Apigpovos kai Anuootévy tov
"AAki00¢évovs, BovAduevor evoovvar Ty oA kal vouilovres EAGOOw OQio
TOV KIVOWYov ) TOVG EKTEOOVTAGS V70 0PV KaTEABelY.

The leaders of the commons, seeing that the sufferings of the times had tired
out the constancy of their supporters, entered in their alarm into
correspondence with the Athenian generals, Hippocrates, son of Ariphron, and
Demosthenes, son of Alcisthenes, and resolved to betray the town, thinking this
less dangerous to themselves than the return of the party which they had
banished. (IV. 3; trans. Crawley)

The Athenians and the conspirators succeed in capturing Nisaea and the long walls.
But Brasidas, commanding the Peloponnesian forces, prevents their taking the city.
Consequently Megara’s newly tormed oligarchic regime executes about 100 of those
thought to be most guilty of conspiring with Athens (IV. 66-74).°

In addition Thucydides’ words at III. 82. 1 also imply revolt:

énel DoTepov ye kai mav o eimeiv o ‘EAAnvikov [év otaoer] ékiviby,
OLaPopdv 0boY EkaoTayod Toig T€ TV Muwy mpootdtais Tovs  Abnvaiovs
énayeobar kai toic OAivoig Ttovs Aakedauuoviovs. kai v uev €ipnvy ovk v
EYOVTOY TIPOGaOY 000 €ToiuwWY TAPaAKAAElV aVTOVS, TOAEUOVUEVOY OE KAl
Evupayiag dua ékatépois T TAV Evavtiov KaKdoe Kai OQiow QvToic €K 10D
aitod rpoomomoeL PpROIWS ai exaywyai 10ic vewtepilew 1 foviouévorg
enopitovro.

When later all of Greece, so to speak, was convulsed [in stasis], there were
struggles on both sides: the leaders of the people striving to invite in the
Athenians and the oligarchs, the Lakedaemonians. For in peace time having no
reason, nor being prepared, to call them in . . . but being at war and there
being an alliance to each side for the purpose of harming the enemy and
likewise benefitting themselves, invitations were readily available to those

desiring revolution.

The above shows the fine distinction there is between &wooraoic and otédoig,

°See also: Samos (I. 115-17); Akanthos (IV. 84-88); Amphipolis (IV. 103-
106); (Mende (IV. 123; .130); Argos (V. 76-84; 116; VI. 7. 1; VI. 61. 3);
Messene (VI. 74. 1); Chios (VIIL. 5; .24; .31; .38); and Samos (VIII. 21; :63 .3;
.73; .75).
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the important place stasis occupied in Thucydides’ mind, and the many occurrences
of stasis during the war. If, however, Thucydides confined himself only to noting
the occurrences of stasis and only to stressing stasis’ prominence in Hellas’ early
history, Proctor would be justified in his assertion that Thucydides’ record bears
little witness to his reflections on stasis, but Thucydides does not. Thucydides is
careful to note the presence of stasis and its ethics at Sparta and at Athens, and he
details the course stasis runs during the oligarchic coup of 411 at Athens. In addition
the near dissolution of the Peloponnesian League during the Peace of Nikias; the
dissension among the members of the League in Book VIII; and the Sicilian account
are events portrayed by Thucydides as indicative of stasis and its ethics.
SICILY

Before Athens’ fatetul expedition to Sicily, war plagues the island. The
Syrakusans and, excepting Kamarina, the other Dorian cities are waging war against
the Leontines, the Chalkidian (i.e., Ionian) cities, and Dorian Kamarina. In 427 the
Leontines send an embassy to ask Athens for her assistance. The Athenians send 20
ships under the command of Laches (III. 86). In 426 the Athenians decide to send
40 more ships to Sicily and to replace Laches with Pythodoros. Taking a few ships,
Pythodoros embarks for Sicily with Sophokles and Eurymedon to follow with the
rest of the armament (III. 115).

The events of Pylos intervene and it is not until after the end of the stasis at
Kerkyra that Sophokles and Eurymedon sail for Sicily (IV. 48. 6). In the meantime

Athenian forces continue to support the Leontines and their allies against Syrakuse
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and hers (IV. 24-25). In 424 Kamarina and Gela make peace. Subsequently the rest
of the warring Sicilian states meet at Gela to discuss ending hostilities. It is at this
congress that Hermokrates, a Syrakusan, makes a pan-Sikeliot plea for peace. He
considers the war a kind of national stasis that threatens to destroy the island’s
autonomy.

Exhorting the cities of Sicily to make peace, Hermokrates argues that unless
Sicily unites against Athens, Athens will subjugate a divided island (IV. 60. 1). He
argues that civil strife will be her death:

Lxpi] vouioar te otdow périora pbeipew tag morec kai tipy TikeAiav, NG ye
o0i évoikor Evumavres uev emifovievoueda, kata moreg O€ diéoTauey.

and we should understand that the intestine discords which are so fatal to

communities generally, will be equally so to Sicily, if we, its inhabitants,
absorbed in our local quarrels, neglect the common enemy. (trans. Crawley IV.

61. 1)

Later in his speech he appeals to the various cities to unite together given that they
are neighbors, they inhabit one land, are surrounded by one sea, and share the
common name, Sikeliots (IV. 64. 3). For the most part Hermokrates’ pan-Sikeliot
plea succeeds. Barring the exceptions that follow, Sicily does unite against Athens.
Ironically, after the peace of Gela, stasis, supported by Syrakuse, destroys the
city of the Leontines. Leontine oligarchs call in the Syrakusans and expel the demos
for wishing to redistribute the land. The Leontine oligarchs destroy the city and go
to live at Syrakuse (V. 4). When Athens hears what has happened, she sends Phaeax

to stir up support for the Leontine democrats against Syrakuse. The embassy fails

(V. 4-5).



119

Also, for a time, civil strife places Messene in the hands of the Lokrians (422;
V. 5). Later, in 415/14, after fhe Athenian expedition arrives at Sicily, a pro-
Athenian faction is to betray Messene to Athens. But the recalled Alkibiades
forestalls the plot by communicating it to Messene’s pro-Syrakusan faction (VI. 74.
1).

In addition, at the outset of the Sicilian expedition, Katane refuses admittance
to the Athenians because of the presence of a pro-Syrakusan faction. They do allow
the generals to come in and speak, and while Alkibiades is speaking, the army
forcibly enters the town. The Syrakusan faction flees, and the rest vote for an
alliance with Athens (VI. 50. 3-51. 2). Finally, the pro-Athenian faction at Akragas
drives out the party friendly to the Syrakusans (VII. 46 and 50. 1).

But as I indicate above, these incidents of stasis are exceptions. Except for the
important cities of Leontini, Akragas, Naxos, and Katane, all Greek Sicily unites
with Syrakuse for the defense of the island. Of course the barbarian Egestans
support Athens, for their embassy of 416, asking for help in their dispute with
Selinos and Syrakuse, provides Athens with her pretext for intervening. And some
of the barbarian Sikels also support Athens.

In this cursory summation of the actual and near outbreaks of stasis that Sicily
suffered, it has perhaps come clear that against Hermokrates’ plea for unity, Athens’
strategy is to stir up revolution. In his speech of 415, Alkibiades argues that Sicily is

stasis-torn. He says that:

(1) the cities of Sicily easily change their constitutions (ai wodeis kal pediag
€xovor TV molTdV TAS peraforac kai €midoyag)
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(2) no one fights for his fatherland or obeys its laws, but because each one,
taking from the state by persuasive words or stasis, thinks that if he is
unsuccessful he can live elsewhere, persuasion and stasis are his shield and
spear (kai ovO€i O’ abTo wg Tepi oikelag maTpidog ovTe T TEPI TO TDUC
OmAoic €ENPTVTAL 0VTE T €V TH) XDPQ Vouiuois Kataokevais' 0t 0¢ ékaorog )
&k Tod Aéywv meifev olerai §j otaoialwv &mo tov kowod Lafwv GAAny yiwv, un
katropbwoag, oiknoew, Taita eroalerar)

and

(3) the Sikeliots are not likely to follow one plan or to act in concert, but will

probably yield to an agreeable offer especially if they are in stasis as is said

(kai ovk €ikog TOV TOLOVTOV DUIAOY 0DTE AdYOoV WI Yvduy akpodobai odte €5 T

pya ko tpémeabar’ Tayy & &v w¢ ékaorot, €1 11 kB foovHY A€yoiro,

mpooywpoiev, GAALLwG T€ kai €1 oraoialovory, bomep muvvlavoueba). (V1. 2-4)
As Thucydides does in his stasis excursus (III. 82. 2. 5), Alkibiades switches from
the collective action of cities to the individual maneuverings of its citizens, and as
Thucydides does, Alkibiades stresses lawlessness (II1. 84. 2-3), the reign of
persuasive rhetoric (III. 82. 8. 13), the struggle for personal glory at the expense of
the state (III. 82. 8), and the readiness to accept whatever is pleasurable (dovq) (I11.
82. 8. 10). Besides the irony of Alkibiades’ speaking these words, this speech’s
echoing of Thucydides’ retlections in III. 82-84 gives the reader the basis by which
he is to understand the contlict.

Alkibiades’ speech also serves other thematic purposes. It shows what could
have happened had Sicily not had so prudent and effective a statesman as
Hermokrates, and what still might have happened, Hermokrates notwithstanding,
had Alkibiades not been recalled. (Would Alkibiades’ personality and persuasive

rhetoric have been strong enough to overcome those of Hermokrates?) And it looks

forward to Alkibiades’ own machinations for power (hence the irony) and to the part
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they play in Athens’ downfall.

Finally the speech foreshadows what direction Alkibiades’ plan for subduing
Sicily will take. Having arrived at Sicily, Nikias, Alkibiades, and Lamachos give
their opinions concerning what plan they are to follow. Nikias suggests settling
matters between the Egestaeans and Selinuntines, making a display of Athens’ power
to the other cities, and then sailing home (VI. 47). Alkibiades suggests sending
heralds to gain support, fomenting revolution between the Sikels and Syrakuse,
gaining the friendship of others, and taking control of the Messinese, whose position
in the passage and entrance to Sicily would provide an excellent harbor and base for
their army.

Alkibiades’ plan is the opposite of Hermokrates’. Alkibiades wishes to divide
Sicily first and then to attack Syrakuse and Selinos. In short his policy is one of
stasis (VI. 48). Though he suggests that they attack Syrakuse immediately while the
city is unprepared and while fear of the armament is at its height, Lamachos votes
for Alkibiades’ plan (VI. 49). Although Alkibiades is recalled, Nikias adopts the
policy of stasis. Later, after the disastrous attack on Epipolae in 413 when
Demosthenes is urging complete withdrawal, partially because of a fifth column in
Syrakuse, Nikias argues for remaining and pressing the siege (VII. 48). In addition,
at VII. 55. 2. 4, Thucydides ascribes part of the despondency of the troops to their
failure to win allies by causing civil strife (od dvvauevor exeveykeiv odT’ €k
roMTeiag 1 perafolrijc to didgopov abroig, @ mpoofyovro &v). Thus, in strategy,

the war in Sicily can be seen as a type of stasis with the Sicilians struggling to
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maintain unity and the Athenians trying to foment discord.
Thucydides’ catalogue of allies before the battle in the Great Harbor further
supports the idea that the Sicilian war is a type of stasis. Thucydides’ opening words
make clear the system by which he orders the catalogue:

oV kate dikny T1 uaArov 00O€ kata Evyyéveiav puer’ GAANAwY 0TavTeg, AL’
wg éxadoroig Thg Evvrvyiag ) kata 1o Evugépov fj avayky Eoyev.

right or community of blood was not the bond of union between them, so much
as interest or compulsion as the case might be. (trans. Crawley VIIL. 1. 3).

Expedience or force not justice or kinship rules.

Because the Ionian Athenians willingly go against Dorian Syrakuse (' Afnpvaios
utv abvroi “loves &l Awpiag Zvpakooiovs éovres nAbov), they do so out of
expediency not compulsion. Speaking the same tongue and using the same vduo:, the
Lemnians, Imbrians, and Aeginetans, all Athenian colonists, come along. The
Ionian subjects are the Eretrians, Chalkidians, Styrians, and Karystians from
Euboea; from the islands are the Keians, Andrians, and Tenians; and from Ionia are
the Milesians, Samians, and Chians. All except the Chians, who are autonomous,
come under compulsion.

Other subjects coming under compulsion are the Aeolians: Methymnians,
Tenedians, and Aenians. Out of hatred come the Platacans. Notice how by his word
order Thucydides stresses that blood fought against blood:

ovtor ¢ AloAfjc Alodcbow toig kticaot Bowwtoic <toic> perda Svpakociov

kat’ avaykny euayovro, Miaraiis ¢ katavrikpy Bowtol Bowwtoig wovor

€ikdTwS Kata to €xhog.

These Aeolians fought against their Aeolian founders, the Boeotians in the
Syracusan army, because they were obliged, while the Plataeans, the only
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native Boeotians opposed to Boeotians, did so upon a just quarrel. (trans.
Crawley VII. 5. 2)

AloAs strikes against AioAevorv and Boiwtoi against Boiwzoig. The catalogue
continues in this vein with Thucydides emphasizing kinship and compulsion. Dorian
Rhodians are forced to fight against Dorian Syrakusans and the Geloans, colonists
from their city. Dorian Kytherians, colonists from Sparta, fight against Sparta (VII.
57. 6). Athens’ control of the sea forces the participation of the Kephallenians and
Zakynthians, though they are autonomous (VII. 57. 7. 1). Nominally forced, but
more out of hatred for Korinth, the Kerkyraeans fight against their metropolis
Korinth and their relatives, the Syrakusans (VII. 57. 7. 4). The Messenians come
under force (VII. 57. 8). Megarian exiles fight against the Megarian Selinuntines
(VII. 8. 3).

The rest come along more of their own accord. Hatred of Sparta and desire for
personal gain lead Dorian Argos to fight alongside lonian Athens against her Dorian
brethren (VII. 57. 9). Profit (képdoc) makes the Mantineans and other mercenaries
from Arkadia believe the enemy is their fellow Arkadians, who are fighting along
with the Korinthians (VIL. 9. 5). For pay the Kretans willingly fight against, not
alongside of, their colonists who founded Gela along with the Rhodians (VII. 57. 9.
9). The Akarnanians come for pay but also out of friendship for Demosthenes and
out of goodwill to the Athenians (VII. 57. 10).

Of the Italians, civil strife forces the Thourians and Metapontians to join
Athens. The Sicilian Naxians and the Katanians fight with Athens as well as most of

the barbarian Sikels and the barbarian Egestacans, who invited Athens to Sicily (VIIL.
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57. 11). Finally Athens has on her side some Tyrrhenian enemies of Syrakuse and
Iapygian mercenaries.

Dorian, autonomous, and Greek are the Syrakusans, the Kamarinaeans, the
Geloans, the Selinuntines, and the Himeraeans (VII. 58. 1). Syrakuse has on her
side those of the Sikels who did not go over to Athens (VII. 58. 3. 3). The Spartans
provide a general, some Neodamodes (freedmen), and Helots (VII. 58. 3. 4).
Korinth, with ships and infantry, the Leukadians, and the Ambrakiotes come on
account of kinship (VII. 58. 3. 7). Arkadian mercenaries, paid by Korinth, come,
and under compulsion come the Sikyonians. Finally the Boeotians also join in (VIL.
58. 3. 10).

Many insights can be gleaned from this catalogue. Expediency, corﬁpulsion,
and kinship order the arrangement. Kinship of course suggests that the battle and
war are a type of stasis, with kinsmen killing kinsmen. The reason for this murder
(¢povog) is either profit (képdog, i.e., expediency) or compulsion (avaykn). Of the
Athenian allies only the Plataeans and Akarnanians act for reasons other than these.

Expediency, compulsion, and kinship are also three of the main aspects of
Thucydides’ stasis excursus. Men work for private gain regardless of the public cost
(ITI. 82. 8). War assimilates to present circumstances the tempers of the majority
(III. 82. 2. 8). And kinship is more alien than partisanship (III. 82. 6. 1).

It is also significant that of the Syrakusans and their allies the vast majority
fights not for gain or under compulsion but for autonomy and of its own free will.

Thus the catalogue suggests that the Athenian loss is in part attributable to the
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effects of stasis and that the Syrakusans win because they are, for the most part, free
of these effects. Finally, I think it no mistake that in his summary of this event,
Thucydides writes,

Evvépn te Eyov todro [ EAAvikov]'® tav katd tov moreuov tovde uéyiotov

yevéabau, doketv 0 Euorye kai ov axof) ‘EAAnvikaw iouev, kail toic te

kpatnoaot Aaumporatov kal toig diapbapeior dvoTvyéoTaroy

This was the greatest Hellenic achievement of any in this war, or, in my

opinion, in Hellenic history; it was at once most glorious to the victors, and

most calamitous to the conquered. (trans. Crawley VII. 87. 5)

I think it safe, then, to conclude that stasis plays a prominent role in the
Sicilian Expedition and that Thucydides views this war as a type of stasis. But stasis’
time on stage is not limited to the Sicilian act. Thucydides shows that stasis and its
ethics are present even in Sparta. In addition, it is my belief that Thucydides
portrays the near breakup of the Peloponnesian League during the Peace of Nikias--
and to a lesser degree the dissension present in the League in Book VIII--in terms of
stasis and its ethics. Thus stasis nearly destroys the Peloponnesian League and with
it Sparta’s preeminence in Hellas. Finally, as a result of the coup of 411, stasis

almost destroys Athens’ empire.

SPARTA

At the first congress of Sparta, in 432, after the Korinthians and Athenians
have spoken, Archidamos, king of the Spartans, steps forward and urges the
Spartans not to declare war hastily but to consider the magnitude of the war and to

take two to three years to prepare for the coming struggle (I. 80-85). Though he has

9Secl. Kriiger.
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had experience of many wars and of the suffering that walks hand and hand with
them, it is no surprise that the Spartans reject Archidamos’ advice for Sthenelaedas’
simple, straightforward, and thoughtless exhortation for war. In the excursus
section on virtues and vices, Thucydides deplores this very replacement of prudent
thought by unthinking, daring action.

Later when the Peloponnesians first invade Attika (431), Archidamos suffers
public censure because his tarrying on the Isthmus, his slow marching into Attika,
and his delaying at Oenoe are thought to be evidence of Athenian sympathies. His
motivation is said to be his thinking that the Athenians would submit rather than
allow their land to be ravaged (II. 18). But his failure to act quickly, or rather his
desire to act prudently, nearly convict him of treason. Though Sparta’s edvouic wins

the war, it does so at great cost, and not even Sparta is free from the ethics that take

over in wartime.

"The Spartans’ choice brings to mind the words of Chief Seattle to Governor
Isaac Stevens:

Youth is impulsive. When our young men grow angry at some real or
imaginary wrong, and disfigure their faces with black paint, it denotes that
their hearts are black, and then they are often cruel and relentless, and our
old men and old women are unable to restrain them. Thus it has ever been.
Thus it was when the white men first began to push our forefathers further
westward. But let us hope that the hostilities between us may never return.
We would have everything to lose and nothing to gain. Revenge by young
men is considered gain, even at the cost of their own lives, but old men who
stay at home in times of war, and mothers who have sons to lose, know

better.

Chief Seattle, "Address," in The Norton Reader: An Anthology of Expository Prose,
general editor, Arthur M. Eastman, 7th ed. (New York and London: W. W. Norton

& Company, 1988), 693-4.
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At the end of ten years’ fighting, Sparta’s reputation is at an all time low. In
fact since the disaster of Pylos (425/24), Sparta has feared civil strife:

pofoduevor ur oPioL VeQTEPOV TI YEVNTAU TOV TTEPI THYV KATAOTAOIWY.

they lived in constant fear of internal revolution. (trans. Crawley IV. 55. 1)
Far from being formidable, Sparta’s reputation is at its nadir and to boot she is
despised (vrepw¢bn):

Kkata yap tov xpévov tovtov i) T€ Aakedaiuwy udriagra 0N KkaKkds fKovoe kal

Vepd Pty o Tag Evugopdg, oi te T Apycior Gpiota Eoyov toic maow, od

Evvapauevor Tod ' Atticod mod&uov, dupotépois O€ parrov Evomovoor bvres

EKKQPTIOOGUEVOL.

For at this time Lacedaemon had sunk very low in public estimation because of

her disasters, while the Argives were in a most flourishing condition, having

taken no part in the Attic war, but having on the contrary profited largely by
their neutrality. (trans. Crawley V. 28. 2. 5)

In addition to her fear of internal strife, Sparta is faced with dissension amongst the
members of the Peloponnesians League.

PELOPONNESIAN LEAGUE

As a result of Sparta’s humbling and miffed at her treaty and subsequent
alliance with Athens, the Korinthians propose to the Argives that they pass a decree
inviting any independent Hellenic state to make a defensive alliance with them (V.
27). Needing little coaxing because they wish to challenge Sparta for the supremacy
of the Peloponnese, the Argives accept the proposal:

OEEavto te Taita ol T Apyeior uaArov opavres tov e Aakedaiuoviov odiot

oAeuov Eaopevoy (¢’ EE60w yap mpog abrovs ai omovdal foav) Kai dua

eAmioavreg tic Melomovvnoov nynocobai’

Argos came into the plan the more readily because she saw that war with
Lacedaemon was inevitable, her truce with her being on the point of expiring,
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and also because she hoped to gain the supremacy of Peloponnese. (trans.
Crawley V. 28. 2)

After the Corinthian offer to Argos (V. 27), the Mantineans and their allies join
the Argive alliance (V. 29). Having made a separate alliance with Korinth, the
Eleans join the Argives (V. 31). Next the Korinthians and Chalkidians of Thrace
join (V. 31). The Boeotians and Megarians remain undecided (V. 31). Tegea refuses
to join (V. 32). The Boeotians and the Megarians refuse to join Argos’ alliance (V.
38). This breaking up of the Peloponnesian League and Korinth’s invitation to Argos
to take over control are directly analogous to Thucydides’ description of stasis as
pro-Spartan or pro-Athenian factions inviting Sparta or Athens to help them gain
control of the polis.

An uprising by any one of the factional city-states, Korinth, Boeotia, Elis, or
Megara, is particularly imminent. Each is a threat to Sparta’s supremacy of the
Peloponnese. In addition, Korinth’s soliciting Argos to challenge Sparta further
threatens this supremacy. The entire narrative, (V. 16-83), exemplities the political
maneuvering for power and the disregard for treaties that are present during stasis.
And it is for these two reasons that I think Thucydides intended this section to be
understood in terms of stasis and its ethics.

In addition, it is not until Sparta quashes the rebellion with force that the rapid
changing of alliances ceases.'> Having defeated the Argives and their League (V.

57) in 418/17 at the battle of Mantinea, the Spartans regain their former esteem (V.

2Cf. II1. 82. 7.
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75). Consequently, the Argives and Mantineans come to terms with Sparta (V. 76;
V. 81). Nonetheless, during the seeming Peace of Nikias, stasis is a battle away
from dissolving the Peloponnesian League and destroying Sparta’s preeminence.
Sparta’s victory at Mantinea saves the League from dissolution and her from
ignominy. By winning the battle, Sparta avoids stasis, and throughout the war, she
continues to do so. But Book V shows how insidious a force stasis is."* Even
Sparta nearly breaks under her pressure.

In Book VIII stasis again threatens the Peloponnesian League. In part the
dissension among the Peloponnesians is the result of Alkibiades’ advising
Tissaphernes to let the Athenians and Peloponnesians wear one another out so that
neither would be strong enough to threaten his empire (VIII. 45-46).

Two means of achieving this end that Tissaphernes seems to have followed are
his dropping the pay to the Peloponnesian soldiers from a drachma to three obols
and dispensing it irregularly and his failure to bring his Phoenician fleet to aid them.
As a result the soldiers of the Peloponnesian League become irritated and clamor for
engaging the enemy in a decisive battle (VIII. 78). Their dissatisfaction with
Tissaphernes they direct against the Spartan admiral Astyochos whom they believe to
be in cahoots with Tissaphernes for private gain (VIII. 83. 3).

Anger reaches the point that Astyochos, responding brashly to Dorieus’ demand
for his soldiers’ pay and threatening him with his baton, barely avoids the soldiers’

rush by taking refuge at an altar (VIII. 84). Sparta replaces Astyochos with

BAs does Book VIII, treated in detail below.
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Mindaros and, by so doing, avoids stasis once again (VIII. 85. 1).
ATHENS

Though Sparta avoids stasis, Athens does not. In 458/57 the Spartans assist
Doris, their original homeland, in her struggle against the Phokians. Having
compelled the Phokians to come to terms, the Spartans consider what route to take
home. Sailing across the Gultf of Krisa seems unsafe as does the route across
Geraneia, since the Athenians hold Megara and Pegae. The Spartans decide to
remain in Boeotia and deliberate further, especially because a fifth column in Athens
has been secretly conspiring with them to demolish the democracy and to end the
construction of the long walls (I. 107).

Although nothing comes of the plot, the seeds of stasis have been sown in the
reader’s mind, and upon them the rays of Thucydides’ comments at II. 65 shine
strongly. The next instance of stasis’ existence in Athens occurs in 431 when King
Archidamos first invades Attika. Archidamos encamps upon and specifically
ravages Acharnae. His hope is that Athens will engage in battle. But if she does
not, he hopes that having lost their land and, therefore, being less willing to risk
themselves for their neighbors’ land, the Acharnians will engender civil strife in
Athens (II. 20. 4). Were it not for Perikles’ supreme control, Archidamos’ plan
might have succeeded (II. 21).

For clearer instances of stasis at Athens we turn to Books VI-VIII. Before

“Acharnae was the largest of Athens’ demes and provided a significant
number of hoplites to the Athenian infantry (II. 19. 2 and II. 20. 4).
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urging the Athenians to embark on the Sicilian Expedition of 415, Alkibiades® is

introduced as being at odds with Nikias and being desirous of private gain and

glory:

BovAduevoc t@ te Nixig évavriodobai, &v kai &g t@Ala diGpopos T moriTikd
kal 0t1 avtod diaforws euvioln, kai paiiora otpatnynobai te émboudv kai
EATICwy Zikeriav te 0 avrov kai Kapynoova Aqpeobar kai ta idia dua
OTVYNoOAS XPHUQTi T€ Kal 0085y wPernoew.

wishing to thwart Nicias both as his political opponent and also because of the
attack he had made upon him in his speech, and who was, besides, exceedingly
ambitious of a command by which he hoped to reduce Sicily and Carthage, and
personally to gain in wealth and reputation by means of his successes. (trans.
Crawley VI. 15. 2. 2)

Thucydides’ emphasis on Alkibiades’ personal dispute with Nikias and on his desire
for personal gain and glory convict him of behavior that helps cause stasis.'
Thucydides explicitly condemns him when he writes that his desires being greater
than his means most of all destroyed Athens:
oy yap év dEivpuarti Yo 1@V Qotdv, Tais émibvuials ueioow 1 kare Thy
VAP Y ovoQY ovoiav ExpRTo €G TE TAS InmoTpoPiag Kai Tas aArag damévasg’
omep kal kabeirev Horepov Ty TAV ' AByvaiov moAw oby NKioTa.
For the position he held among the citizens led him to indulge his tastes beyond

what his real means would bear, both in keeping horses and in the rest of his
expenditure; and this later on had not a little to do with the ruin of the

5As is the rule in Thucydidean studies, scholars are directly opposed in their
estimation of Alkibiades’ character in the History. J. Finley takes a negative stance
on Alkibiades’ character, (Thucydides, 218-20); conversely R. Connor thinks that
Alkibiades’ "extravagances and ambition are not the problem," but the city’s
"inappropriate response to him," (Thucydides, 164). As I argue in the text the
important distinction is between Alkibiades’ dangerous personal actions and desires
but excellent statesmanship and his rivals’ just as dangerous personal actions and
desires but inferior statesmanship.

16See I11. 82. 8.
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Athenian state. (trans Crawley VI. 15. 3)

This last statement requires more comment, for Thucydides’ next statement seems to
shift the blame from Alkibiades to the hoi polloi:

Pofnbévrec yap avtod oi worrol To uéyebos ThHS TE KATA TO EQUTOD ODUC
rapavopiag &g iy diaurav kai tig davoiag av kal’ & é&aotov &v bt
Yiyvoito Empaooey, d¢ Tvpavvioog emiBvuoivt: moréuior kabéotaoav, kol
onquooiq kpatiota dabévtr T Tob moAéuov 10ig Ekaotol Toig EmTHOEOUQOLY
avtod ayleabévres, kai aAroig EmitpéPpavres, ob o uakpoh Eopnray Ty
oA

Alarmed at the greatness both of his license in his own life and habits and of
the ambition which he showed in all things soever that he undertook, the mass
of the people set him down as a pretender to the tyranny, and became his
enemies; and although publicly his conduct of the war was as good as could be
desired, individually, his habits gave offence to everyone, and caused them to
commit affairs to other hands, and thus before long to ruin the city. (trans.
Crawley VI. 15. 4)

I have quoted these passages because they are essential to any interpretation of the
History. Besides stasis in general, whom does Thucydides hold responsible for
Athens’ demise, Alkibiades, the Athenian demos, or both?

I do not think there is a clearcut answer. On the one hand, Thucydides shows
throughout the History that the personal motives that impel Alkibiades are the ones
that lead to stasis, but he also recognizes Alkibiades’ strong and effective leadership.

On the other hand, he condemns the just as personal motives of Alkibiades’ enemies

UScholars disagree as to whether dmep kai kafeirev from the quote above and
ob o1 paxpod eopnrav tipy molw refer to Athens’ defeat at the hands of the
Syrakusans in 413 or to her defeat at the hands of Sparta in 404 or the first to her
defeat in 404; the second to her defeat in 413. Because of ob dtx uaxpov, 1 incline
toward the last understanding. For a different view, see Gomme, Andrewes, and
Dover, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, vol. 4 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1970), 242-45.
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and their inferior statesmanship. If there is any answer to Thucydides’ thoughts on
the enigmatic Alkibiades, I think it must be the one put into Aeschylus’ mouth by
Aristophanes at the end of the Frogs:

[0V xpn Aéovros oxvuvov v morer Tpédew.]

Maiwora pev Aéovra un v mora tpégpev’

v O exTpagi Tig, TOIS TPOTOIS VINPETELY.

[A lion’s cub must not be reared in the city.]

A lion must not be reared in the city

but if one is, submit to his ways. (1431 a & b-1432)
That Thucydides thinks the political maneuverings of Alkibiades’ enemies stasis-
causing comes clear in his narrative on the mutilation of the herms™ (VI. 27-28;
53; 60-61) and in his Harmodios and Aristogeiton excursus (VI. 53-59).

On the eve of the Sicilian Expedition the herms are mutilated.'® This
mutilation is taken as ominous for the expedition and as part of a plot to destroy the

demos:

10D T€ YaAp ExmAov oiwvog Edoker elval kal &l Evvouooiq dua veotépay
TpayuaTOY KQl OfUov KQTaAvoews yeyeviodai.

as it was thought to be ominous for the expedition, and part of a conspiracy to
bring about a revolution and to upset the democracy. (trans. Crawley VI. 27.

3)

Some metics and slaves give testimony not concerning the mutilation of the herms

The herms were marble or bronze pillars with human head and phallus and
sacred to the god Hermes, The Oxford Classical Dictionary, ed. N.G.L. Hammond
and H.H. Scullard, 2d ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1970), 505.

YFor a thorough discussion on the mutilation of the herms and profanation of
the mysteries, see Gomme, Andrewes, and Dover, A Historical Commentary on

Thucydides, 264-88.
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but concerning the profanation of the mysteries, and Alkibiades is implicated in
this charge (VI. 28). Concerning these events Thucydides is clear on two things:
one, it was never found out for certain who the guilty parties were and, two,
Alkibiades’ enemies took hold of the charge to discredit him and thereby to obtain
their own unhindered control of the people (VI. 60. 5 and VI. 28. 2):

kQv TovT 0i pev mabovres domiov T €i ddikwg Erctiuappnvro, 1 uévror GALY
ToriG & T mAPdVT®! TEPIPAVDG DPEALTTO

In this it was, after all, not clear whether the sufferers had been punished
unjustly, while in any case the rest of the city received immediate and manifest
relief. (trans Crawley)

and
v kal Tov ' Adkifiadny Exyridvro. kai abta dmoraufavovres oi uaiiora T
"AAkifiaoy axbopevor Eumodwv ovti ogior un avroisc tod ofuov fefaing
apocoTaval, kal vouioavres, € abrov Ecdacaav, mpdtor &v cvai
Alcibiades being implicated in this charge, it was taken hold of by those who
could least endure him because he stood in the way of their obtaining the

undisturbed direction of the people, and who thought that if he were once
removed the first place would be theirs. (trans Crawley)

Their conniving brings to mind Thucydides’ words of III. 82. 8. 10:
Kol 1) HETa Ynoov adikov KaTayvOoews 1 Xeipt KTOUEVOL TO KPATETY
acquiring power either with the condemnation of an unjust vote or by force.

Alkibiades offers to stand trial before embarking on the expedition, but afraid

that with the army’s support Alkibiades would be acquitted, his enemies have the

®For another ancient account of the profanation of the mysteries, see
Andokides, Ilepi tav uvornpiwy.

2éy 7@ mwapoévre: the importance of this phrase cannot be overemphasized.
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trial put off. Their plan is to have him brought home from Sicily upon some graver

charge (VI. 29).

Hence it happens that the Salaminia, Athens’ official ship, arrives at Sicily and
charges Alkibiades and others with the profanation of the mysteries and the
mutilation of the herms (VI. 53. 1). Of this recall Thucydides writes:

oi yap 'Abyvaios, Erady 1 otpatid aménievoev, oboey focov LHTnow
EMOI0DVTO TAV TEPL T UVoTHpLa kal Tdv mepl Tovs Bpuag dpacbéviav, kai
oV dokiualovres Tovg uNVVTAS, AAAQ TAVTA VTOTTWS ATOOEYOUEVOL, diL
TOVHPOY AVEpOTWY TIOTIV TAVY XPROTOVS TV ToATOY EvAAaufavovres
KaTEdOUY, YpNoIUdTEPOY NYoDuevoL eivay fadavioal T0 mpayua Kai €hpev §
i uyvutod movypiav Tive kai xpRoTtov dokodvra cval aitiabdévra avércyktov
olaguyev.

For the Athenians, after the departure of the expedition, had continued as
active as ever in investigating the facts of the mysteries and of the Hermae,
and, instead of testing the informers, in their suspicious temper welcomed all
indifferently, arresting and imprisoning the best citizens upon the evidence of
rascals, and preferring to sift the matter to the bottom sooner than to let an
accused person of good character pass unquestioned, owing to the rascality of
the informer. (trans. Crawley VI. 53. 2)

It is worthwhile, I believe, to compare these words of Thucydides with those he
writes about Sparta’s investigation into Pausanias’ despotic conduct, some 50 years
earlier.”

Sparta recalls Pausanias twice. On his first recall the charge was that he was

acting more as a tyrant than a general (478; 1. 95. 3).” Having been acquitted,

ZIn 479 Pausanias was instrumental in defeating the Persians at the Battle of
Plataea (I. 130. 1). Recalled twice by Sparta for acting like a tyrant, he is starved to
death by the Spartans for having plotted a helot revolt (I. 131-134).

SPausanias was the head of the allied Greek forces, who were attacking
various cities of the Persian Empire (I. 94-95).
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Pausanias leaves Sparta without orders, again behaves as if clad in royal purple, and
again Sparta recalls him (c. 470; I. 131. 1). Thucydides says that Sparta’s suspicion
of Pausanias is based on four things: Pausanias’ contempt of the laws; his imitation
of the barbarians; his attributing the defeat of the Mede to himself on the tripod that
was dedicated to Delphian Apollo; and his intrigue with the Helots (I. 132. 2-4).

These suspicions notwithstanding, the Spartans distrust even the information
concerning the last which they received from the Helots, their reason being that they
did not have indisputable proof. Although admitting her great suspicion, Thucydides
emphasizes Sparta’s lack of tangible evidence against Pausanias:

QAL 000 dg obde TV BiddTtav unvvtaic tiol moteboavrec nEivoay vedtepov

T moielv & abtov, ypouevor T TPoTY P eldbaow &g oPas abvrovs, un

tayeic €var wepi (vdpog TrapTidTov &vev avapdiopntitov Tekunpiov

Bovievoai Ti avikeorov,

Even now, mistrusting the evidence even of the Helots themselves, the ephors

would not consent to take any decided step against him, in accordance with

their regular custom towards themselves, namely, to be slow in taking any

irrevocable resolve in the matter of a Spartan citizen, without indisputable

proof. (trans Crawley 1. 132. 5).
When one compares these reflections of Thucydides with what he says concerning
the Athenian investigation, his disgust becomes all the more apparent.

It is in the suspicious context of the mutilation of the herms that Thucydides

relates the events of Harmodios and Aristogeiton.”* At least part of his reason for

this excursus is to show how uncritically most Athenians accept past events. His

#For a thorough explication of some of the other strands interwoven in this
excursus, see H. P. Stahl, Thukydides: Die Stellung des Menschen im
geschichtlichen Prozef3 (Munich: Beck, 1966), 1-11.
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point, of course, is that just as they are lax concerning the truth of the past so they
are lax in determining the truth of present events. Just how critical Thucydides is of
their indolence becomes apparent when the Spartan investigation of Pausanias is
compared with the Athenian condemnation of Alkibiades.

As well as showing how uncritically the Athenians accept the past, the
Harmodios and Aristogeiton excursus is intended, I think, to show how great is the
Athenian demos’ (irrational?) fear and suspicion of tyranny and oligarchy (VI. 53.
3). Since the Athenians considered the profanation of the mysteries and the
mutilation of the herms part of an oligarchical and tyrannical conspiracy ([0 d7juog]
VIOTTNG €G TOVS TTEPL TOV PVOTIKQY TV aitiav Aafoviag, kai Zavia avtols €00Ke
et Evvopooiq bAryapy ki kai Tvpavvi) aenpayfar, V1. 60. 1), the excursus helps
explain how the execution of many prominent Athenians could have occurred
without any tangible proof.

If, however, the only conclusion to be drawn from all this is that the Athenians
are uncritical about the past and are suspicious of tyranny and oligarchy,
Thucydides’ efforts are but sound and fury. But when one sees that the motives
behind the Athenian investigation are driven in part by Alkibiades’ enemies’ wish to
get rid of him and to gain control of the demos for themselves, then the whole
clarifies into a picture of the seeds of stasis and its ethics firmly taking root in the
city of Athens, and a fuller understanding of Thucydides’ words at II. 65 is

obtained.

When we turn our attention to the Athenians’ motives for undertaking the
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Sicilian Expedition, the picture is further clarified. Thucydides’ words introducing

this section are ominous:
0D O’ abrov yeudvos ' Abpvaior éfodrovro adbic ueitovi mapaokevi Tiig
uera Aaymrog kai Evpvuédovrog eémi Zikediav mAevoavres kataorpépacdai, €
ovvaivro, ameipor oi TOAAOL dVTEG TOD peyEBovS THS VOOV KAl TAV EvoikoIvTwY
100 ARbovs kai "EAAvwv kal BapBapwv, kai 0ti 0b TOAAD Tivi
vode€otepoy moAeuov avypoivro §) tov mpog Tleromovvyoiovs.

The same winter the Athenians resolved to sail again to Sicily, with a greater
armament than that under Laches and Eurymedon, and, if possible, to conquer
the island, most of them being ignorant of its size and of the number of its
inhabitants, Hellenic and barbarian, and of the fact that they were undertaking a
war not much inferior to that against the Peloponnesians. (trans. Crawley VI.

1y
The general mindset of the Athenians is one of ignorant daring. This daring, I
believe, indicates that the ethics that are becoming prevalent in Athens are the ethics
of stasis that Thucydides details at III. 82. 4-6, where mad daring replaces prudent
thought. All points of the compass are pointing toward doom, doom for the
expedition and doom for the city. Stasis’ ethics, of course, provide the ship. To
emphasize the magnitude of Sicily and Athens’ ignorance of it, Thucydides spends

four chapters listing Sicily’s Greek and Barbarian inhabitants (VI. 2-5).%

#On Thucydides’ excursus on the inhabitants of Sicily, Andrewes and Dover
write that as elsewhere "Thucydides digresses in order to correct inaccuracies in
published works (cf. i. 97. 2 on the Pentekontaetia) and tradition (cf. vi. 54. 1) or in
order to give his readers interesting material which they are unlikely to find
elsewhere (e.g. ii. 97, on Thrace; 96 is in substance, though not in form, a part of
this digression)" (A Historical Commentary, vol. 4, 198). On the contrary
Thucydides does not include material merely to correct inaccuracies or merely to
give his readers "interesting material." While correcting inaccuracies, the
Pentekontaetia shows the growing power of Athens and thus lends support to
Thucydides’ aAnbeorarn mpogaois; correcting inaccuracies as well, the excursus on
Harmodios and Aristogeiton evidences Athens’ indolence concerning the truth of
both past and present events, helps explain why the murder of so many prominent
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In addition to her ignorance, Athens’ reasons for wishing to conquer Sicily are
purely ones of personal greed, also indicative of stasis. I explained above the
personal motives Alkibiades has for wishing to undertake the expedition, and those

of Athens are kith and kin. Thucydides writes that the desire for sailing fell upon

everyone:

kal €pwg évémeoe TolG TAOWY OuoinG EKTAEDOQL” TOIG UEV Yap TPESRVTEPOLS WG
) kataoTpepouévois €@’ & Emieov §) ovdev v opaieioay peyainy ovvaurw,
T0i¢ O’ €v T} NAIKIQ THS T€ dmovong mobw dYews kai Bewpiag, kal evérmideg
ovres owbnoeolar’ o 0€ TOAVS BUIAOG KAl OTPATIDTNS &V TE TY TaApPovT!
apyipiov oicewv kai mpookTHoeoth dvvaury 00ev &idwov uiobogopay vrapEew.

All alike fell in love with the enterprise. The older men thought that they
would either subdue the places against which they were to sail, or at all events,
with so large a force, meet with no disaster; those in the prime of life felt a
longing for foreign sights and spectacles, and had no doubt that they would
come safe home again; and the idea of the common people and the soldiery was
to earn wages at the moment, and make conquests that would supply a never-
ending fund of pay for the future. (trans. Crawley VI. 24. 3).

That this is not a blissful and innocent épwg (desire), the next sentence, striking like

a squall, makes clear:

wote o1a Ty dyav T@v mheovov émbvuiav, € T apa kai ui peoke, deoiwg
UN QYT EPOTOVRY KaKkdvovs doEeiev elvar Th moler novyiav Nyev.

With this enthusiasm of the majority, the few that liked it not, feared to appear
unpatriotic by holding up their hands against it, and so kept quiet. (trans.
Crawley VI. 24. 4).

Athenian citizens could have happened, and most importantly shows that an ethic of
stasis predominates in Athens; the paragraphs on Thrace are necessary because
Thucydides thinks it of utmost importance to know the nature and the resources of
the players in the History. His emphasis on the great resources of Sitalkes’ empire,
second only to the Skythians, implies that had the Athenians joined him with their
fleet, as they had planned, they could have strengthened their interests in Thrace (II.

96-101).
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Echoing Thucydides’ observation that the troublemaker is always trusted, his
gainsayer suspect (kal 0 pev yaAemaivov motos aiei, 6 &’ avrréyov adrd dmontoc
III. 82. 5), this sentence clearly indicates that an ethic of stasis has taken hold in
Athens and of course presages the disaster at Syrakuse and those of 411 and 404. In
addition, if Cornford is correct in Thucydides Mythistoricus, Thucydides is alluding

to the words Aeschylus has Klytaemestra speak on the return of the conquering army

from Troy:*

"Epwg o€ un tig apérepov euminty otpatd
mopleiv & un xpn képoeoty VIKouévovs'
O€l yap mpog 0iKovs voaTiuov owtnpiag
kauypar diavrov Oarepov kdrov maiw.

May no passion fall before upon the host

To sack what is forbidden bested by greed;
For a safe return home

they have half their race yet to run. (341-44)

One final comment on the Sicilian Expedition is required. At II. 65. 11
Thucydides attributes the disaster at Sicily mainly to stasis at Athens:
€€ Qv dALa T€ mOAAG, WG &v pueyady morer kai Gpyny Exoboy, quaptHy kai

& Sikediav wAodg, dg 00 TosobTOY YYOUNS CdudpTRRa TV APOS 0D Emfioav,
doov 01 ékméupavres ob T mIpooPopa toic oiyouévois Emyyvaokovrec,”’

F. M. Cornford, Thucydides Mythistoricus (first publ. by Edward Arnold,
Ltd., 1907; reprint, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1971), 214.

*'This statement may perplex the reader of Books VI and VII because in
relating the Sicilian expedition, nowhere does Thucydides say or show that the
leaders at home failed to send the army the necessary supplies. In fact the Athenians
prepare and send off an armament even greater than the conservative estimates of
Nikias, (compare VI. 25 with VI. 43), and in response to Nikias’ fateful letter of
414/13 requesting reinforcements, they send an armament nearly equal in size to the
tirst (VIL. 42. 1-2). What then does Thucydides mean by the words, doov oi
EXTTEUPQAVTES 0D TC TIPOOPopa ToiS oiyouévois Emiyryvaokovtes? It seems Ta
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aAAa kara tag idiag dafolag mepl TG Tob dfuov mpooTadiac Té Te Ev T
otparomédy &ufrivtepa Emoiovy kai Ta wepi THY TOAY IPDTOV €V GAANAOIG
etapaytnoav. oparévreg o€ ev Zikeriq GAAY T€ TaApaokevy) kal TOD vavTikoDd
Td AoVt popie kai kaTd THY oA Hon év otdoer dvres duws +tpia+® uty
& Qvreiyov toig TE€ TPOTEPOV VIAPY0VOL TOAERI0IS KAl ToiG Amd Zikediag
HET’ avTdv, kal Tdv Evuudywv €t toig mAéoow ageornkoot, Kipe te dorgpov
paociriéws maidl mpooyevouévw, og mapciye ypiuare Meromovvnoioig & to
YQUTIKOV, Kal 00 TIPOTEpoY Evédooay 1) avTol &v ogior kata tag idiag diagopag
TEPLTEOOVTES ETPAANOQY.

This [committing the conduct of state affairs to the whims of the multitude], as
might have been expected in a great and sovereign state, produced a host of
blunders, and amongst them the Sicilian expedition, though this failed not so

wpdogopa cannot refer to supplies as Arnold argues, "the words ob T mpécpopa
10i5 oixouévoig émvyryvarokovres signify not voting afterwards the needful supplies
to their absent armament," but must mean suitable or fitting. Arnold,
OOYKYAIAHZ: The History of The Peloponnesian War by Thucydides (London:
Whittaker and Co., 1882), 276. In fact the next part of the sentence supports this
contention:

GAAQ kaTd TOG 10iag daforag mepl Tijg TOY ONUOV APooTAdias Té T€ &v T@
otparTonédy GufAitepa €moiovy kai TQ TEPL THY TOAWY APOTOV €v AAATLOIG
etapaybnoav.

For a similar use of mpoogopa meaning suitable or fitting, compare VII. 62.
2: kai yap to&otau moAroi kal Grovriotal EmpRoovtal kal dxAog, @ vavuayiayv
UEV TT0100p€evoL Ev TEAQyel ok v expduela o To fAarTEw GV TO THS EMIOTAUNG
i} BapdTyTL TOY VEQV, €v O€ Th) EvOGdE Tvaykaouévy amo TV vedv mebopayiq
apoopopa Eotau (compare also, I. 125. 2. 3 and II. 46. 1. 2). For a similar
interpretation of mpoéogopa, see: Poppo/Stahl, Thucydidis de Bello Peloponnesiaco
Libri Octo (Leipzig: 1889; reprint, New York and London: Garland Publishing,
INC., 1987), 147.

I cannot resist noticing that Nikias’ reliance on numbers, instead of on skill,
by which Athens’ navy surpasses all others, dooms the upcoming naumachia.

®Whether Thucydides is referring to the events of Sicily or those of 411
depends upon the phrase 7oy &v oraoe ovres duwg +pic+ . Classen/Steup and
Gomme think the former and posit an oxt@. J. Classen and J. Steup, Thukydides
(Berlin: Wiedmann, 1892-1922), 177-78. A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary
on Thucydides, 5 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1945-1981), 196-97. Thucydides’
description of the politics at Athens in terms of stasis and its ethics lends support to

this view.
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much through a miscalculation of the power of those against whom it was sent,
as through a fault in the senders in not taking the best measures afterwards to
assist those who had gone out, but choosing rather to occupy themselves with
private cabals for the leadership of the commons, by which they not only
paralysed operations in the field, but also first introduced civil discord at home.
Yet after losing most of their fleet besides other forces in Sicily and with
faction already dominant in the city, they could still for three years make head
against their original adversaries, joined not only by the Sicilians, but also by
their own allies nearly all in revolt, and at last by the king’s son, Cyrus, who
furnished the tunds for the Peloponnesian navy. Nor did they finally succumb
till they fell the victims of their own intestine disorders. (trans. Crawley II. 65.

7. 1 and 65. 10-12)
It is a striving for control of the demos (i.e., stasis) that Thucydides holds
responsible for the disaster in Sicily. This striving can refer to at least two events:
the recall of Alkibiades by his political enemies (VI. 28-29) and Athens’ failure to
accept the request to be relieved of command made by Nikias, the reluctant and
physically ill leader of the expedition (414/13; VII. 10-17).%

Although we do not have Thucydides’ account of the last seven years of the

war, which include the disaster of Aegospotami and Athens’ subsequent capitulation

»L. Pearson thinks that the narrative of the Sicilian Expedition "is not written
in such a way as to bear out his [Thucydides’] remark in 2.65 that the Athenians
failed to support the expedition adequately after starting it on its course. When the
Athenians recall Alcibiades they are not represented as withdrawing support from
the expedition and the failure of Nicias to act decisively is not blamed on the
political atmosphere in Athens." L. Pearson, "Thucydides as Reporter and Critic,"
Transactions of the American Philological Association 78 (1947): 50-51. Pearson
fails to appreciate the significance of these two events, both of which indicate that
stasis has taken hold in Athens and show Athens’ poor decision-making and both of
which are a result of the political atmosphere in Athens. For more extreme
corroboration of my view, see W. E. Thompson, "Thucydides 2.65.11," Historia
20 (1971): 141-54. For a middle-of-the-road interpretation, see H. D. Westlake,
"Thucydides 2. 65. 11," Classical Quarterly 52 (1958): 102-10.



143

to Sparta, we do have his account of the events surrounding the stasis of 411,%
which strongly marks the predominance of an ethic of stasis at Athens.

The events leading up to the stasis of 411 begin in this same year when
Alkibiades, with the aim of being recalled by the Athenians, begins to advise
Tissaphernes that the Athenians would be better allies than the Spartans (VIIIL. 46
and 47). Alkibiades sends word to the Athenians at Samos that if there were an
oligarchy at Athens, he would be able to procure for them the help of Tissaphernes,
Darios’ satrap.

All those in power at Samos except Phrynichos accept Alkibiades’ proposals
and prepare to send an embassy led by Peisandros to persuade Athens (VIII. 48-49).
By representing Tissaphernes as Athens’ only hope of safety, Peisandros obtains the
acquiescence of the Athenian demos, and the democracy is abolished (VIII. 54 and
63).

The public cry of the oligarchs is that only persons serving in the war are to
receive pay and that only five thousand able in person and in purse are to serve in
the government. In reality only the heads of the revolution actually serve (VIII. 66.
1). Because of its language and its depiction of Athens’ condition at this critical
moment, it is worth quoting Chapter 66 in full:

fv 8¢ TodTo chmpemec mpog Tovg mAciovg, émel EEewv ye Tiy molwy oimep kai

uebioraoav Euerdrov. dfuog uévror duws €t kai fovin 1 amo ToH Kvéuov
Evvedéyero” €BovAevov O€ ooty 0Ti un toig Evveatwot dokoin, aAAd kai oi

*For a discussion of other possible accounts concerning these events, see
Gomme, Andrewes, and Dover, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, vol. 5,
184-256.
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Aéyovreg & TodTwv foav Kal Ta pnbnodueva mpotepov avroic mpoidokento.
avréreyé Te 0Vdeig €T TOV GAAWY, O€0IDS Kal OpdY TOAD TO EVveoTnkds €l O€
TIG Kal QVTEinol, €bvg €k Tpomov Tivog EmiTndeiov ETeviker, Kai TV
dpacavrwy oite {HTnoic odt’ €l vonTevowto dikaiwoig Eyiyvero, GAL’
novyiav €ixev o Ofuog kal KATATANEWY TOIADTNY HOTE KEPOOS & UT TEOYWY TI
Biauov, €l kai orydn, evouulev. kai to Eyveornrog mord mAéov fyoiuevor eivau
7] 000V ETVyyavey Oy OOQYTO TaIS Yvduails, kal €Eeypelv aito ddtvaror dvreg
o To péyebog TS morews kai dlx Tipy GAARAwY ayvodiav odk dyov [abrol
eSevpeiv]. kata O€ TadTo TovTo Kal mpoooropipaobai tivi &yavaktioavie,
bote quivacbau Emiovieboavra, ddvvarov ' ) yap ayvota av gipev @
pEL ) yvopuyuov amiotov. AAARA0IG Yap QTAVTES DTOTTWS TPOGHOCAY 01 TOD
OOV, OGS UETELOVTA TIVQ TOV YIYyVOUEVWY. €Vijoay yap kol obg odk v moté
11§ Qeto & OAyapyiav tpaméofar’ kal To &miotov obror uéyioTov mPoOS Tovg
TOAAOVS €moinoay kal TACoTa €6 THY TAV OAlywv Goparaay dérnoay,
BéBauiov thHY amioTiav T@ ONUY TPOS EQUTOV KATACTHOQAVTES.

But this was a mere catchword for the multitude, as the authors of the
revolution were really to govern. However, the assembly and the council of the
bean still met notwithstanding, although they discussed nothing that was not
approved of by the conspirators, who both supplied the speakers and reviewed
in advance what they were to say. Fear, and the sight of the numbers of the
conspirators, closed the mouths of the rest; and if anyone ventured to rise in
opposition, he was presently put to death in some convenient way, and there
was neither search for the murderers nor justice to be had against them if
suspected; but the people remained motionless, being so thoroughly cowed that
men thought themselves lucky to escape violence, even when they held their
tongues. An exaggerated belief in the numbers of the conspirators also
demoralized the people, rendered helpless by the magnitude of the city, and by
their want of intelligence with each other, and being without means of finding
out what those numbers really were. For the same reason it was impossible for
anyone to open his grief to a neighbour and to concert measures to defend
himself, as he would have had to speak either to one whom he did not know,
or whom he knew but did not trust. Indeed all the popular party approached
each other with suspicion, each thinking his neighbour concerned in what was
going on, the conspirators having in their ranks persons whom no one could
ever have believed capable of joining an oligarchy; and these it was who made
the many so suspicious, and so helped to procure impunity for the few, by
confirming the commons in their mistrust of one another. (trans. Crawley)

In this paragraph echoes of III. 82-84 abound. At III. 82. 8. 12 piety

disappears and fair-seeming words prevail: dore edocfeiq uev ovdérepor évouilov,
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evmpemeiq 0 Aoyov oig Evufain émipbovas T dianpaEachar Guewov fikovov. Here
the oligarchs make oligarchy edmpenns by asserting that the Five Thousand will
share in the government. Surpassing the suspicion of III. 82. 5 (kai 0 uev
Xareraivwv miotog aiei, 0 0’ avridéywy avtd dmomrtog), here murder and fear of
death do away with any opposition. The disappearance of justice that Thucydides
notes at III. 82. 8. 9 and III. 84. 3 manifests itself here in the wanton impunity of
murderers. Because not suffering prevails over trust (kpeiooovg o€ ovres dmavres
Aoyiou® € to avéimotov Tod Befaiov un mabeiv uaAiov Tpovokomovy fj mioTedoal
eovvavro), Thucydides says that the stasis-plagued city becomes a battlefield of
distrust: 7o 0¢ avuterayfoar GArNrois T yvouy amiotws i moid dmveykey (111.
83. 1-2). Here also not suffering is gain; distrust, survival. Chapter 66 clearly marks
the blossoming of civil strife and its ethics at Athens.

Ironically Samos, the birthplace of the oligarchy, becomes the base for the
democrats violently opposed to the government at home. When some three hundred
Samians, whom Peisandros won over to oligarchy, decide to put down the
democracy at Samos, Leon and Diomedon, Phrynichos’ replacements and unwilling
supporters of the oligarchy, along with Thrasyboulos, Thrasyllos, and the Athenian
soldiery, come to the people’s aid, put down the coup, and establish Samos as their
democratic base (VIII. 73). Echoing III. 82 . 8 (wavrwy &’ avtav aitiov apxn 1 o
wheoveEiay kai gihotiuiav, &k 0’ abTdV Kai € TO GLAOVIKEIY KaOIOTOUEVOY TO
npobvuov), Thucydides writes:

€ purhovikiav te kabéotaoav Tov ypovov TodTov oi uEv THY moAv
avaykalovres onquoxpareiobai, oi 0€ 0 oTpatomedov oAryapyeiobai.
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The struggle now was between the army trying to force a democracy upon the
city, and the Four Hundred an oligarchy upon the camp. (trans. Crawley VIII.
76. 1)

Stasis’ stormy sea separates the two factions of Athens.

The Athenians at Samos recall Alkibiades and elect him general (VIII. 81-82).
Subsequently Alkibiades with difficulty overcomes the prevailing sentiment of the
camp and prevents its sailing against the Peiracus. To the envoys from Athens who
had come to Samos to explain the situation at Athens and to allay concerns,
Alkibiades proposes that the Four Hundred be deposed and that the Five Thousand
rule along with Kleisthenes’ Council of Five Hundred (VIII. 86).

At Athens moderate oligarchs like Theramenes and Aristokrates welcome
Alkibiades’ proposals, their real reasons, as Thucydides writes, being their distrust

of the stability of the oligarchy and their desire to be the sole leaders of the

commons:

NV O¢ TobT0 uey oxfua moriTikov T Aoyov avtoig, kat’ idiag ¢ gikotipiac
0i TOALOL QVTAV TQ TO100TQ TPOOEKEVTO, &V Qmep kAl uariora OAryapyia &
onuokpatiac yevouévny amoriviar’ mavres yap avbnuepov abiobow ody dmwg
1001, GALE kal oMY IPDTOS AbTOC EKQOTOS €lvar” &k OF dnuokpatiag
aipéoews yryvouévng p@ov ta amofaivovia wg ovk amo TV ouoiwy
EAaOOOVUEVOS TIG Péper.

But this was merely their political cry, most of them being driven by private
ambition into the line of conduct so surely fatal to oligarchies that arise out of
democracies. For all at once pretend to be not only equals but each the chief
and master of his fellows; however under a democracy a disappointed candidate
accepts his defeat more easily, because he has not the humiliation of being

beaten by his equals. (trans. Crawley VIII. 89. 3)
In addition to these fair-seeming words that reign in stasis, the metaphor of the

contest that Thucydides uses in III. 82 surfaces again here:
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nywvilero odv €l Ekaoros abros mpdTOS IPOOTATHS TOD IOV Yevéahau.

and it was now a race between them as to which should first become the leader
of the commons. (trans. Crawley VIII. 89. 4. 4)

As a result of this contention, the oligarchs split into two camps: moderates like
Theramenes and Aristokrates who wish the Five Thousand to rule, and extremists
like Phrynichos, Aristarchos, Peisandros, and Antiphon, who are most opposed to
democracy.

The extremists work posthaste on building a wall in Eetionia, a mole of
Peiracus. Theramenes rightly avers that the purpose of the wall is not to prevent the
democrats at Samos from storming the Peiraeus but to welcome the fleet and army
of the enemy (VIIIL. 90-91). The mindset of the extremists is that they want
oligarchy and empire above all. Their second preference is independence with ships
and walls, and finally rather than see democracy restored and their lives forfeited,
they would invite in the enemy, make peace, and give up the walls and ships (VIII.
91. 3).

As the building of the wall continues, 42 Peloponnesian ships sailing for
Euboea anchor at Epidauros and overrun Aegina (VIII. 91 and 92). Theramenes and
Aristokrates realize that unless they act the extremists will invite the enemy in. And
so after many seditious words and suspicions (TeAA®Y kai otaoiwTIKOY Adywy Kai
Dmoyidv mpooyevouévor), Aristokrates, a taxiarch, along with the hoplites who were
building the wall in Eetionia, arrests the general Alexikles, an extreme oligarch.
Moving inside the mind of the two parties, Thucydides paints a picture of confusion:

v 0t Bopvfog modds kal ETANKTIKOS 0 TE Yap &v T dotea Hon Hovro tév Te
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Heapaia karadingbar kai tov Svvalnuuévov tedvavau, oi te év 1@ Mepaiei
TOVS €K TOD QOTEWS 000V 0Vnw €Ml Opag mapeival.

All was now panic and confusion. Those in the city imagined that Piracus was
already taken and the prisoner put to death, while those in Piraeus expected

every moment to be attacked by the party in the city. (trans. Crawley VIII. 92.
7)

Only by the intervention of the older men and by Thucydides, a Pharsalian
proxenos, throwing himself between the two and reminding them of the enemy’s
presence, are the rival factions kept from engaging one another (VIII. 92. 8).

The city quiets and readies itself for protecting Euboea from the
Peloponnesians. But the Peloponnesians easily defeat the hastily embarked and
poorly prepared Athenians ships and effect Euboea’s revolt (VIII. 95). Thucydides
writes that if the Spartans had followed up this victory by sailing against the
Peiraeus, they could easily have increased dissension in Athens and taken control of
the whole of Athens’ empire. True to their slow and undaring character, however,
the Spartans prove themselves the most convenient of foes (VIII. 96. 4-5). This first
instance of clear stasis at Athens nearly undoes her, and indeed should have, had the
Spartan character been less conservative.

Athens’ sobering defeat gives the advantage to the moderate oligarchs. The
Athenians depose the 400 and hand over control of the city to the Five Thousand,
the government that Thucydides praises as the best of his time for its moderate

combination of the concerns of the few and the many.’! The Athenians also vote to

Mgai oty Hkiota 0 ToV TPATOV YpdvoV Emi ye éuod * Afnvaior gaivovrau €b
morirevoavres (for the first time in my lifetime the Athenians were especially well
governed (VIII. 97. 2). This statement of Thucydides has been the focus of much



149

recall Alkibiades (VIII. 97). Of the extremists, Peisandros and Alexikles withdraw
to Dekeleia. Aristarchos makes good his escape by going to Oenoe, an Athenian fort
besieged by the Boeotians, and by tricking the Athenians into surrendering the fort
to the Boeotians (VIII. 98). So ends stasis at Athens.

Stasis’ prominence in the Archaeologia, its affliction of individual cities, its
prominence in the Sicilian Expedition, its presence in Sparta, its near destruction of
the Peloponnesian League and with it Sparta’s preeminence in Hellas, and its
affliction of Athens show how much a part of the war stasis and its ethics are. In
fact, I believe, stasis and its ethics are so much a part of the war that Thucydides

himself saw the fighting between the Peloponnesians and the Athenians as a type of

debate, primarily because scholars think it at odds with Thucydides’ admiration of
democratic Athens under the tutelage of Perikles. Attempts to reconcile Thucydides’
favorable treatment of Perikles and of Periklean Athens with his statement here
usually result in taking a very narrow interpretation of the latter. The narrow
interpretation makes a distinction between the form of government and the quality of
rule: € moAlirevoavres refers not to Athens’ constitution but to the manner by which
they governed. It translates Tov apdtov ypovov as "the initial period [of this rule],"
and it lessens the force of oby #ixiora by translating it "at least." For an example of
this interpretation, see Gomme, Andrewes, and Dover, A Historical Commentary on
Thucydides, vol. 5, 331-39). Against this view Connor argues that the statement
here is part of a major development of attitude in the work: Thucydides’ estimation
of democracy changed as he wrote the History (Thucydides, 228 n. 34).

I suggest that there need not be any tension to resolve or to explain.
Nowhere does Thucydides praise democratic Athens. The closest he comes to
praising democracy at all is when he says that in a democracy a candidate accepts
defeat more easily because he is not beaten by his equals (VIII. 89. 3). In most
other instances he criticizes the fickleness of the demos. I do not mean to argue that
Thucydides is an oligarch; he is equally critical of oligarchy (VIII. 89). What I wish
to argue is that praise of Perikles is praise of the man’s ability and no more (see
note 4). Thucydides’ praise of Perikles is not at all incompatible with his praise of
the moderation that resulted from The Five Thousand’s successful fusion of the
needs of the few and the many. As I argue below, it is moderation or eivouia that
Thucydides admires most, not any specific form of government.
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stasis, with Greek killing Greek. Certainly Thucydides does not equate the two for
in his litany of disasters at I. 23. 2. 4, he distinguishes between those caused by war

and those caused by stasis:

obte pvyai Tooaide avipodmwy Kai $ovog, o uty Kkat’ avTov Tov Toreuov, o O
ol o oraoitaew.

never was there so much banishing and blood-shedding, now on the field of
battle, now in the strife of action. (trans. Crawley)

But just as his interpretation and understanding of the phenomenon of stasis are
similar to his interpretation and understanding of the events considered above so
does stasis and his reflections on it form part of the basis for his interpretation and
understanding of the war fought by the Peloponnesians and Athenians.
THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR

It has already been argued that Thucydides conceives of the Sicilian War as a
type of stasis. Sicily is depicted as a polis and any alliance with Athens is viewed as
stasis within this polis. Thucydides makes this point most strongly in his catalogue
of allies before the Battle in the Great Harbor (VII. 57-58). It has also been
contended that Thucydides portrays the near dissolution of the Peloponnesian League
in terms of stasis and its ethics, with various members struggling for ascendancy.
Finally, Thucydides devotes much of Book VIII to the stasis that embroils Athens in
411.

Turning our attention to the fighting between the Peloponnesians and the
Athenians, I likewise contend that like the strategy of the Athenians in the Sicilian

War, the strategy of the Spartans and of the Athenians in the Peloponnesian War is
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one of stasis. This strategy works on two levels: on the level of the individual city-

state and on the level of the League or Empire.

and

For example, at Akanthos stasis erupts over admitting Brasidas into the city:

0i 0t qepi Tob déxeobar aiTov kat’ GAANAOVS Eotaoialov, oi T€ perd TV
Xarkioéwv Evvemdyovres kai 0 Ofuogs.

The inhabitants were divided into two parties on the question of receiving him,
those who had joined the Chalcidians in inviting him, and the popular party.
(trans. Crawley IV. 84. 2)

ol 0¢ ' Akavbiot, ToALav Aexbévtwv mpotepov éx’ aupotepa, kpipa
olaymeioauevor, o1 Te 10 Exaywya €imeiv Tov Bpaoidav kai mepi 10d kapmod
Pofo Eyvooay oi mhciovs agiorachar W Abpvaiov

The Acanthians, after much had been said on both sides of the question, gave
their votes in secret, and the majority, influenced by the seductive arguments of
Brasidas and by fear for their fruit, decided to revolt from Athens. (trans.

Crawley IV. 88. 1)

Likewise stasis erupts at Mende. Brasidas effects the revolt of Mende and

receives her even though the revolt occurred after the armistice between Athens and

Sparta. Later with the help of the democratic faction, Athens regains Mende:

and

"Ev tovTe d¢ Mévon agiorarar avtav, norig év i llaArnvy, 'Eperpiov
arowia. kai avrovs €déEarto o Bpaoidag

Meanwhile Mende revolted, a town in Pallene and a colony of the
Eretrians, and Brasidas received them. (IV. 123. 1)

Kai Tvog avtd TV amo 10D ONUOV AVTELTTOVTOS KATQ TO OTQOIWTIKOV OTL 0VK
Ené&eiow ovOE Oéoito moAeuelv, kal ds QvTEiTey EmOonaobévros Te Th yepi v’
adtod kai Gopvfnbévrog, o dfjuog €vBg vaiafov T dTAQ TEPLOPYNS ExDpEL
éni te Mlehomovnoiovs kai tovg TQ Evavtia ogior petr’ avtdv apatavreg

At this moment one of the popluar party answered him factiously that they
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would not go out and did not want a war, and for thus answering was dragged
by the arm and knocked about by Polydamidas. Hereupon the infuriated
commons at once seized their arms and rushed at the Peloponnesians and at
their allies of the opposite faction. (trans. Crawley IV. 130. 4)

In the above instances, oraoig and amooraoig are inextricably entwined. In
fact, oraoig is the direct result of @méoraoig. Furthermore, as I state at the
beginning of this chapter, in any revolt there is some pro-Spartan or pro-Athenian
faction that disagrees with the dominant party’s resolution. Thus when revolt is
decided upon, stasis either breaks out or is latent, that is, the one necessarily implies
the other.*

On the level of the city-state, therefore, the Spartans and the Athenians carry
on a factional war in conjuction with those within the city who are favorable to
them. As the History proceeds, the war is reduced to the Athenians struggling to
maintain the unity of her Empire and the Spartans inciting revolt--a struggle fought
by Athens and the factions favorable to her against Sparta and those favorable to
her.

The Korinthians verbalize this strategy of stasis when they list their reasons for
expecting success in the war:

VAP YOVOL O€ KOl GAAau 000l TOD ToAéuov Nuiv, Evpuudywy T€ AnéoTaoig,

*This observation may seem to run counter to Thucydides’ statement at II. 8.
5: obtwg <&v> dpyi ciyov oi whciovs Tods T Abyvaiovs, oi uev tig dpxig
amolvOnvar BovAouevor, oi e un apyboot pofovuevor (thus the majority held
Athens in anger, some desiring to be free from her empire, others fearing lest they
be conquered). But it must be stressed that Thucydides is painting with broad
brushstrokes and that this stroke does not deny the existence of pro-Athenian
sentiment in Hellas as Thucydides narrative makes clear and as do his words at III.

82.1.5.
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UGAOTA TTOPAIPETIS 0DOC TOV TPOGHdWY g ioybovol . . .

We have also other ways kof carrying on the war, such as revolt of their allies,

the surest method of depriving them of their revenues, which are the source of

their strength . . . (trans Crawley 1. 122. 1)

To effect the revolt of Athens’ allies, the Spartans make ample use of the reputation
won in the Persian War for being the liberators of Greece.*

Brasidas is the Spartan most effective in persuading Athens’ allies to revolt.
Many of the cities of Thrace accept Brasidas’ clever argument that they revolt from
Athens and join the Spartans in liberating Hellas, or since he understands their
refusal as benefitting the enemy, be compelled to by force.

Throughout the war, Sparta pursues this strategy of inducing revolt. Athens
pursues the same strategy but is not as successful--in part because she is hampered
by continually having to retake her own seceding subjects. Of course for Athens this
strategy is overtly one of subjugating new cities,* whereas for Sparta the
subjugation is hidden by the profession that she is liberating Hellas.

For Athens this strategy runs counter to Perikles’ advice. In his first speech,
Perikles advises that the Athenians protect their empire and make no new conquests
(I. 144. 1). In the same speech, although he does not expressly use the word stasis,

by saying that the individual members of the Peloponnesian League will each seek

their own and personal ends, Perikles prophesies stasis for the League,

Bef. 1. 69. 1; 11. 8. 4; III. 32. 2; and IV. 85. 1.

*Witness for example Demosthenes conspiring with Boeotian democrats to
betray their cities to Athens (IV. 76-77; 89-101).
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TOAEuUEiv O€ ui) IPOg ouoiav QVTITAPATKEVY Qddvarol, dtav unte
Povievtnpip evi ypouevor mapaypiua ti 05éws EmteAdOl wavres Te iodympor
OvTes kai oby oudpvior To &P’ EquTov EaoTog OTEDDY €& DV Purel unoey
emiterég yiyveabau

but they are incapacitated from carrying on a war against a power different in
character from their own, by the want of the single council-chamber requisite
to prompt and vigorous action, and the substitution of a diet composed of
various races, in which every state possesses an equal vote, and each presses
for its own ends, a condition of things which generally results in no action at

all (trans Crawley 1. 141. 6),
and as we saw above it does almost divide them. Although Perikles predicts stasis,
as part of his war strategy he does not advise inciting revolt. Not until after his
death in 429, do the Athenians adopt the strategy that the Peloponnesians have had

since the war’s inception. Inciting revolt then becomes one of the main strategies of

both combatants.
Both also share an altered system of values. A major component of stasis is
striving for individual gain and glory instead of working for the good of the city. In

stasis personal striving destroys the state:

0l yap €v taic mOLEGL IPOOTAVTEG UETA OVOUQTOS EKATEPOL EVTPETODS,
TANOoVS TE loovouias moMTIKNG KAl APIOTOKPATIAS OOPPOVOS TPOTIUNoEL, TQ
Uy kowa Aoy Oepamebovres abAa Emowodvro, mavti 0¢ Tpdme dywvilouevor
GAAGA @Y mepryiyveohau Exorunoay te Ta davétara éneEpoav te tag
Tiwpiag ér ueilovg, ob uéxpt Tov dicaiov kal Ti) ToAer Evugopov npotifévreg,
&g 0€ 10 Eéxarépoig mov aei Nooviy Exov opitovies, kai 7 uera Yigov &dikov
KQTayvdoens 7 yeipi KTOrEvoL To Kpatelv éroiuor noav v avtika ¢ilovikiay
€T TA GV,

For in the cities, the leaders, each with his own fine slogan, the people’s
political equality or the prudent aristocracy, looking after the state in word, set
up contests, and vying in every way to surpass one another, dared the most
dreadful deeds, went after ever greater vengeances, not setting their endpoint at
a place just and beneficial to the city but making their boundary that which
always gives pleasure to each, and acquiring power either with an unjust vote’s
condemnation or by force, they were prepared to sate their immediate desire
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for victory. (III. 82. 8)

In his speech after the second invasion of the Peloponnesians, Perikles himself
stresses the importance of the state over the individual:

KaADG uev yap ¢epouevos avip 1o kal éavrov dapbepouévnc tig matpidog

000ty Nooov Evvamériivtal, kakotvydv O€ &v ebTvy ooy mOAAY paiiov

oao@lerau.

A man may be personally ever so well off, and yet if his country be ruined he

must be ruined with it; whereas a flourishing commonwealth always affords

chances of salvation to unfortunate individuals. (trans. Crawley II. 60. 3)

In the stasis excursus, Thucydides’ point, however, is that personal greed can
destroy the state.

Although Athens’ purpose for fighting the war, at least as verbalized by
Perikles and tacitly agreed to by the Athenians (I. 140), is initially to avoid
subjugation to Sparta, after Perikles’ death, in addition to fighting the war with the
Peloponnesians, Athens seeks to expand her empire. This purely personal (idi¢) aim
is indicative of the ethics that take over in a time of stasis.

Sparta also seems to begin the war for a public and noble reason: the liberation
of Hellas from Athens’ yoke. Brasidas’ actions in Thrace, however, give the lie to
this noble cry and show that Sparta’s aim is the same and as personal as Athens’,
that is, the domination of Hellas. And Thucydides writes as much at VIII. 2. 4:

mavrayobev te evéLTIdEG dvTeg anpoPaciotws anreobar dievoodvto Tob

TOAEUOV, Aoyilouevol kKaADS TEAEVTHOQYTOS abTOV KivOUvaY T€ TOLOVTWY

QanALaxOar &v to Aowwov olog kal 0 amd tav T Abpvaiov mepiéoty &v abroic,

€l 10 Zikedikov mpooérafov, kal kaberovtes éxeivovs abtoi THS mTAoNS

‘EAAGdog 7o aopardg npynoeobai.

With these reasons for confidence in every quarter, the Lacedaemonians now
resolved to throw themselves without reserve into the war, considering that,
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once it was happily terminated, they would be finally delivered from such
dangers as that which would have threatened them from Athens, if she had
become mistress of Sicily, and that the overthrow of the Athenians would leave
them in quiet enjoyment of the supremacy over all Hellas. (trans. Crawley)

This dichotomy (idieg v. dnuodoiog) is a major theme of the History, and, as in the
stasis excursus, serves to differentiate actions which are beneficial from those that
are destructive to the state.®

As does stasis so does war remove justice from the opponents’ actions and
interactions. For example, Athens allies with Kerkyra out of expediency. She kills
ambassadors for revenge. She nearly kills all the male population of Mytilene and
does do so at Skione and Melos. On her side, Sparta executes all sailors captured at
sea, whether they be neutral or not. Out of expediency she levels Plataeca and
executes the remaining besieged.

In addition to the disappearance of justice is the disappearance of piety and
nobility (edoefeia and yevvaiotng). In all cases but one peace overtures are rejected
by the party with the upper hand. Thucydides attributes to her greed Athens’ refusal
to make peace after Pylos: [" Afnpvaiot] Tod d¢ mAéovog dpéyovro and oi o€

[" Abnpvaio] pealovav te wpéyovro (IV. 21. 2; IV. 41. 4). When Athens and Sparta

do make peace (i.e., the Peace of Nikias), it is because the war has so weakened

% An implication suggested by this dichotomy, but nowhere manifestly made
by Thucydides, is that the personal strivings of Athens and Sparta are publicly
harmful to the state of Hellas. That such a pan-Hellenic view would have come clear
had Thucydides finished his History is uncertain. It is certain, however, that such a
view would not have sounded strange in the ears of the Greeks of this period, for in
408 at Olympia Gorgias fulminates against the Greeks currying Persia’s favor and
bids them rather to unite against her. J. B. Bury and R. Meiggs, A History of
Greece, 4th ed. (New York: St Martin’s Press, 1975), 314.
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them that they require time to recover (V. 14). But even this armistice Thucydides

considers only seeming (V. 26. 2).

Thucydides’ assertion at III. 82. 7 best describes the interval of nearly seven

years:

T4 T€ QO TOV EvavTiov KaADS Aeydueva evedéyovro Epywv PuAaki), €l
apovyoLEY, Kal ob yevvaidTyTi. avritipwpnoacbai té Tiva mepi wieiovos v )
abtov un mporabelv. kai dpkot € wov dpa yévowvro Evwwaiiayng, €v 19 avtika
TIPOG TO QTOPOY EKATEPQ 0100eEVoL To VOV 0VK EXOVTWY adAAobev divau’

The opposition’s noble overtures were received by the stronger party with a
guard against his actions not with nobility. It was worth more to avenge
someone in turn than never to have suffered. If oaths of reconciliation ever

came about, being given to each other in the immediacy of the moment on
account of an impasse, they remained strong while neither side had power from

elsewhere.

Neither side gives back what they agreed. Both carry on the war abroad and violate
the treaty in the Epidaurian and Mantinean wars as well as in other instances (V. 26.
2). In addition I think the sentiment in the quote above is the motivation behind
Thucydides’ quoting verbatim the three sets of treaties and alliances made during the
Peace of Nikias.

That the treaty and alliance of Athens and Sparta is made out of necessity and
that the terms are never totally honored have already been made clear. The treaty
and alliance of 420 made by the Athenians, Argives, Mantineans, and Eleans is even
more short-lived. In 419/18, hemmed in by the Peloponnesians, in violation of the
treaty and alliance of 420 with the Athenians, the Mantineans, and the Eleans, the
Argives make a treaty with Sparta (V. 59-60). Later Alkibiades persuades the

Argives, in violation of their treaty with Sparta, to join in an expedition against
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Orchomenos (V. 61. 2).

Having successfully besieged Orchomenos, the allies are divided again when
the Eleans depart, angered because the Athenians and Argives supported the
Mantineans’ wish to attack Tegea instead of their desire to march against Lepreon
(V. 62). After their defeat at the battle of Mantinea, the Argives violate their treaty
and alliance with the Athenians, the Mantineans, and the Eleans and make a treaty
and alliance with Sparta (V. 76-79). Not much later the Mantineans follow Argos’
lead (V. 81). The next summer the people of Argos rise up against the oligarchs and
again court an alliance with Athens (V. 82). The ensuing summer Alkibiades sails to
Argos and rids her of 300 suspected Spartan sympathizers (V. 84).

Rather than reverence for one’s word the majority of Book V shows deception
and intrigue ruling the actors’ actions. In war as in stasis the sanctity of the word
enjoys no worshipers. Individual states struggle for personal gain and glory to the
detriment of any common action.® In this respect Book VIII is similar to Book V.

In Markellinos’ collection of three introductions to Thucydides,’” Book VIII is

3$Because of the inclusion of the treaties and the compressed narrative, some
scholars have argued that Book V is unfinished. See, for example, V. Hunter, "The
Composition of Thucydides’ History: A New Answer to the Problem," Historia 26
(1977): 270. But as I argue below the makeup of Book V, as well as Book VIII, is,
I think, in part attributable to the nature of the war during both periods.

3"Markellinos is a Thucydidean biographer probably of the Sth century A.D.
who combined three introductions to Thucydides. The first is probably from Proclus’
Chrestomathia, the second may be the work of Caecilius, Dionysius of
Halikarnassos’ contemporary, and the third is part of Zosimus’ introduction to the
scholia on Isokrates, Demosthenes, and Thucydides. The Oxford Classical
Dictionary, ed. N.G.L. Hammond and H.H. Scullard, 2d ed. (Oxford: Oxferd
University Press, 1970), 646.
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criticized for being unadorned and incomplete:

Aéyovor 0€ Tiveg vobeveabau Ty bydomy iotopiav’ ob yap eivan Oovikvdidov,
QAL ol pév paor TG Gvyarpos adrod elvai, oi O¢ Xevopdvros. mpoc odc
Aéyouev Ot1 TiG pev Buyatpog wg ovk €oti dfAov’ ob yap yvvaikeiag fy
pvocws ToravTny apetiy te kai Téxvny pipnoachal’ Emeata, € ToiadTy TIS Y,
ovK Qv €omovdace Aabeiv, ovd’ av THY 0yoonY Eypaye uovov, dALX kai dAla
TOAAQ KQTEALTTEY Vv, TV oikeiav éxpaivovoa ¢ioty. dTL O€ 000€ XevopdvTtioc
€oTv, 0 yapaktyp uovov ovyi fo@’ moAd yap to uécov ioyvod yapaxtipos kai
vymAiod. ob upy ovde Ocomoumov, kaba tves nEiwoav. Tiol ¢, kai uaArov toic
xapieotépoic, Govkvdidov uev civar dokel, EArwg & dkaiidmiotog, o
EKTOTTOV YEYpouuevn, ki moAADY TANPNS €v KePparaio mpayudrwy
kaiiomiodvar kai Aafely éctaow ovvauévav. evlev kai Aéyouev dg
aobevéorepov méPpaotau oriyov, KabdTi AppwoTOY VTRV Paiverau
owtebeikg. QoBevoivrog 0€ ovuatos Bpayt Ti kai 0 AoYIOH0G QTOVOTEPOS
€var QLAEl” wIKpod yap ovuTaoyovow GAAA0IC & TE Aoyiouds kal T odua.

Some say that the eighth book is spurious because it was not written by
Thucydides: some hold that it is his daughter’s work; others that it is
Xenophon’s. To them we reply that it is clearly not his daughter’s, for it is not
in a woman’s nature to mimic such virtue and skill. Second, if there were a
woman of such a nature, she would not wish to remain unknown, and she
would not have written only the eighth book, but also would have left behind
many other works, thereby making clear that such a nature is her own. That it
is not Xenophon'’s, the style alone shouts, for the middle style combines the
plain and the lofty. Nor is it Theopompos’ as some claim. The more acceptable
critics are those who think the book Thucydides’ but unadorned and unrevised,
full of events able to be adorned and expatiated. Hence I say that it has been
composed less forcefully because while sick he composed it. The mind of an
invalid tends to be sluggish and less forceful; for mind and body are of little

concern to those suffering.
Most modern critics share this author’s viewpoint.*® The similarity between Book
VIII and Book V, with strict narratives, lacking speeches but containing verbatim
documents and accounting for the majority of V and all of VIII, I think is in part

attributable to the nature of the war during both periods. Since the stasis filled action

38" Almost all the scholars who have approached Book VIII of Thucydides
have agreed that it is unfinished." H. R. Rawlings, The Structure of Thucydides’
History, 176.
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of Book V has already been discussed, I focus my attention on Book VIII.

The action of Book VIII includes an area stretching from mainland Greece to
the Hellespont, to Ionia, to Rhodes, and to Aspendos. Stasis and revolt account for
most of the action. The cities of Chios (.14), Klazomenae (.14), Miletos (.17),
Lebedos (.19), Erae (.19), Samos (.21; 63. 3; 73; 75. 2-3), Methymna (.22),
Mytilene (.22), Eresos (.23), Rhodes (.44), Oropos (.60), Abydos (.62),
Pharnabazos (.62), Lampsakos (.62), and Thasos (.64) all revolt as does the island
of Euboea (.95). The war that is being fought in Book VIII is a fragmented an'd
factional one in which the Peloponnesians induce revolt by conspiring with that
faction favorable to them and the Athenians attempt to prevent revolt and to win
back revolted cities by conspiring with the faction favorable to them.*

Narrative not taken up by stasis and revolt at these cities is consumed by stasis
at Athens and by dissension among the Peloponnesian League. Thus it seems that
the nature of the war during this period requires an episodic narrative. As stasis
determines the fighting between the Peloponnesians and Athenians, as it tears apart
Athens, and as it threatens the unity of the Peloponnesian League, so the narrative
shifts from one arena to the next. Also the lack of speeches in this book may suggest

the lack of a single policy or individual dominating on either side.*

*0f course, during the coup of 411, Athens facilitates revolt by forcing
oligarchies upon the members of her Empire (VIII. 64).

“Of Book VIII, Finley writes , "it is generally assumed that the main part of
the fifth book (25-84) and all the eighth book, both of which lack speeches, are
particularly incomplete, and the view may be correct, especially for the eighth book,
although it seems not impossible that Thucydides may have intended to treat certain
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SUMMARY

Given all the above examples of stasis, I find it impossible to deny stasis’
prominent role in the Peloponnesian War. Stasis plays a central role in one of the
most important sections of Book I, it is one of the most important parts of Book III,
it concerns about one-third of Book IV, and it is involved in most of the action in
Book V, in Book VI, in Book VII, and in Book VIII. In addition, I think it has been
shown that the way Thucydides thinks about stasis is similar to the way he does
about the war, that is, his understanding and interpretation of the two are similar.

This similarity is seen most prominently in the way Thucydides emphasizes the
predominant ethics of the time. Even the Spartan Archidamos is subject to public
rebuke for hesitant and prudent delay. Daring ignorance and greed drive the
Athenians to undertake the disastrous Sicilian Expedition. Thoughtful dissent is
nowhere thoughtfully received. At Sicily and elsewhere kin sheds the blood of kin.
Whether the speaker is Athenian or Spartan, specious words hide ignoble intents.

The Peace of Nikias fails because of a lack of trust in, and of a failure to respect,

years in this unemphatic way." Later Finley expresses this view more strongly, "It
is sometimes said that the narratives of both these periods--namely, the middle of the
fifth book and the eighth book--are unfinished because they lack speeches, but the
fact is more easily explained by the nature of the periods themselves" (Thucydides,
77 and 246).

Connor elaborates on Finley’s suggestion that the seeming incompleteness of
Book VIII is attributable to the nature of the war during this period. He writes that,
"in stasis, however, narrative units, as well as political coherence, disintegrate."
Analogous to the "loss of individual and civic control is a disintegration of the units
and techniques upon which so much of the earlier portions of the work is built." For
example, Thucydides does not focus upon one theater or certain individuals; he
breaks narrative boundaries of summer and winter; and he admits doubt as-to what

actually occurred (Thucydides, 214-18).



162
the sanctity of oaths. Both sides fight not for public good but for private gain. For
Athens the result of this ethic is stasis and defeat at the hands of the Spartans. For
Sparta this ethic nearly results in the breakup of the Peloponnesian League and in
defeat in the war.

Sparta, however, manages to avoid stasis and to win the war. For her
avoidance of stasis, for her eiwvouia,* Sparta receives Thucydides’ admiration:

Xiot yap povor pera Aakedayoviovs wv éyw Hobouny nhdaiusvnoay te dua

kai €éowppévnoay, kai B0 Emedidov ) TOAIG avToig Emi To ueilov, To0w O¢ Kai

EKOOUODYTO EXUPADTEPOV.

Indeed, after the Lacedaemonians, the Chians are the only people that I have

known who knew how to be wise in prosperity, and who ordered their city the

more securely the greater it grew. (trans. Crawley VIII. 24. 4)
After all, in the most simplified analysis, Sparta’s avoidance of stasis, her evouia,
wins the war, but not without suffering, for indeed true to Melesippos’ prophecy,*
Sparta and the rest of the Hellenes endure much misfortune during the course of the
war.

In addition to noting stasis’ ubiquity in the History, my argument for
Thucydides’ viewing the Peloponnesian War as a type of stasis is based on the

following: that he is careful to note the presence of stasis in Hellas’ early history;

that he holds stasis responsible for Athens’ loss and Sparta’s victory; that he names

“1If we are to pigeonhole Thucydides at all, we must assert that it is this
moderation, this ebvouia, that he values rather than argue that he prefers oligarchy
to democracy or vice versa.

“hoe N uépa toig “EAARoL ueydrav kaxdv dpEer (this day will be the
beginning of great evils for the Hellenes) (II. 12. 3).
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stasis and war as the two causes of much destruction in the war; that he details the
presence of stasis and its ethics at Athens and Sparta; that he echoes III. 82-84
throughout the work; that he conceives of the Sicilian War as stasis; that he portrays
the near breakup of the Peloponnesian League in terms of stasis and its ethics; that
he portrays the period during The Peace of Nikias in terms of stasis and its ethics;
and that he portrays the action in the Peloponnesian War in terms of stasis and its
ethics.

Furthermore it is my belief that Thucydides was working torwards a climax, as
he does in the Sicilian section, in which he would have made it obvious by a
catalogue or by a battle that the Peloponnesian War is stasis and that the inviting in
of the Persians, just as the Sicilians inviting in Athens and just as Korinth inviting in
Argos, is akin to the invitations factions made to the Athenians and Spartans in their
effort to gain political control of the polis. I also think he would have made it clear

that such an invitation to the Persians was a breaking of the Hellenic bond (like

kinship) that connected all Greeks.



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS

In the previous chapter I focused on elucidating stasis’ role in the war and on
showing that Thucydides’ understanding and interpretation of stasis in the stasis
excursus are similar to his understanding of the war in general and that the war is a
kind of stasis. This being so, I think it possible to use the stasis excursus as a key
for interpreting some of the ambiguous and hotly debated sections of the History.
Thus, as an example, I propose to show what light the excursus can shed on the
Mytilenian Debate, often cited as evidence for Thucydides’ extreme rationalism and
realism.

The Mytilenian debate of 427 deliberates the best course for Athens to take
when confronted with a revolted ally. When she first deliberates how to proceed
against the revolted and subdued Mytilene, Athens decides to execute Mytilene’s
entire male population and to enslave her female, the punishment later meted out in
421 to the Skioneans and in 416/15 to the Melians (V. 32. 1 and V. 116. 4).

The next day, however, thinking their previous decision to execute an entire
population rather than just the guilty savage, the people reconsider:

Kal T YoTepaiq ueravord tic €bBvg Ry aitoic kal Qvaroyiouds dudv To

BodAevua kai uéya éyvoobar, woiwy oAy diagbeipar uaAiov i) ov Tovg
aitiovg.

164
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The morrow brought repentance with it and reflection on the horrid cruelty of a
decree which condemned a whole city to the fate merited only by the guilty.

(trans. Crawley III. 36. 4)

Next Thucydides presents us with Athens’ reconsideration. Kleon argues for
upholding the first decision; Diodotos argues for punishing only the guilty. Kleon

bases his argument upon justice and expediency:

&v e Evvedwv Aéyw’ melBouevor puev €uoi ta Te dikaia €6 MytiAnvaiovs kai T
Evugopa Gua momoere, GAAwG O¢ yvovres Toic puev ob yapieiobe, dudg o€
antovg parrov oikai®oeabe.

To sum up shortly, I say that if you follow my advice you will do what is just
towards the Mytilenians, and at the same time expedient; but by a different
decision you will not oblige them so much as pass sentence upon yourselves.
(trans. Crawley III. 40. 4)

The punishment is just because by their own volition the Mytilenians, though in
possession of walls and a fleet and though autonomous, rose up against Athens (III.
39. 1-2). It is expedient because unless Athens inflicts harsh punishment upon those
who choose revolt freely, revolt will become rife throughout the empire (III. 39. 7-
8).

Although considerations of justice do subtly enter into his argument (see III.
47. 3), Diodotos bases it mainly upon expediency and not on justice:

"Eyo 0¢ mapnAbov ovte avrepdv mepi MutiAnvaiov odte katnyopnowv. ov

yap mepl TG ekeivov Qokiag uiv o &yav, € oo@gpovoiuey, GAAL TPl THG

nuetépag evfoviiag. iv te yap amopnvw mavv adikodvras avtovs, ov o

TOVTO KQl QATOKTEIVAL KEAEVOW, €l un Evugépov, v te kai Exovrac T

Evyyvoung +edev+, € T more un ayabov aivoiro.

However, I have not come forward either to oppose or to accuse in the matter

of Mytilene; indeed, the question before us as sensible men is not their guilt,

but our interest. Though I prove them ever so guilty, I shall not, therefore,

advise punishment by death, unless it be expedient; nor though they should
have claim to indulgence, shall I recommend it, unless it be clearly for the
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good of the country. (trans. Crawley IIl. 44. 1-2)
Diodotos’ argument from expediency first holds that the death penalty that Kleon
advocates is no deterrent to crime, but rather, if inflicted, will prove more costly to
the Athenians by taking away from rebels the hope of repentance and of atonement

(III. 46). And second it holds that Kleon’s policy will alienate the demos which,
throughout the empire, is favorable to Athens.

Diodotos’ argument from expediency, based as it is on rationalism and realism,
has provoked some scholars to comment. For example, bothered by Thucydides’
omission of any argument based on mercy and pity, de Ste. Croix writes:

Are the arguments reported by Thucydides limited within such a curiously
narrow scope because Thucydides believed that this was in principle the best
way to argue such a case, or because he thought this type of argument was
successful in practice in convincing the Athenians and inducing them to change
their minds? . . . I am now inclined to accept both; but the first of the two
explanations is the basic one and the second follows from it. I believe
Thucydides thought that public and political argument should always be
conducted on purely rational lines, and that emotion should be excluded
altogether, on the ground that although emotions such as pity may be useful, or
at least harmless, yet once emotion is allowed in at all it is the more violent
ones, such as hatred and the desire for revenge, which are likely to swamp the
rest and lead to dangerous behaviour.!

De Ste. Croix’s Thucydides is calculating and rational and reasonable. He is one
who banishes morality from interstate relations but retains it for dealings between
individuals within the state.?

Invoking the gods of science and logic, Cochrane also argues that expediency is

'De Ste. Croix, The Origins of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1972), 13.

’Ibid., 18-27.
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the only basis for the argument:

It has been observed as a remarkable fact that both speakers--Cleon, into whose
mouth is put the argument for severity, and Diodotus, who voices the argument
for leniency in the treatment of the rebels--discuss the issue simply on grounds
of expediency. This fact ceases to be remarkable if it be remembered that from
the democratic (and scientific) standpoint, this is the only ground on which the

discussion could logically take place . . . Thus, in at least one instance, the

cool and dispassionate consideration of what was expedient prevented a horrible
3 3

crime.

Cochrane’s Thucydides is the objective scientist.

Both de Ste. Croix and Cochrane have failed in their analysis of the passage
because neither employs the appropriate touchstone. Both use one that equates the
realism and rationality that permeates the History with the author Thucydides. I
grant that Thucydides does admire intellect, but I reject the view that denies
Thucydides everything but intellect.

The appropriate touchstone, I believe, is the authorial comments that contain
Thucydides’ own thoughts and feelings on the war. The key to interpreting the
Mytilenian Debate and the History itself lies in Thucydides’ own opinions. The case
has already been made for using III. 82-84 as this key, and with III. 82-84 in hand I
proceed.

The beginnings of both speeches define for us the characters of the two
speakers. Kleon argues vehemently against cleverness and intellect. According to
him the best helmsmen of the state are the less intelligent:

ol T€ PaUAoTEPOL TOV AVOPDTWY TIPOS TOVS EVVETWTEPOVS WG €Ml TO TAEOV

’C. N. Cochrane, Thucydides and the Science of History (London: Oxford
University Press, 1929), 103-4.
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auewvov oikodor T morac

The less intelligent of men in comparison to the more intelligent usually
manage cities better. (III. 37. 3)

Diodotos, on the other hand, is the advocate of reason and good counsel and the

enemy of hasty passion:
odte Tovg apobévrag Tipy diayvouny avbic nepl Mvtidnvaiov aitiduar, obre
TOVG peEUPouévovs ui moArakig mepl Tav peyiotwv fovievecbar exava,
vouitw Ot dvo ta Evavridrara €bfovAiq cival, Tayog TE kKai OpyRY, OV 10 pev
pera avoiag i€l yiyveobai, to 0 uera amaudevoiag kai Bpayitnrog
yvaouns.

I do not blame the persons who have reopened the case of the Mytilenians, nor
do I approve the protests which we have heard against important questions
being frequently debated. I think the two things most opposed to good counsel
are haste and passion; haste usually goes hand in hand with folly, passion with
coarseness and narrowness of mind. (trans. Crawley III. 42. 1)
By their own words, both define themselves. Kleon identifies himself with the less
intelligent whom Thucydides decries when he bemoans the less intelligent’s
destruction of the more at III. 83.* Thucydides also characterizes Kleon as an
enemy of ebvouic and a causer of stasis when he introduces him as the most forceful
(Brarétarog) of demagogues (II1. 36. 6).° Conversely, Diodotos defines himself as

an advocate of the prudent and hesitant thought that is suspect during stasis (III. 82.

4-5). Thus, the stasis excursus provides us with a means for evaluating Thucydides’

*For an opposite interpretation of the character of Kleon in the History, see A.
G. Woodhead, Thucydides on the Nature of Power, Martin Classical Lectures
(published for Oberlin College by Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1970), 26,
36-37, 45, 107, and 160.

*Remember Thucydides’ dictum: & d¢ woreuoc Bicuoc didéoxarog (111. 82. 2.
7).
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opinion of the speakers.®
By understanding Diodotos’ seemingly enigmatic words at III. 43. 2 in terms of
the stasis excursus, they and the passage itself obtain their proper understanding:

kaBéarnre o€ Tayaba &md Tob €bhéoc Aeydueva unoev avomomtotepa €var TV
KaK®V, OoTe O€lv ouoing tov te Ta dewotata PovAduevoy meioar &marty
Apoayeabar 10 TANOOS Kl TOV T QUEIVW AEYOVTQ PEVOQUEVOY TUOTOV
yevéabai.

Plain good advice has thus come to be no less suspected than bad; and the

advocate of the most monstrous measures is not more obliged to use deceit to
gain the people, than the best counsellor is to lie in order to be believed. (trans.

Crawley)
Diodotos’ lament is a prime example of those by now familiar
words: kai 0 puev yaieraivov motog aiei, 0 8’ avuréyov avty dmwonrtog (111. 82.
5).
Andrewes thinks these words of Diodotos nearly cross the border of absurdity:
The fact is that by [43.2] Diodotos has brought paradox dangerously close to
the border of nonsense . . . What should the honest man do? Convey just a

flavour of spurious dishonesty, enough to gratify suspicion but not enough to
wreck his proposal?’

Surely Andrewes’ interpretation cannot be the one Thucydides intended. Echoing
Thucydides’ statement of the distrust that the advocate of sense creates, Diodotos

rather seems to be stating a truism, oftentimes found in cities in the midst, or on the

brink, of war or stasis.

°] do not see how Andrewes’ comment, "He [Thucydides] does not identify
himself with Diodotos’ view," can be more wrong. A. Andrewes, "The Mytilene
Debate: Thucydides 3.36-49," Phoenix 16 (1962): 78.

’A. Andrewes, "The Mytilene Debate: Thucydides 3.36-49," Phoenix 16
(1962): 74.
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Noting the great and exalting excitement of people beating drums, of toy pistols
popping, of firecrackers hissing, of flags blazing, and of breasts burning with
patriotism, Samuel Clemens attests the words of Thucydides and Diodotos,

It was indeed a glad and gracious time, and the half-dozen rash spirits that

ventured to disapprove of the war and cast a doubt upon its righteousness

straightway got such a stern and angry warning that for their personal safety’s

sake they quickly shrank out of sight and offended no more in that way.?
Diodotos’ words are not nonsense. Rather they are a signpost indicating the nature
of the times.

What is significant is not that Diodotos uses expediency as the basis of his
argument but that given the hostile and suspicious nature of the city, an argument
from expediency is the only one that can succeed. One based upon a justice that
accounts for the lives of the opponent as well, or one based upon humanity, is
doomed to failure if only because such an argument is most easily defeated by
calling its propounder unpatriotic or financially interested. Thus in order to succeed
Diodotos must lie. He must construct an argument based mainly on the benefit of
Athens.

This said, it is true that pity and justice do play a part in the debate. Because of
pity, that is because they think their first decision harsh, the Athenians are moved to

reconsider Mytilene’s fate. Also in his argument, Diodotos does invoke justice when

he argues that the Athenians will be committing a crime if they kill the Mytilenian

*Samuel Clemens, "The War Prayer" in The Norton Reader: An Anthology of
Expository Prose, general editor, Arthur M. Eastman, 7th ed. (New York and
London: W. W. Norton & Company, 1965), 1115.
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demos which had nothing to do with the revolt. But it must be remembered that
even given this pity and sense of justice, Diodotos’ argument from expediency
barely prevails over Kleon’s.

In conclusion, Thucydides’ stasis excursus unlocks the door leading to a proper
understanding of the Mytilenian Debate. Diodotos’ argument of expediency is not
indicative either of a calculating, rational, and reasonable Thucydides or of a
Thucydides who is an objective scientist. Nor are Diodotos’ words on the
impossibility of being frank absurd. Both are a sign of the times, current and to
come, for as Skione and Melos indicate once an ethics of wartime and of stasis takes

a firm hold on Athens, Diodotos’ narrow victory will not be repeated.
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