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EVIE ZACHARIADES-HOLMBERG

“THE WORD OF THE PAST IS ALWAYS A PROPHETIC WORD. ONE
cannot understand it unless one is a builder of the future and a visionary
of the present.”’!

Thukydides obviously believed that. Venizelos also believed that,
and this is why he spent eight years of his life translating and com-
menting on Thukydides’ History.?

It may be difficult to draw lessons for future political actions from
history. The composition of history is always biased, and there is no-
thing easier than ‘“manufactured events,”’ There is a definite message,
however, that can be perceived throughout Venizelos’ Commentary and
Thukydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War: there is no measure
of the manipulative power of propaganda on human emotions. Reason
can have a secondary function or it can be placed completely aside,
and it is then that ““The ordinary acceptance of words in their relation
to things is changed as men think fit.””

In dealing with Thukydides’ History, Eleutherios Venizelos,
although aware of the major scholarship pertaining to his subject,
basically trusted its author’s statements as to the manner of the com-
position of his History and the way the speeches were constructed. Also,
being a man of action, a politician, he had the advantage of perceiving
Thukydides’ work as the product of another man highly active in poli-
tics. This is not the case, however, with the majority of the scholars

"All quotations and excerpts from modern Greek works have been translated by me,
unless otherwise stated. All excerpts from Thukydides’ History of the Peloponnesian
War are from the English translation by Charles Foster Smith in the Loeb Classical
Library, unless otherwise stated.

lFricdrich Nietzche, The Birth of Tragedy (Athens, 1965) p. 340,

"See author’s article, “‘Eleutherios Venizelos’ Commentary on Thukydides’ History
of the Peloponnesian War” in Journal of Modern Hellenism (Brookline, 1987) pp. 55-76.
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who have analyzed Thukydides’ text. Being aware of the ]Erflp 12;05 i‘;:;zg
i i led when a literary work is ¢
scholarship can sometimes be . ork e
i t from its author, I will attemp
merely as a text and independen : . i e
i hich arise as a result of su p
attention to some of the problems w . e
i ides i d. And since the manner o
ce where Thukydides is concerne -
tp;osition of Thukydides’ History and of the COHStl‘UCtl(?D of thfe speeclt};_s
is instrumental in understanding the author’s own ;;lomt (?f Véi‘;]g?nin;
iti he presents, as well as in
vents and political debates ' ‘
i/enizelos’ own point of view on the matter, I will concentrate on prob
lems pertinent to the above two subjects.

The Problem of the So-called Second Introduction to the History of
Thukydides. . _ :
T}}llukydides begins his History with the following statemezlht.
“Thukydides, an Athenian, wrote the history of the war be;ween the
Peloponnesians and the Athenians against one anoth.er. He ?;gan et
task at the very outset of the war, in the belief that it wc')uld e grt;:?
and noteworthy above all the wars that had gone tLefor.e, mfer[?elgne;:
then at their best in prepa
from the fact that both powers were ; wri
i ing the rest of the Hellenic race taking
for war in every way, and seeing Gl
i i at once, others planning
sides with one state or the other, some . gt
i iti this statement — a so-calle
¢ However, there is a repetition of aten |
:gcond introduction — in Book 5.26, at the begmnm,g V(\)]f th:a‘ F?izrg;z
lose of the Ten Years’ War:
the events that followed the ¢ . .
g‘ilukydides an Athenian has also written the history of ;Llhet;e ev\ir}f[;
el and winters, up to the time
in the chronological order by summers et o
i i i i t an end to the dominion o
the Lakedaimonians and their allies put
Athenians and took the long walls and Pireaus. Up to that event,.,t theow?r'
lasted twenty-seven years in all; and if anyone sha!l not d!ae{rln i ;;rhlta L
to include the intervening truce in the war, he will not ]’u ger gon.e
Thukydides considered the whole twenty-seven years Warf as hne;
as he himself says in the previous passage and also }rlepeats';oiv:tmce
i i irst Ten-Years’ war, the suspi
later: “‘so that, including the first i
i hat followed the truce, one wi
succeeding that, and the war t e
j I have stated, and some fe y
. . . there were just so many years as i
over. He will also find, in the case of those who have mad'efanyliszes
tion in reliance upon oracles, that this fact alone pr_()\_fed true: fora ;ri ci
as | remember from the beginning of the war unt1.1 its clos_e, it was s e
by many that it was fated to last three times nine years.

*Thuk. 1.1.1
>Thuk. 5.26.2

Thukydides, Eleutherios Venizelos, and Classical Scholarship 167

Since Thukydides considered the whole twenty-seven year war as one,
and since most of his work appears to have been revised by him after
the war — his statement about the length of the war and its end, the
information that he goes on giving about his banishment and how this
affected the way he obtained this information, his way of presenting
characters, situations and cities in an antithetical manner are a few ex-
amples leading to the conclusion that his work was revised — why the
so-called second introduction in Book Five?

The so-called second introduction is closely connected with and
probably suggested the problem of the composition of Thukydides’
work, concerning which scholars have been divided into “‘separatists,’’
who held the view that Thukydides wrote the first and second halves
of his work at widely different times over a period of two decades or
more, with perhaps occasional revision of early work in the later stages
of writing, and into the ““unitarians,”” who believed that the history
was the product of only a few years, after the conclusion of the war.

The question then becomes one not only of textual but also of
historical interest since Thukydides’ judgment must appear to us in a
different light according to whether it was formed and composed im-
mediately after each event or at the end of the whole war when the
author must have viewed the events of the first ten years in a different
way. The problem of the composition of the work begins with
Ullrich.® His opinion on this matter is that Thukydides had made
notes on the war from its beginning. He thought it finished in 421. He
proceeded to write and got to the middle of Book Four when hostilities
started again. He began to take notes again and did not resume regular
composition until after 404. Hence the need of the second introduction.

Muller-Strubing held the opinion that the Ten Years’ War was
published separately. The second statement of chronological method,
and the recurrence to the story of the murder of Hipparchos, were called
forth by criticism of what he had already published,

Kirchoff’s opinion on this matter’ was that the history of the
Archidamian War is an independent and incomplete work composed
considerably before the end of the war, in which certain additions have
been somewhat planlessly inserted. The rest was written after 404, but
for the most part left by Thukydides in a wholly incomplete state.

Meyer maintained that the peace of 421 was not, like that of 446-445,
decisive. The conditions were not carried out. The Boeotians, Corin-
thians, Megarians, Eleans and Chalkidians did not conclude peace with

6J!?eia‘mé,re zur Erklarung des Thucydides (Hamburg, 1846).

TI"hw’oa::’iafes und sein Urkundenmaterial. Ein Beitrag zur Entstehungsgeschichte seines
Werkes (Berlin, 1895), 179, pp. in-8.
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Athens. How could the historian have brought.his work t'o a conclu-
sion at this point? There is no doubt that the first b00!<, in t’},le form
in which we have it, was not written until after {104. “Th’1,s war’’ is then
the twenty-seven years’ war, the “Peloponnesxgn War”’ grasped as a
unity; and the causes of the war given in the first book are those of
ty-seven years’ war. N
- It{\:s:nst/ scholaryship although admitting at times the fl.ltlllt’y qf the
scholarly preoccupation with the problem of wl_len Thukydlcles- History
was composed, cannot avoid making assumptions on the subject, bas-
ing its own interpretations of Thukydides’ statemenFs. on these assump-
tions, or formulating new theories as to the composition of the History
he various theses it aims to support.
bas?lfihsé),ogffnald Kagan, although he professes that the decigiqn asto
the time any particular passage in the History was composed is m'most
cases completely subjective,® maintains that a knowledge of jth-e history
of the composition of Thukydides’ work and of t}}e authentlc_ny ng the
speeches in it is essential for anyone who wqus. with Th1.1kyd1des, 'and
he declares that in this respect he is a ‘‘unitarian,” vx.f}}mh he defines
as a supporter of the view that 1lo“hukydides’ composition took place
i after the year 404. :
" Olillfnirerrlel,{. Rawlingsyassents that John Finley, Jacqueline de Rorpllly
and Hermann Strasburger are three among the sgl}olars who shl.ftec}
scholarly attention from the problem of the compos1t19n of ’{lhukychdes
work to Thukydides’ own perspective on important issues. However,
although Rawlings states that the whole scholalrly contribution to tbe
problem of the composition of Thukydides’ History has been a futile
exercise in scholarship and that it has not rgade us uncliers.tan.d
Thukydides’ aims and interpretations of (?vents, and that his aim is
to analyze the structure of Thukydides’ History ‘and‘present anew a}pk;
proach to the way this History is viewed." He‘ is Stll.l concernéd wit
the problem of the composition and he bas?es his thesis on the time the
History was composed, and his interpretation of e.vents and chara‘ct.ers
is based on this distinction. Consequently he attrl‘putes d0111PIe vision
in the way Thukydides examines the Peloponnesian War.™* Starting

8Donald Kagan, ““The Speeches in Thucydides™ in Yale Classical Studies, 24, (1974),
P75 .

“Donald Kagan, The Outbreak of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca and London, 1969),
p. 75.

P00

Ibid. p. viii. ‘ .

"unter R. Rawlings, The Structure of Thucydides’ History (Princeton, 1981), pp.
4-5.

Ibid. p. 235.

Bipid. p. 5.

“Ibid. p. 6.
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from his division of the History in two separate parts, he considers
Books I and VI as introductory to each part. This assumption leads
him to the conclusion that the digression in Book I about the end of
Pausanias and Themistokles is due to Thukydides’ aim of drawing
parallels between Alkiviades and Themistokles on the one hand and
Pausanias and Lysander on the other.” Thus, Rawlings does not
escape the problem of the composition of the History, nor can he recon-
cile his theory with Thukydides’ own statement in 1.1.1. Moreover, he
bases his conclusions about the interpretation of characters and events
on his assumptions about the History’s composition and vise versa (i.e.
in his attempt to trace a literary plan in Thukydides’ History he con-
cludes that there is a very carefully conceived plan, and that this is what
shapes the composition of the entire work.'s A definite plan, however,
in the History presupposes a late composition of the History, which
leads to the conclusion that Thukydides composed his History after
the year 404.)."

Virginia Hunter’s thesis is that the basic unit in the structure of
Thukydides’” History is the Aoyor — Epya combination where in suc-
cessful action the Adyou anticipate the Epya which follow. This, accord-
ing to her, explains the cyclic view that Thukydides had of history,'*
and also presupposes a late composition. Hunter maintains that the
characters presented in the History are type-characters, and in this
respect Thukydides’ method is similar to that of Herodotos. Starting
from the assumption that Thukydides selects the facts in such a way
that they would confrom to certain patterns which according to him
recur in history unless men learn from their mistakes and act in a dif-
ferent manner, she is attempting to establish parallels between various
episodes presented by Thukydides. (She professes, for example, that
she has discovered parallels between Thukydides’ presentation of the
Archidameian War and that of the Sicilian Expedition)."?

Jacqueline de Romilly also states that the reconstruction of Thuky-
dides’ work makes no difference in the interpretation of the actual
History ™ However, her thesis that the historical, political and philo-
sophical thought of Thukydides centers on the theme of Athenian im-
perialism,* and that he interprets all the different facts in his History

Ibid. p. 251.

"Ibid. p. 254.

18Virginia J. Hunter, Thucydides the Artful Reporter (Toronto, 1973), p. 78.
®Ibid. pp. 127-31, 145-4.

20Jacquf:]ine de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism (New York, 1963), p.
348.

Mbid. p. 10
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in this light,” also presupposes a late date‘for the History’s.com%0s1-
tion. Although her statement, that Thukydides had precgncelved ideas
about the war which no outcome could have changeclr © may offer a
certain amount of flexibility as to the time of composmon,lsmce the
various developments throughout the war would nqt, according to the
previous statement, alter Thukydides’ interpretatllon of event§, her
grouping of the speeches in categories WllliCh she believes was an {nten;‘
tional effort on the part of Thukydides in order to‘prove his point o
view, also points to a later composition of the sttory. .
According to H. G. Westlake, Thukydides’ Ha.story can be deE;d
into two parts composed at different times. The first one is the Arc h1
damian War (Thuk. 1.1.1 to 5.24), and the second one star?s with t e
Peace of Nikias (Thuk. 5.25) and ends in Boqk 8.109. T%us t?xp]ams
the second introduction in Thuk. 5.26. Thukydides, he maintains, had
completed the writing of the Archidameian War \yhen he startedl to com-
pose the second part of the History.” This d1v151f)n of the stti)i{'ﬁ in
two separate entities leads Westlake to the co.nclusmn that Thul;y ides
views on characters and events dzijffer depending on the part of the com-
ition to which they belong.
posllzllfenabove brief exﬁ;osition of some examples of the way the com-
position of Thukydides® History is viewed by r-nod.ern scholarship in-
dicates that the opinions held regarding this sub]_ect influence to a great
extent scholarly interpretations of Thukydides’ judgment on the events
and characters he is presenting. Another fact'also becomes apparer}t
from such an exposition: that in all the discussions abqut the‘compom-
tion of Thukydides’ History there is little or no .con51derat1(_)n E.l.b()llt
the composition of his history. And yet Thukydides clearly mdlca_tes
at the beginning of his work that: ‘“He pegan the: task [O.f colle]cénég
evidence] at the very outset of the war, in the belief that it wou ”zeﬁ
great and noteworthy above all the wars that h.ad gone before . . . .

If one accepts Thukydides’ sincerity in malvﬂng the above statement,
it would seem self-evident that one should discard r.cdtogether the_ no-
tion that “‘the first book, in the form which we have 1t,.v.vas not written
until after 404°’,* that “‘he did not resume the composition [of. the rest
of the war] until after 404’’,% or that the whole Peloponnesian War

Zbid. p. 54.
i
Ibid. p. 353. .
2. D. Westlake, Individuals in Thucydides (Cambridge, 1968), pp. 1-19.
ZIhid. pp. 5-19.
*Thuk. 1.1.1. .
IE, Meyer, Forschungen zur alten Geschichte (Halle, 1899).
E W. Urlich, Beitrage zur Erklarung des Thucydides (Hamburg, 1846).
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is a composition that was written after the year 404.%

According to his own statement, Thukydides started the composi-
tion of the History of the Peloponnesian War right at the time when
the Athenians and the Lakedaimonians officially started to wage war
against one another. The reason for the undertaking of such a task on
the part of Thukydides is also explained by him. It was his belief that
this war would be very important for the fate of the Greeks, and his
intention was to leave for the future generations ‘‘an eternal posses-
sion.”” And the explanation of the nature of this “‘eternal possession”’
becomes evident when one reads his History. Thukydides’ intention was
to guard future generations from committing the same mistakes that
the Greeks of his time had committed and which resulted in the deter-
ioration of human behavior and the destruction of the Athens which
he so ardently admires in Perikles’ Funeral Oration.

Twenty-one paragraphs later, and after his description of the
previous wars which the Greeks had undertaken before the outbreak
of the one he intends to present in detail, Thukydides makes another
statement which also argues for the composition of the History at the

beginning of the outbreak of the hostilities and continuing throughout
the duration of the Peloponnesian War:

Still, from the evidence that has been given, any one would not
err who should hold the view that the state of affairs in antiquity
was pretty nearly such as I have described it, not giving greater
credence to the accounts, on the one hand, which the poets have
put into song, adorning and amplifying their theme, and, on the
other, which the chroniclers have composed with a view rather of
pleasing the ear than of telling the truth, since their stories cannot
be tested and most of them have from lapse of time won their way
into the region of the fabulous so as to be incredible. . . . And
$0, even though men are always inclined, while they are engaged
in a war, to judge the present one the greatest, but when it is over
to regard ancient events with greater wonder, yet this war will prove,

for men who judge from the actual facts, to have been more im-
portant than any that went before,

Since Thukydides states that he started right at the beginning of
the war, and nowhere in his work does he indicate that he stopped or
that he resumed his composition at different times during the Pelopon-
nesian War or after the end of it, one has to draw the conclusion that

2g, Meyer, Forschungen zur alten Geschichte.
*Thuk. 1.22.1.2.
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Thukydides started the composition of his history when the war started
and continued to write throughout its duration. Also, besides the fact
that both verbs which refer to the war in Thuk. 1.1.1 and 1.21.2 —
toeocBo and SnAdosl — are in the future tense, which is an obvious
indication of the writing of the history being in process right at the
beginning of the war, even without Thukydides’ testimony about the
composition of his work, it would be hard to suggest that a person who
discards and places very little value on the narratives about events of
the non-recent past, because the validity of the narration is lost in the
realm of the myth,®' such a person would wait through the duration
of the Peloponnesian War, gathering information and never formulating
his narrative, in order to start the composition of his History after the
end of the war, after 404. Certainly there are many statements in his
History which could not have been written until after the end of the
war. It is obvious that the “‘second introduction’ as well as his
statements about the uneasy peace which followed the Ten Years War
as well as his conception of the twenty-seven year war as a whole were
all formulated after 404. Also judging from style and content there are
many indications which point to or after the year 404. But all this is
not proof of a later composition. It is only proof that Thukydides must
have reworked parts of his History, and that he must have made addi-
tions at different times throughout his whole composition, and that
some of the revisions and additions were done after the end of the war.

It is possible that Thukydides had finished the narration of the Ten
Vears War sometime during the peace of Nikias and published that part
of his work. This would explain the ‘‘second introduction,”” when he
resumed his narrative after the reopening of the hostilities.

The discrepancies, the absence of speeches in some parts of his work,
especially in the last part of it, tend to indicate that some parts of his
History had not been worked thoroughly in the way the author had
intended because of his sudden death. This is probably the reason why
his work stops abruptly right before the important incident of Kyzikos,
where Xenophon, Kratippos and Theopompos picked up. Viewed under
this light, the “‘second introduction” might not have existed if the author
had had the time to work over his whole material thoroughly.

There is still one more possibility, however. It could be that
Thukydides had intended this statement to be an introduction to the
resuming of hostilities after the Peace of Nikias. His considering the
twenty-seven year war as a single war would not prohibit him from see-
ing subdivisions in it. He calls the Ten Years War ““the first war”” in

AThuk. 1.21.1.
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5.20 and 5.24. In 5.25 he calls it ““the ten year war’’ and in 5.26 ‘““the

first war, the ten e i ici
speaks about it a: fi?tlfhzn;;ev;zizh;s{l’l’e of the Sicilian expedition he
" "111;}:!}2; oz :CIIS E:s rtt;]feer}";c}l ;otgs the %akedaimomans’ War’**2 by
1€ . , an ntinean War’’ ides.*
ggzlcl)ecllna?;picrllmgn is referred to as the “SiCﬂi;ISI/ \;rfg?]f’)gﬁhgii w};l;)};:
o \; u el:COIf/ean of peace’” — the Peace of Nikias — is referred
e Dg}\:fllng tI}i :rucg,”” and the Dekelean War is divided
S s e el?l, te.lkmg place in Attika and the ““Ionian
Tty Blas 01‘1c the Ionian or Asiatic coast of the Aegean.
swenty ye,ar ere ocll’e, that.Thukydides, although considering the
i i }l:e?r(;*h asa §1ng,le war, made distinctions within it,
was notj shared by lallis coltlllt(cyl?lll;()i;:ar\i)é:wljls 1:to tt};f Ol\l’lleness el i
: . Up to the i i
g:kgtel;in@r; appear to have regarded the Ten Yea?f%;;?ﬂ?’?;;
el ‘ishsep;rate. P}E,lto, speaking about the Dekeleian War
oA the ; ird war aftCl: mentioning the Ten Years’ War
The same distinctiznlgi\zzze?lpt%miilan' Waf_ T g
the IDekeleiam War is found in ihe ff\}ltl:ii? n(:;?lltloig o e
. It1 gsi;r::iil:; g;i }?rﬁndar‘nian or Ten Years’ War, which happened
pe oA e/ tlllenlan prosperity and did not change the pic-
any smectay an il:llp(?nahsm, was almost pushed aside and not given
the downfall of the :tilvt:n(i)ir:hpeo%g tiltait o l;ell;fleian pulas
although conceiving the idea of the .who?eifezs i)f etht::1 ag oo
. : elo i
;\(J;t;,ri;azcscl;l:‘;ci);sctlou;ly makmg the same distinction as hiI;0(:1:)111181:Sc’:llg;llrf
L haﬁ 0Ontthe (li;ffere'nt effect that the Archidamian and the
el : e. thenian p0\fve.r. But he includes the incidents
eace of Nikias and the Sicilian expedition in his second

part of his distinction, as leadi
s mg t 1 a
the beginning of the end, g to the Dekeleian War and marking

The Speeches

fror;l;lii St::‘lgdcl)f the speec?hes in Thukydides has been closely connected
1ddle of the nineteenth century until the period before the

2 Thuk. 5.23.
;3Thuk. 5.26.
*Thuk. 7.85.
::Thuk. 5.26.
Thuk. 7.27.
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Second World War with the problem of composition of Thukydides’
History, which was in the forefront of Thukydidean scholarship. Dur-
ing this period, the speeches had been explained either as historically
faithful reproductions of those actually delivered or as free composi-
tions. During this period there was a tendency to deal only with the
direct speeches in Thukydides’ work, to quest the degree of historical
accuracy in the speeches as well as the degree to which the speeches
reflected the actual rhetoric of the second half of the fifth century.
Hence one encounters many studies of Thukydides and the sophists,
and comparison of his diction with that of Antiphon and other orators.

Lately, when the question of composition of Thukydides’ work has
been less compelling, the speeches have been studied on a different basis,
although the tendency of understanding them as free compositions had
already started to be formulated in the previous period. However there
would still be a tendency of indicating in them the reflection of the
sophistic culture of Athens. One good example of this approach is
Finley’s work ‘‘Euripides and Thucydides,”*” while Jacqueline de
Romilly interprets the speeches in the context of Thukydides’ thought
as a historian and his understanding of the forces which shaped the
events he described.”

The new discoveries in the Athenian tribute lists and in other
associated documents stimulated the study of the speeches for purposes
of evaluating the degree of effectiveness of individuals on their con-
temporary events. Today the speeches are approached in terms of
literature, history and rhetoric.

The origin of the custom of inserting speeches in the narrative can
be found in epic poetry where the excellent man was regarded as the
““doer of deeds’” — Epya — and “‘speaker of words’® — Adyou The
Greeks emphasized the contrast and the interdependence of these
elements in Attic tragedy. The same distinction we find in1.22.1-2 ex-
pressed by Thukydides: kai oo pev AOYQ gimov . .. 1Td 1€ EpYQ. . . .

Thukydides writes political history. Hence the insertion of the
speeches being an essential part of political life would be justifiable
as an organic element of his political explanations. Herodotos inserts
speeches, many times completely fictitious in order to dramatize events
or to vary his narrative, but he does not seem conscious of their political
function. He, together with Xenophon, usually introduces his speaker
by: “‘#leye 1ade.”” Thukydides, however, introduces his speaker by:

3. H. Finley, ““The Speeches in Thucydides’ in Essays in Greek History and
Literature (Oxford, 1937).
38Jacqur:li.ne de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism.
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“Ereye TO1GSE,”’ which brings us to his statement about the compositio
of the‘speeches. On this particular subject, as on the subject of gle ti .
the History was composed, the author himself is very clear: ““Ast 1tnl;ie
speech.es that were made by different men, either when they. were a(l)aou?
tq b'egln the war or when they were already engaged therein, it has bee
difficult to recall with strict accuracy the words actually s;;oken botE
for‘me as regards that which I myself heard, and for those whoj from
various o-ther sources have brought me reports. Therefore the speech
are given in the language in which, as it seems to me, the several sp eak fS
woylc.l express, on the subjects under consideration, the sentimenﬁ:)s mgsi
beflttlng the occasion, though at the same time, I have adhered as closel
as Iflssl:ble to the general sense of what was actually said ; ?’ig ’
WhiChth :(1:15[1111 ;22§{ﬁ;d:;e::ﬁe§1Faﬁy ;t;fted the general principles on
_ n his History, sc ini
contmugc? to vary on the subject. And, like tlfe thzgi?;;iggilgﬁfl h?}‘;e
compomﬂon of the History, most of the theories about the wa %‘h :
k.ydldes constructed the speeches have the tendency to point toya .
tlculalf plan on the part of Thukydides to which his selection and e
§entat19n of the various events and speeches have to (:onformn APTS'
Just as in the case of the composition, little or no consideration % aiven
to Thukydides’ own statement on the subject. o
Thus,. J acqu.eline de Romilly has the tendency to interpret th
.spgeches.1n the light of her thesis on Thukydides and Atheniarrl) im :
ialism. Since, according to her, the historical, political, and philosoglig:
ica.l tgought of Thuk'ydld_cs 'centers on the theme of Athenian imperial-
sm, Mgnd Thukydides is Interpreting all the different facts in thi
hgh‘t,. it fouows that the speeches are primarily a Thukydidean -
position aiming to prove the author’s point of view. Consequentl COI:_
groups the speeches in different categories according to the o:)is/"t's :
they fld(_)p.t regarding the theme of Athenian imperialism.* postton
. Vrrgmlla Hunter’s thesis about a cyclic view in Thukydi(ies’ conce
tion of Hzftory, where the various characters are presented as t =4
characters,® leads to the inescapable conclusion that the speeches );I;z-

for the most part, a Th i
: ukydidean construction in o
author’s point of view. P I iierihe

*Thuk. 1.22.1-2.

40
Jacqueline de Romi - . )
“Ubid. p. 54. omilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism, p. 10.

42
Fo i i ’ i :
o Spa;tzx:ﬁ'gs\lte}:{eshe considers Arch}damos speech in Sparta, the first Corinthian speech
e Thslc:;;gici! :quch cciiehvered by Perikles complementary to each other and
; in order to produce an idea which * i
= d : which ““takes pla
an actual dialogue’’ regarding the theme of Athenian imperialisn‘f Ilcn(i:dl.n;hggorm
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The same is true for every theory which maintains that Thukydides
had preconceived ideas or a definite and unchangeable plan in the com-
position of his History. Thus, Pouncey’s thesis that Thukydides adopts
a pessimistic view of human nature leads him to the conclusion that
his choice of material is directed by this particular view.* Such a selec-
tion of material would obviously influence the content of the speeches.
Westlake’s theory on the division of Thukydides’ History in two
parts leads him to the conclusion that the content of the speehes in the
first half of the History differs significantly from that in the second
half.*

Rawlings’ reading of a very carefully conceived literary plan in

Thukydides’ History*® places him close to Virginia Hunter’s conclu-
sions in that respect, while his tendency of finding dif; ferences and con-
tradictions in the two parts in which he divides the History” places
him close to Westlake’s conclusions. A. Andrews’ conclusions are for-
mulated in the same spirit, since his division of the History in two parts
based on the artistic and dramatic mode of composition would indicate
that Thukydides’ method regarding the speeches would conform to the
same rules.*

Hans-Peter Stahl, in his article: “‘Course of Events in Books Six
and Seven of Thucydides,”’* argues that Thukydides aims at compos-
ing the intellectual history of the Peloponnesian War,” and he inter-
prets his speeches in this light. Thus Stahl maintains that Thukydides
writes a sort of intellectual (and emotional) history of the parties in-
volved in the war,” and he argues that “‘only the combination of
speech and course of events can give us the full impact of Thukydides’

— or of his condemnation,’”** since the interplay of
¢4 description of the successive moods and re-
flections of human beings who face the contigencies of war.”®

W. James McCoy, in his article: “The Non-Speeches of Pisander
in Thucydides, Book Eight,””* after professing that it would be
frivolous to argue the question of whether or not Thukydides would

judgment
speeches and events is

44 peter R. Pouncey, The Necessities of War (New York, 1980), p. 22.
4511, D. Westlake, Individuals in Thucydides, pp- 317-18.
4eRawlings, The Structure of Thucydides’ History, p. 251.
A7y
Ibid. p. 6.

485  Andrews, ““The Mytilene Debate: Thucydides 3.36-49"" in Phoenix, 16 (1962) 66.
1973), pp. 60-77.

“The Speeches in T hucydides, ed. Philip A. Stadter, (Charlotte,

Orbid. p. 62.
Slibid. p. 69.
521pid. p. 66.
3 bid. p. 63.
S1bid. p. 78-89.
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have in
oy ,}ssc}ll:dgﬁ set speeches here or there had he finished his His-
deli\:’ered e Z;:)ndto establish passages in the History where speeches
V6 66 Sorat B ThacT ought to have existed had Thukydides intended
i or Lad he time to revise Book Eight.*
illiam i Hi . :
maintains that.T\l?'YelSct’dliIcll his article: ““The Speeches in Thukydides,’*"’
but upon their i uKky 58es doe§ not focus on the content of the speec;hes
as “‘areport in g:;g;ct ' -S;Eflmng from this thesis, he defines a speech
! or indirect discourse of wh : :
. . at was said L
?‘t?i}lfe)t in any paru(:‘ular instance.””® He thus com:ludesatlha(tot[lll::S e
and )‘Elr‘zg Silrjleeci?sfin ilreq discourse, eighty-five in indirect disc;ira;e
which there is — - !
speech, a combination of direct and indirect
Henry R. Immerwabhr, in hi
2 , in his study: ‘‘Path
S i e 99 dy: “Pathology of Pow
S o s, e Koy o
Romilly finds th which actuates Thukydides' composition. And &
— th);t Htl - this unity in the theme of Athenian imperialis'm he aas
S B allr li }:he theme of political power as it deteriorates tlr;rougl::
of sufferin ’) ‘: Ef?_'a}tlhology of power (as corruption and as an account
argues thatg e 4 actuatie s the History and the speeches.®” Thus he
of the Histo?; . El‘lgl paﬂllftlc element becomes stronger in the course
: s e subjective element is greater in
th
ing Itlhe Gen]cj of the war than at the beginning.”’® e speeches dur-
- in. th‘e S I:an}:mo.nd, in his a'rticle: ““The Particular and the Univer-
Thuleydia peeches in Thukydides,* starting from the thesis that
i, Eisto :j ig;lkls to dravlv universal deductions from the speeches in
A s examples i .
tendency. ples in the speeches where there is such a
The i : - .
tentionsszxgnou; theories ampng at interpreting Thukydides’ own in-
o methods concerning the composition of the speeches have
objecti _trlous conclusions ranging from judgments on the degree of
° ;amw ly or subjectivity in each speech to the question of whethe
cular speech had actually been delivered or not. Thus man;f

**Ibid. p. 78.

Z:Ib%d- pp. 78-79.
sslb}d- pp. 3-15.
Ibid. p. 4.
*Ibid.
pid.
ibid.
2[hid.
53 Ihid.
Ibid.
% Ibid.

p. 5.

pp. 16-31.

p. 16.

p. 30.

p. 31. .
pp. 49-59.
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scholars, among them Gomme,* Jacqueline de Romilly,” and Donald
Kagan,® have doubted that a speech had actually been delivered in
Sparta by the Athenians in Book 1. The same is true — with very few
exceptions® — about scholarly opinion concerning the Melian Dia-
logue. The debate about the fate of the Mytilenaians is also discussed
in terms of the various theories of interpretation of Thukydides’ work.
Thus, Finley considers this debate as a demonstration of the deteriora-
tion of Athenian external policy toward her allies and of the decline
of her morality as a result of the war.” Jacqueline de Romilly consi-
ders the two speeches as belonging to the group which had not been
reworked at a later date by the author. Therefore, the debate is not
concerned with imperialism itself but rather with its methods.”" Ac-
cording to Pouncey, Kleon’s and Diodotos’ speeches are constructed
in accordance with the deterioration in human nature produced by the
war,” while Kagan argues that Kleon and Diodotos represent two di-
vergent imperial powers in Athens: that of moderation instituted by
Perikles and defended by Diodotos, and that of a policy of terror toward
imperial rebels proposed by Kleon.”

This brief exposition of scholarly opinions regarding the speeches
in Thukydides’ History seems to indicate a tendency of misreading or
mistrusting Thukydides’ own information on the subject since it points
to a more or less general belief that the speeches reflect, for the most
part, Thukydides’ own beliefs. Some scholars even go so far as to ar-
gue that Thukydides had preconceived ideas about the events and the
characters he is presenting, and that these ideas did not change during

6TJas:ql.u:line de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism, pp. 242-72.

% Donald Kagan, “The Speeches in Thucydides and the Mytilene Debate,”” in Yale
Classical Studies, 24 (1975) 74.

A Amit, ‘“The Melian Dialogue and History,”” Athenaeurn, 46 (1968) 216-35, argues
that the Melian Dialogue reflects an actual debate between Athenian and Melian speakers.
According to Jacqueline de Romilly, in the book Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism,
the Melian Dialogue must have been written after the year 404, and it is characteristic
of Thucydides’ own ideas. By this dialogue, Thukydides demonstrates the difference in
Athenian behavior, which has deteriorated from an imperialistic policy with a degree
of idealism in Perikles’ time and with which Thucydides sympathized, to a mere ‘‘desire
for more by the alleged obligation of maintaining authority’’ (p. 296). A. Andrews, in
“The Melian Dialogue and Perikles’ Last Speech,” Proceedings of the Cambridge
Philological Society in 1960, discusses the Melian incident in terms of the latest discoveries
of the Athenian tribute lists, where Melos appears in B.C. 424 as a tributary. Viewed
in this light, the Athenian military intervention in the island, argues Andrews, could have
been a legitimate one. Thukydides, however, never mentions this fact, thus putting the
blame entirely on Athens.

™y H. Finley, Thucydides (Cambridge, 1942), p. 177.

”Jacqueline de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism, pp. 167-92.
"peter R. Pouncey, The Necessities of War, pp. 86-87.
T Donald Kagan, ‘“The Speeches in Thucydides and the Mytilene Debate.”’
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the war. Such an assumption would weigh even more heavily against
the- aughor’s credibility in presenting truthful accounts of the d(—;%bateS
which _mfluenced the events he is describing. It seems that a positi S
takep n regards to the speeches should be primarily dependent on t(i)ln
credlbll.lty one attributes to Thukydides’ statements and on the ex :
translation of these statements. Regarding Thukydides’ credibility so?rf
;(i:;l?};gs;g;ez thtat ;l}'lhukydides does not, intentionally at least d,eceivz
: S 0 . . . . ’
i however:ﬁ ;}rfggﬁ:?:gr;?d interpretation of his statement
) The translation of this passage in the Loeb edition is as follows:
As to the speeches that were made by different men, either when th ;
were about tolbegin the war or when they were alread;/ engaged ther 0
it has been difficult to recall with strict accuracy the words actugllrll,
spoken, both f.or me as regards that which I myself heard, and for thosz
who from various other sources have brought me repor,ts Therefor
the speeches are given in the language in which, as it see;med to N
tpe several speakers would express, on the subjects under considme,
E;I: tlhg sentiments most befitting the occasion, though, at the szlrli;
tim ,a ctui}lfya:al;zf?’d as closely as possible to the general sense of what
Thukyd_ides clearly states that it was difficult to retain a memor
of th_e precise words which he had heard spoken, and that this w .
s0 with tI}ose who brought him reports. He neve; maintains that }?S
is presenting in the speeches the exact words of the speakers. It is obe
vious that such a thing would have been impossible, anyway. He doe;
not say, 1_10\>Vever, that the speeches are entirely his own crt'aatio i
ther. Besides the fact that if it were so, there would be no neezll e];
the statement in 1.22.1-2 at all, and, after all, one’s entire attituccl)
toward the speeches and the entire composition depends on wheth :
oqe trusts Thukydides’ statement or not, there is one passage in tl::r
History which clearly indicates Thukydides’ own belief in the great i 4
portgnce of _political debate for decision making. In Perikles’ Funem;‘
Oration, which most scholars agree expresses also Thukydides’ beli;?s
as to the way an ideal Athenian democracy might have operated, on
finds .the praise of political debate: ‘“‘And we Athenians decide :ubl'e
questions f'or ourselves or at least endeavor to arrive at a Is)ounlc(;
(tjmderstandmg of them, in the belief that it is not debate that is a hin-
lrance to action, but rather not to be instructed by debate before th
tlmfi comes for action. For, in truth, we have this point also of s .
perlorl‘fy over other men, to be most daring in action and yet, at tlllle_
same time, most given to reflection upon the ventures we n;ean to

74
Donald Kagan, The Outbreak of the Peloponnesian War, p. 374.
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undertake.”” Thukydides also mentions that as far as the deeds done
in the war were concerned, he did not think himself at liberty to record
them from the first informant, or on arbitrary conjecture, and that his
account rests either on personal knowledge or on the closest possible
scrutiny made by others.™ It would be absurd to suggest that the same
person who goes through all this trouble in order to verify the events
of the war would make up the speeches which he considers so impor-
tant in decision making. Unless, of course, one disregards Thukydides’
own statement in 1.22 altogether. No one, however, would go so far
as to admit that. Therefore, most scholarly debate centers around the
meaning of the following statement made by Thukydides: &g 8" &v £86-
KOLV 1ot EKACTOL TEPL TV aigl mopdvTov Té dEovia péiot’ einelv
gyopéve dm éyydrtata Thg GUPTIAOTG YVAOUNG TOV dAnBme AeybEviay,
obtwg eipntat . . . and especially around the meaning of ta 8€ovta
and its connection with the phrase that follows, namely: £xopévo 6T
gyyotata Tig cupndong yvoung Tdv ainbog rex0éviwv. For the
phrase ‘‘€d0kouvv pot’’ obviously presupposes some subjective treat-
ment of the speeches on the part of Thukydides. Some scholars, there-
fore, have found it difficult to reconcile this phrase with the one that
follows: &yopéve O gyyvtata TG GUPTTAGNG YVOUNG TV aAnbg
rex0éviov and have attempted to draw more importance to the first
or to the second one, depending on their opinion as to the objectivity
of Thukydides in relating speeches and events. Several meanings have
also been given to the phrases: £80KoLV HOL gxactol and Ta déovia.
As Kagan rightly observes, if one accepts that Thukydides is mak-
ing every effort in order to report the speeches as accurately as possi-
ble, the phrase: ¢ 8 dv £66kouv pot £xooTOoL TEPL TOV aigl TapovIoV
18, éovta pdiot” eingiv would not present any problems.” And he
quotes A. Andrews who maintains that this statement may be taken
to refer to the form rather than the content of the speeches.
Also, in such a case, there should not be any problem in reconcil-
ing the first statement made by Thukydides with his second one.”
The problem of the correct interpretation of td &éovia, however,
still remains, since there is a tendency to attribute it to Thukydides’
own judgment as to the situation on which the speakers had spoken.
This would of course offer more freedom to Thukydides in expressing
his own interpretations on each speech than if td S€ovto were

M Thuk. 2.40.2-3.

"Thuk. 1.22.2.

TTe¢The Speeches in Thucydides,”” p. 74.
®Ibid. p. 75.
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;r;[?;]:reted as _referring only to the speakers. And as an €xample of
dicate:{})}rletitlciqn I Present Hammond’s statement that this phrassu‘ch
. andugey 1da<is attempt to ‘‘contrast, on the one hand, the aceulll;i
neral sense of the speaker on a particul e
on the other, the arguments i Tt e
) , which, according to Thukydides’ i
ment, would have expressed th i ation . e g
n e essentials of the situati
- ‘ _ ation — ta 4
r:ferrirll-zlgait;nzgnd obv1oalllsly attributes the meaning of 14 Béovcrlzogs
e essentials of the situati i i
i sy ituation on which each particular
Th i i
vor g];)\r:lﬁigi,{aas I. g]%r\l;loned, never pretends to present the exact
8 said. That is why he introduces hi
more wa ‘ s speaker by: g\g
o bisg islllrrllcii ntghlsT 1§ whlat tge previous statement establishes rigﬁt fro;{;
t - 1his already presupposes a certain d jecti
ity on the part of the author whi i o ks
ich Thukydides admits on his
ol Lhe ‘ own,
;:qtlllliielzllfase.dm Saqvta, I believe that it means ‘“what is needed};:
i speech’e;u;v eﬁ'};fg it refzrs both to the relevant situation on which
elivered and to the character of i
ek . r of the speaker with
']ate\:’}?legh; hov.v%\:fc:r, b?lilg ?n the speaker. Therefore, I would trans-
faue he “II)S.r‘a‘se. g 6 dv £80kouv pol Exkaatol 1d Séovra eineiv’’
o 5t as I (?on51dered that each one would have said what was
Thukydj)é e; ;f:rrltl; thehassllllmption that £86kouv, on the part of
' . s to what he considered the ker 1i
said on a particular situati i ety 1ol e
on acco is j
e G rding to his judgment as to the
e zﬁzr:hitqbv;o;slyTahbig difference between this interpretation and
includes Thukydides’ own jud
S b o - Judgment as to what he consi-
. ave been said on each particul i
interpretation places more em i i e o
phasis on Thukydides’ evaluati
speaker, while the other stresses Th i e
I , ukydides’ evaluati f i
tion. And yet, if Thukydi ol
, ydides had placed more emphasi i
evaluation of each situation KA sreve e
than on the actual truth i
of what had actually h M it
y happened, he would not have i
ed, placed such an im-
Eg:tﬁnce on the speeches delivered throughout the war. And he Wolur?d
o ave :'—’ldd,ed tlle phrase: &xouéve 61 Eyydtota Tic CULUTAONG
- zgsge;cl(é)ev gzulemc_; l?:axeavrmv. Viewed in this light, the problem of
peeches on particular occasions can
‘ , among ot
a&;g:nnséelzjee c:~,11t‘tr1bu:;:d to the absence of the prerequisites that gl"huE;f
: in order to present such a speech, i i
information as to what th 3 o o el
e speaker had actually said, not e
; nough per-
sonal knowledge of how the speaker was likely to speak, Etc.p In

The § i
e Speeches in Thucydides and the Mytilene Debate,”’ p. 49
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conclusion, if & 8éovta were referring only tt? the occasion and not
also to the character of each individual who dehvgred it, or if the same
emphasis were being attributed on both the occasion and thehch]?rg‘c(;er
of the speaker, it would have seemed more~appropr1ate for Thukydides
to have said: dv 280kel pot EKGGTOLG EIMELV. As"the actua]_text stands,
however, the emphasis is obviously on the word rj,Kaotm_, since Thuky-
dides uses the verb in the plural éSéKouv,_ and is refe.rrm_g directly to
the subject of eingiv: Ekaotol, which is in the nominative case.

There is no way that one can say how r‘nuch one cpuld remember
at a period when people used to rely esscnnal;y on their memory,' c;m,
like our times when we rely on texts, But coming back to Thukydides
statement in 1.22.1-2, this is obviously a drawback, for_, although
Thukydides possessed real acuteness in psychoiqglcal agalysns, he could
not have reproduced exactly his speaker’s point of view. .

Let us take Perikles for example. Reading the speeches of Perikles,
one cannot but help wondering: How far do they preserve the forlrln
and the style of the statesman’s oratory? How far do the}f express the
ideas of his policy? How far do they represent what he said on several

- .
OCC?FSQZ?: is no doubt that Thukydides must have repeatedly heard Peri-
kles and that some of the traits of his eloqpence must have verbally
survived intact in his speeches, especially since we can dquble .checlk
with excerpts of Perikles’ mannerisms that have su.rvwecl in Arlstgt e
and Plutarch.®® However, the general style here', as in all the s?peecf: es,
is Thukydides’ own. This is only natural — and .1t. does not dev1at; rom
Thukydides’ initial statement as to the composition of the speec 'zs —t
since Thukydides composed the speeches from memory and he CF no
copy them from the original notes of the spe;_lkers. He rer;lders, or e:-
ample, the majesty of Perikles in each of h1§ spe,eche:% t e same way
he tries to imply the baseness of Kleon, .Penkles‘ antithetical image,
although the policy they both advocate 1s essenj:lally the same. :

In Thukydides® work, we can still find the influence .of fthe eallc
poetry in the way he distinguishes, right fl‘(‘)‘l'il the, ,begmnmg, .nfi
speeches ‘“‘doa Aoy eimov’’ from the deeds Epya, .the strong tlh
fluence of the rhetoric of his times in a way that in his spee.ches be
panegyrical, forensic, deliberative of the cor}tempor-ar.y rhetoric can be
discerned, and of the Attic drama with whlcp Euripides woulq eve‘n:
tually become the vehicle of dialectical subtleties and the dramatic mir

blic debate. .

= ”[?}t;epstcond part of the fifth century B.C. was a period of profound

EOPlutarch, Pericles, 8.5.
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social and political changes in Athens and of intense intellectual activ-
ity. During this time, many of the established patterns of life and be-
liefs were dissolving in favor of new ones. The sophists played a very
important role in this turmoil and in many ways they gave expression
to all this.

All the intellectual experiments of this period are reflected in the
literary works of the time. Euripides and Thukydides are closely asso-
ciated with and influenced by the sophistic movement, and all the new
issues are found at work in their writings. In this respect, Finley’s Three
Essays on Thucydides,® as well as J acqueline de Romilly’s Histoire et
Raison Chez Thucydide,® are most illuminating. In Thukydides,
however, we can discern a historical approach to the understanding of
human actions, where reason plays the most important role with proba-
bility and chance coming to supply the missing links. The importance
placed on reason and the belief in the power of reasoned arguments
come through all the time, especially in the speeches delivered in Thuky-
dides’ History.

Logos, in its infinite varieties, is studied and used in arguementa-
tion, where nothing seems to be impossible to handle either way. In
orations, a favorite device is to point out inconsistencies and conflicts
between one course of action and another, and a rational calculation
of a probable course of events as seen, for example, in the speeches
of Archidamos, the Corinthians, and the Athenians when they debate
for and against victory in the coming war.

In defending a case, the presentation of different possibilities im-
mediately followed by their refutation and the axiom of the possibility
of disputing on either side of an argument and making the weak one
strong and the strong one weak is very often found in the speeches in
Thukydides’ History, where opposing views are presented by parties
belonging to the same side or opposite sides in the war, and argumen-
tation is provided for every case.

Yet, in so doing, Thukydides’ intention is to offer all the differing
issues, as presented by the speakers, of opposing ideologies and interests
in each situation, and to try to discern the politics involved and the
process which led to the decision making. According to his own testi-
mony, there are normally more than two speeches delivered on each
occasion. It is probable that he selects the most characteristic and anta-
gonistic ones in order to present the most controversial issues. And there
is no reason not to assume that all the above discussed devices were

By, w Finley, Three Essays in Thucydides (Cambridge, 1967).
®Jacqueline de Romilly, Histoire et Raison chez Thucydide (Paris, 1956).
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not used to a greater or lesser extent by the 'speqkers themeelvesiland
this is what Thukydides is reproducing ir'1 his Hzlstory as falt{'nffudy as
such a thing is possible, given the restr.ictmns which he .hlm’se a mlts
in 1.22.1-2. Tt is because of these limitations that Thukydides’ own views
and interpretations cannot but be ever present throu’ghout theln‘artra-
tive and the speeches. It is also because of the author’s pe_rsona in erc.l
est or bias as far as a particular situation1 or a speaker is concerne
i ens. But this is only natural. o
that”[‘t}?;:,ht?l]e)pstatement which Kleon is presented as making in 3.38.4,
when addressing the Athenian assembly, “You have I,J,een u5'6d to bg-
come viewers of the words and listeners of the deeds,’’ not dgegar :
ing the possibility that it might have bgen al,ctually psed by _eonnzés
a sophistic device in order to win his al}dl_ence s attention b’y dr.eprlmi . 1
ing them, is, I believe, also characteristic of Thukydides 1sap113]r }z;\
of oratorical demagogy. Despite his cont.empt, .hc-awe\.fer,_foil W a(tl le
calls “f{8owvi| TdV Adywv,”” he cannot avoid participating in the widely
spread sophistic experiment with the Greek lang-uagf’:.‘There are mat?lz
novel stylistic devices in his speeches and Prodikos 1nfj.lue11]1'ce on o
correct use of words and synonyms hals bee-n detected In is woi f.
And vyet, here again, Thukydides’ wor.klng with the 1anguag§ is nI:) dor
experimentation per se. His observatlo‘ns are put to workh ort eA e(i
scription of the new and complex situathns produced by the w;rl; t1}11 :
it is more than possible that all these devices were actually uset 0y g
speakers themselves, who were also aware of these developments in the
reek language. :
e ’l?kﬁetﬁrelcgrstandingg ofgrational and irrationjal Processes makes possi-
ble the reconstruction of human motives realistically and on thelﬂ?SIi
of experience. This especially applies to the contgmporarz ;13\(; 11_1c§1S
events. ‘Do not desire to be deluded,’ say the Athenianstot eh e 1311
in 5.130, “‘or to be like the common herfl of men; when t e{ still,
humanly speaking, have a chance of survival but .fmd themselves Hi
their extremity, destitute of real grounds for gonfldegce, ﬂ.16y reso;
to illusions, to prophecies and oracles and the like, which ruin men by
ey inspire in them.”’ o
e "?I?E t:;fftilxllii{y oprhukydides’ diction with thg sophistic mover;u;r}t
of his time has occasionally led to the conclusmn_ tlllat many o is;
speeches may be exercises in the spirit of :Lh-e sophl_stlc developmc:ll
which were at work in Athens then. The affinity of his work to tragc:hzi
on the other hand, hasled P. M. Conforq to formulate the Teory .
Thukydides read Aeschylean conceptions into the events of the war

i i 1969),
8gee W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, vol. 3 (Cambridge, )
pp. 223-24, and J. H. Finley, Thucydides, chapter 2.
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mounted it, like a tragedy, with the dark figures of Tyche, Hybris,
Peitho, and Eros moving in the background and prompting the human
actors.*

There is no doubt that there is a strong dramatic force working
through Thukydides’ History with all the antithetical elements and po-
larities coming forward in a powerful way through the speeches. Viewed
under this light, the Melian dialogue could be interpreted as the culmi-
nating point of Athenian arrogance — hybris — and as an expression
of the ultimate antithesis between the Athenian raw show of power and
the Delian plea for justice. And the unevenness of the speech distribu-
tion throughout the work could be explained as a device for a special
dramatic effect.

In a work, however, as powerful as that of Thukydides’, one could
easily discern characteristic qualities of the literary genres of his time.
Thukydides combined these qualities to create a historical work which,
despite the limitations imposed by circumstances and by the times of
its composition, is fundamental for the genesis of what we call history
today.

One could argue that the concentration of most of the speeches in
the first four books is an indication of that part of the work having
been worked thoroughly by the author and being the only part that
we possess in its complete form. If we accept this as true, it would lead
us back to the debates about the composition of the work and the so-
called second introduction. The absence of speeches in Book Eight could
be explained as due to the unfinished character of the book, and that
in Book Five to the fact that it mainly deals with the period of peace
and so the insertion of speeches did not seem necessary: or perhaps
the whole Book Five was a later insertion by the author as an introduc-
tion to the reopening of hostilities.

I would like to conclude my brief exposition of some of the prob-
lems encountered in Thukydides’ work when it is viewed primarily as
a literary text, with a quotation from Eliou’s book, ““The Message of
Thucydides.””* This book was composed throughout a period of fif-
teen years and its composition had begun when the author was in soli-

tary confinement. Here is what Eliou has to say about his book on its
completion:

It is obvious that my work contains a few repetitions as well as
several different evaluations of the same events. I could, of course,
without much effort, erase the repetitions and choose among the

*F. M. Cornford, Thucydides Mythistoricus (London, 1907).
$Modern Greek political leader of the left.
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evaluations those which represent my points of view today. How-
ever, this work started to be composed in the middle of 1968 and
it is being continued until November 1979. Several interferences —
either because of lack of sufficient bibliography, which, while I
was in jail could hardly reach me, or because of long intermissions
after my release in the summer of 1970 for political endeavors as
well as for health reasons — did not permit me to work in a con-
tinuous manner on this book. Consequently, there matured inside
me the evaluations of the various events and of my material in gen-
eral. And now that I see all this in the process in which it has been
formed I realize with affection that it started to grow differently
and it matured differently. I was also moved to observe the en-
tirety of my work in the history of its creation. And it is for this
reason that I prefer to leave it with its repetitions and its different
evaluations of the same events. And to leave to the reader or stu-
dent himself the choice of the evaluations.®

It is possible that similar traits may be discerned in Thukydides’
work. And it is natural to expect this in a creative process that must
have lasted at least thirty years, which was the duration of the Pelopon-
nesian War. Thukydides may have felt the self-confidence and the ela-
tion of Perikles at the beginning of the war, he may have believed in
the Athenian superiority at the beginning of the second half of the fifth
century, and he may have suffered the disillusionment of its abuse of
power which culminated in the Melian incident. But above all, the whole
experience of the Peloponnesian War may have left Thukydides with
the lesson of the futility of it, the futility and the horror of any war
for any reason.

It would be hard for an intelligent politician who has experienced
a war previously to advocate another. And this may also be Thuky-
dides’ attitude. This may be the reason for his insistence in indicating
with whom the responsibility of the war lays. And this may be one of
the reasons which have attracted politicians to his work. But above all,
when one examines Thukydides’ History, one has to account for the
author’s own bias regarding the events and the people he presents. In
this respect, Hans-Peter Stahl makes a very important point. He indi-
cates that most of the scholarly disagreement as to the speeches in Thu-
kydides may be related to the tendency of considering history an ob-
jective discipline just like the other scientific disciplines. It may be, Stahl
argues, that no one can achieve this kind of objectivity in a discipline

86 elias Eliou, T0 Muvnua 100 Qouvkudidn [The Message of Thucydides] (Athens,
1980).
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where the subjective element of material and interpretation are directl
related to the author’s personality and therefore liable to be sub'ectivy
to a lesser or a greater degree.” : )
Thukydides is partial to a certain degree since he cannot help but
be essentially an Athenian in his presentation of events and, especiall
of speeches. His partiality, however, cannot be intentional _ since th}i(;
V\:’O].ll(f] defy his main purpose of writing his History, as he himself de-
fines it — except in rare instances, as, for example, in the case of Kleon
Kl'e(_m had many military successes, and his views toward the peace tha1.:
Nikias struggled to achieve, as well as his policy toward Argos, prove
that he had at least definitely good sense, an attribute which ’Nikias
]ackfed. Thukydides, however, minimized Kleon’s military successes and
ascribed humble motives to his political actions, perhaps because Kleon

8 y
" The Speeches in Thucydides, p. 61.



