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Von der jimmerlichen Schonfirberei der Griechen in’s Ideal, die der , klassisch
gebildete ” Jungling als Lohn fir seine Gymnasial-Dressur in’s Leben davontrigt,
kurirt nichts so griindlich als Thukydides.

Friedrich Nietzsche, Gétzen-Dammerung.

Introduction

The antithesis between an exalted ideal of conduct and the pragmatic necessities of power — a
tension that is felt wherever human beings coalesce politically — runs like a golden thread
through the Histories of Thucydides. Many of its passages (for example, the Mytilenian debate
or the Melian dialogue) attest to the recurring dialectic between moral considerations and
personal or state interests.! It is therefore not entirely unexpected that modern receptions of the
work have continually stressed its connection to political realism, as has happened in the realm
of philosophy and in international relations theory, in both of which Thucydides features
prominently.?

This contrast between an idealized representation and the reality of ‘brute facts’ is perhaps
nowhere more apparent than in the dialectic between the speeches that Thucydides has inserted
for his characters and his own narrative. Earlier scholarship on the Histories, influenced by
nineteenth century historicism, had tended to equate the content of the speeches with
Thucydides’ own views — for instance, Pericles’ Funeral Oration with an unequivocal
endorsement of the Athenian polity.® This sometimes led to the question whether Thucydides
was not more an Athenian partisan than an objective historian when it came to general
statements in the Histories.* Conversely, with regard to the factual narrative, it was often
assumed that Thucydides recorded events more or less ‘wie sie eigentlich gewesen’, and that
his true value as a ‘scientific’ historian lay in the complete and accurate chronicling of events,
coupled with a law-like analysis of cause and effect.®

More recently, however, insightful readers of Thucydides have stressed the importance of the
literary element that is present in the composition, in particular regarding the speeches. It is
now generally accepted that both the speeches (Ldyot) and deeds (épya) of the war are part of
a literary whole, shaping and informing each other.® This view has important hermeneutical

! Thuc. Hist. 3.36-49; 5.84-116.

2 Thomas Hobbes, in the preface to his own translation of the Histories, remarks that “Thucydides is one, who,
though he never digress to read a lecture, moral or political, upon his own text, nor enter into men’s hearts further
than the acts themselves evidently guide him, is yet accounted the most politic historiographer that ever writ.”
Nietzsche states in Gotzen-Dammerung: “Meine Erholung, meine Vorliebe, meine Kur von allem Platonismus war
zu jeder Zeit Thukydides. Thukydides und, vielleicht, der Principe Machiavell’s sind mir selber am meisten
Verwandt durch den unbedingten Willen, sich nichts vorzumachen und die Vernunft in der Realitat zu sehn.” More
recently, Thucydides has been claimed to be the ‘forefather’ of Realism as an international relations theory — as
becomes evident in, among other things, the telling title of Allison 2018 (Destined for War: Can America and
China Escape Thucydides’ Trap?).

3 Stahl 1973, 60: “It seems scarcely exaggerated to say that there was a time when interpreters felt that the course
of events as told by Thucydides contains not more than the “naked facts,” while only the speeches, more or less
mouthpieces of the author, can supposedly tell us the meaning of history, which would otherwise remain mute.”
4 Jaffe 2017, 393-394.

5> E.g. Connor 1984, 16.

® De Romilly 1967, 180-239; Immerwahr 1973, Hammond 1973; Scardino 2007, 383-700; Strauss 1974, 163-174;
West 1973, 6; Westlake 1973. Pires 2006, 837 astutely captures the essence of the paradigm shift: “The modern



consequences. If the speeches do indeed relate more than just Thucydides’ own opinions, and
if their interaction with the £€pya has been deliberately crafted by the author, then there might
be a deeper meaning embedded in the speeches and their contexts which reveals something
about Thucydides’ analysis of the situations he describes.

It is the purpose of my thesis to analyse the first book through such a lens. The question that
will guide my research is the following: what does the interaction between speeches and actions
in book 1 of Thucydides’ Histories reveal about the author’s analysis of political behaviour?
Apart from considerations of time and space, the reason for limiting myself to the first book is
twofold. First, the events described in book 1 can be regarded as a thematic, chronological, and
narratological unity, making it a convenient unit of analysis. Thematically speaking, book 1 is
concerned with the causes of the war, both immediate and remote. It is therefore the
programmatic part of the Histories in which themes that recur throughout the work are
introduced and elaborated for the first time. This becomes evident by the compositional fact
alone that no less than eight paired speeches are inserted in close proximity to each other — the
largest amount in any book, excepting book 6.7 Furthermore, chronologically, all events
connected with those speeches are contained to the immediate prehistory of the war. Finally, in
narratological terms, the events that are set into motion by each of the speeches follow within
the selfsame book, making it a convenient part of the work to study the relationship between
speeches and events.

The second reason is that scholars studying Adyor and &pya have paid relatively little attention
to book 1 in a systematic fashion. There are studies dealing with, for instance, the contrast
between Periclean rhetoric in book 2 and Athenian conduct throughout the rest of the
Peloponnesian War.8 Book 6, which contains an account of the infamous Sicilian Expedition,
has also received abundant attention.® Book 1, however, does not seem to be the object of much
devoted study in this regard. Cursory remarks about some of the speeches in book 1 are often
made in analyses dealing with other parts of the Histories or in more general theorizing about
the relationship between Adyor and Epya — but only rarely are these pursued in detail, and rarer
still are comprehensive discussions of the speeches in coherence with each other.'° Therefore,
something might be gained by looking at the first book for the first book’s sake.

The thematic focus of my analysis will be Thucydides’ reflections on power and justice, and
the respective weight attached to each in his retelling of the Peloponnesian War. My contention
is that the antilogies of speeches in the first book express systematically the various ways in
which power plays a more central role than justice in human affairs, and that this dynamic

Thucydides of positivist heritage “a la Ranke”, now obsolete, capsizes, the post-modern Thucydides of literary
criticism “a la Henry James” emerging in his place.”

" West 1973, 6.

8 Such as in Balot 2017, 323-331.

% Such as in Stahl 1973.

10 For example, the analysis of logoi and erga in Stahl 1973, 64-69 mentions in one sentence that the Segestan call
for help which precedes the Sicilian Expedition is “a classic case of escalation, not dissimilar to that over
Epidamnus in Book One,” but gives no further details. Scardino 2007, which deals with Thucydidean speeches
extensively and compares them to the speeches in Herodotus, is similarly preoccupied with books 6 and 7. Connor
1984, 20-54, which deals with book 1 as a whole, refers to the most important speeches and does connect them to
narrative events, but is necessarily limited in the extensiveness of his remarks by the encyclopedic aim of the
chapter. Finally, Allison 2013, 257-270, which is dedicated to the compositional structure of book 1, mentions
only those snippets of the speeches as are necessary to connect to a later part of the book, focusing mainly on the
first Corinthian speech.



affects the motivations and decisions of the actors in the Peloponnesian War. It will be seen that
considerations of power often trump those of justice in their rhetorical appeal; that one people’s
character can be more (or less) conducive to the acquisition of power than another’s; and that
pointed appeals to emotion can overpower reasoned calculation when deliberating about state
policy. Thus, the influence of power affects the rhetorical strategies of the participants, creating
a fascinating dialectic between what is said and what turns out to be the reality of their actions.

To this end, | will proceed as follows. First, | will draw attention to some methodological
problems in reading and interpreting the Histories, touching mainly upon Thucydides’
conception of historiography and its relation to a philosophical analysis of politics. I will also
discuss the Methodenkapitel (1.22), where Thucydides justifies his insertion of composed
speeches. After those preliminary remarks, I will analyse three pairs of speeches in book 1. The
first pair concerns the Corcyraean debate at Athens, where the Corcyraeans (1.32-1.36) and the
Corinthians (1.37-1.43) each try to persuade the Athenians to align themselves with them. The
second pair concerns the first conference at Sparta, where the Corinthians urge the Spartans to
go to war against Athens (1.68-1.71) and the Athenians respond with a speech that justifies their
own empire (1.73-1.78). Finally, I will discuss the Spartans’ own deliberation whether they
should go to war, in which king Archidamus speaks in favour of restraint and caution (1.80-
1.85), whereas the ephor Sthenelaidas urges immediate action (1.86). | will offer a close reading
of the speeches and analyse their contents in the broader context — and although it will be
impossible to analyse each of them exhaustively, | hope to have made a sufficiently
representative selection of passages to claim some validity for my conclusions.

Thucydides’ method: history, poetry, and philosophy in the speeches

We must start with an elementary question: what are the Histories of Thucydides about? The
answer is both manifestly simple and painstakingly complicated. At one level, the work’s
subject could not be clearer: Thucydides tells us in the proem that he intends to deal with “the
war of the Peloponnesians and the Athenians” (tov molepov tdv Ilehomovvnoiov kai
Abnvaionv).t* One therefore expects to find an account of the battles and campaigns fought in
that war, and — to the extent that Thucydides deals with this subject as a historian — some account
of how and why those events took place and why their results turned out as they did.

All this Thucydides does indeed relate. But, as any more than cursory reader of the Histories
cannot fail to notice, Thucydides also claims a much wider scope for his work. Not only does
he describe this particular war, but he also recounts what he believes to have been “the greatest
motion to have happened to the Hellenes and to some part of the barbarians and, so to speak, to
the greatest part of mankind” (kivnoic peyiot toic "EAAncw kai pépetl Tvi 1@dv PapPapmv, g
8¢ eimgiv, kol éni mhelotov avOpdmov).t? After immediately digressing from his subject and
venturing into Greece’s most archaic history for a full twenty chapters, he declares that his
description of the war is to serve as “something helpful in judging” (deélua kpiverv) human
affairs more generally, as the past tends to resemble the future.'® Thucydides therefore feels

1 Thucydides 1.1.1. See also the illuminating analysis of this choice of words in Allison 2013, 257-261.

2 Thucydides 1.1.2. On the importance of an opposition between ‘motion’ (kivnoig) and ‘rest’ (fovyia) in
Thucydides, see further below.

13 Thucydides 1.22.4.



justified in stating that he has written the Histories as “a gift for all time” (ktijpa &g aiei),
claiming an almost universal validity for what he has to say to — and about — mankind.

Scholarship has long struggled with how to interpret historiographical writing in light of these
claims. Is the historian’s task not simply to give an account of ‘the facts’? Does a historian
aspiring to universal insight not venture into a different domain — into poetry or philosophy?
That all depends on how one conceives of ‘history’ and the methods by which a historian
intends to write it. In the case of Thucydides, passages like those cited above are indications
that the Aristotelian scheme which separates history from poetry on account of the one being
particular and the other universal might be misleading.* The distinction between
‘philosophical’ and ‘historical” ways of looking at the world could just be an imposition of later
date, projected back upon the ancient mind.%® If, then, the unity of history, philosophy, and
poetry cannot be excluded a priori, one is compelled to ask two preliminary questions of
method. While neither can be answered decisively or definitively, one’s proclivities in
answering them will to a large extent determine one’s interpretation of Thucydides.

First, regarding the text’s relationship to philosophy: does Thucydides espouse a political
teaching of his own? Among those who take Thucydides to hold certain opinions are Strauss,
who turns him into a kind of ‘Platonist for the pre-philosophic city’;*® Orwin, who argues on
the contrary that Thucydides problematizes the Socratic account of virtue by emphasizing an
almost inescapable ‘necessity’ (&vdyxn) in political action;!’ Jaffe, who maintains that
Thucydides above all favours regimes that ensure stability and security in a world at war;*® and
Balot, who stresses the tragic character of Thucydides’ world view, in which moral ideals are
rarely lived up to in practice.’® While these scholars differ on the details of what they believe
Thucydides’ views to have been, the common ground they share is that, according to them, 1.)
Thucydides did have an underlying world view that has come to permeate his work, and 2.) this
world view has something to do with the ambiguous relationship between moral virtue and
political power.

Those who wish to nuance the ascription of such views — for it is hard to deny altogether that
Thucydides seeks to impart some wisdom beyond ‘the facts’ — will mostly centre on the
historian’s reticence, maintaining that the reader must ultimately come to his own conclusions.
This seems to be the focus of scholars such as Jaeger and Ober, who both fail to find a
Thucydidean programme containing clear precepts.?° Yet even they appear to believe that there
is some standard of excellence implicit in the work — for example, the prudent leadership of

14 Aristotle, Poetics. 1451a36-b11; Strauss 1973, 142-145. See also Ober 2006, 134: “Thucydides quite
deliberately confronted contemporary intellectuals from across a wide range of what we now think of as literary
genres —and as a result there is no single established or emergent field of literary endeavour into which his work
can be reasonably pigeon-holed.”

15 If this is the case even with regard to Aristotle, then it must hold a fortiori for distinctly ‘modern’
historiographical methods, such as historical positivism.

16 Strauss 1974, especially 139-145 and 236-241.

17 Orwin 2017.

18 Jaffe 2017.

19 Balot 2017.

20 See, for instance, Jaeger 1936, 489: “Es ist die Eigenart des thukydideischen Denkens (iber dem Staat im
Gegensatz zu der politisch-religiosen Gedankenwelt Solons wie zu der sophistischen oder platonischen
Staatsphilosophie, daf es in ihm keine allgemeinen Lehren, kein fabula docet gibt.”



Pericles as compared to his demagogue successors.?! The use of such a standard indicates that
Thucydides points his readers towards some forms of political behaviour while steering them
away from others — i.e. that he did have a message that he wished to convey. This also
corresponds to the programmatic sentence in 1.22.4, where he states that providing political
insight for the future is one of the work’s main objectives. It is therefore not an unwarranted
assumption that Thucydides had in mind some didactic aim beyond just imparting ‘the facts’.
This is the first assumption from which | shall proceed.

Second, regarding the text’s relationship to poetry, how much liberty did Thucydides allow
himself in composing his text? We must here distinguish the ‘deeds’ (£pya) of the war from its
‘speeches’ (Aoyot).?? Both are discussed by Thucydides in the (in)famous Methodenkapitel
1.22. With regard to the deeds, there can be no doubt that Thucydides first and foremost strove
for accuracy.?® Yet even a historian who wishes to portray events accurately must employ his
own judgment when deciding upon crucial aspects of his work: which events to emphasize or
to downplay; what order of exposition to employ; at what time to give an explicit judgment and
when to remain silent. In so doing, the historian does not just reproduce the facts, but also
creates a narrative around them.?* Scholars have pointed out that the work gains in depth when
one ponders such compositional choices and tries to distill what Thucydides most of all wished
to convey to his readers.?

When it comes to the speeches, all this becomes even less clear. Whereas accuracy takes prime
importance in portraying ‘the facts’, the speeches aim at both accuracy and ‘appropriateness’,
since Thucydides was forced to compose them himself. His considerations in doing so are
varied enough to merit a citation in full .2

Kai 6o, uEv Aoy@ eimov Exaotor fj péAdovteg moreunoe fj v adtd fon
dvTeC, YOAEMOV TV GKpifetay adTiyv TV Aeydéviav Stapvnuovedool v
guot te v avtdg frovsa Kai Toig 8Ao0év molev Epoi dmaryyéAdovsty-
WG 0" av €doKovv €uol EkacTol TmEPL TAV aigl mopdvTOV TA déovTa
péAot’ eingiv égopéve 8t &yydrata Thg ELUTACTG YVOUNS TOV AANODS
AeyBévtov, ovtmg glpnral.

2L Interestingly, both Jaeger and Ober converge on the specific example of Pericles as the ‘model leader’. Referring
to Thucydides 2.65, Jaeger 1936, 506-513 says: “In welchem Mal3e der Ausgang des Krieges fiir Thukydides von
der politischen Fuhrung abhéngt, hinter der die militarische bei ihm stark zuriicktritt, zeigt jene beriihmte Stelle
des zweiten Buchs, wo er nach der Rede, mit der Perikles das durch Krieg und Pest entmutigte Volk aufrichtet und
zu weiterem Durchhalten stérkt, diesen groRen Fihrer der Ereignissen vorgreifend allen spéteren athenischen
Politikern gegeniiberstellt. (...) Das Bild des Perikles, das Thukydides hier durch den Vergleich mit den spéteren
Politikern in ein so klares Licht rickt, ist mehr als das Portrét eines bewunderten Mannes. Alle Verglichenen
werden an derselben Aufgabe gemessen.” Compare this to what Ober 2006, 157 concludes about Thucydides’
didactic aim: “And that, 1 would say, is the ultimate purpose of the text. It is meant to produce leaders with
Periclean abilities.”

22 Morrison 2006, 252; Orwin 2017, 362; Strauss 1974,163-165; Westlake 1973, 90.

2 Thucydides 1.22.2 details the meticulousness of the historian’s research, which, in his own view, warrants him
to say that he has chronicled the events as accurately as possible.

24 Stahl 1973, 61: “We have learned that the mere narration of any set of historical facts already implies a subjective
element (because presentation includes judgment, evaluation, selection, arrangement, in short: interpretation).”
Pelling 2009, 183-187 makes the same point with regard to what is in the speeches. See also White 1987, 1-58.

% E.g. Stahl 1973, 62.

26 pelling 2009, 177 astutely remarks about this passage: “No sentence in the Greek language can have been taken
quite so variously as that on the speeches here.” The translation and interpretation given here are therefore just
meant to be taken as my reading of this contentious chapter, without claiming that it is the only possible variant.



And with respect to what each of them said in a speech, either on the
verge of waging war or already being in it, it was difficult to recall the
accurate version of the things that were said — difficult for me to recall
those that | heard myself, and difficult for those who reported to me
what they had heard from some other quarter. Therefore, in the manner
as it appeared to me that each of them would have said the things that
were most called for regarding the situations that were occurring at each
moment, all the while adhering as closely as possible to the general
sense of the things that were truly said — such is the manner in which
they have been expressed.?’

Thucydides here shows a concern with both an accurate representation of a speech (axpifeio)
and “the things that were called for” (ta 6¢ovta) on the occasion of its delivery. Depending on
the relative weight assigned to each element, one’s reading of the speeches becomes either that
of a historic reconstruction or that of a literary insertion. Scholars have accordingly divided the
hermenecutics of the speeches into ‘accuratist’ and ‘free composition’ readings and tended to
explain the occurrence of them in light of their own paradigm.?® Forsdyke, for instance,
emphasizes Thucydides’ remarks on the problems of memory, explaining the speeches
primarily as reconstructions of the actual Aey0évta.?® Scholars like Strauss, on the other hand,
who favour a more universalizing reading of Thucydides, explain the speeches as literary
devices which are meant to help the narrator ‘show, not tell’ the war’s opposing points of view,
allowing for a freer range of subjects and diction.*

As for me, in keeping with my previous assumption about the didactic purpose of Thucydides’
text, I am inclined to favour — within bounds — a ‘free composition’ reading of the speeches.
My reasons are twofold. First, | believe that there is structural evidence for a literary purpose
in the frequent occurrence of opposed speeches (‘antilogies’), which suggests a dramatic form
of exposition analogous to that of the tragedians.3! Even if each antilogy rested on historically
uttered words and sentiments, the choice to include them with this frequency suggests an
illustrative purpose on the historian’s part. Second, in some instances, the speeches are verbally
echoed in the ensuing narrative to evoke irony or some other feeling in the reader.®? Such

2" Thucydides 1.22.1.

28 pelling 2009; Forsdyke 2017, 26-27.

2 Forsdyke 2017, 26: “Thucydides admits the impossibility of knowing the precise words of the speeches,
including those that he himself heard. As a consequence, he was forced to compose the speeches according to what
seemed to him to be necessary for the business of persuasion —that is to say, arguments needed to convince hearers
to adopt the speaker’s suggestions.”

%0 Strauss 1974, 166: “For what distinguishes Thucydides’ speech from the speeches of his characters? The
speeches are partial, in a double sense. They deal with a particular situation or difficulty, and they are spoken from
the point of view of one or the other side of the warring cities or contending parties. Thucydides’ narrative corrects
this partiality: Thucydides’ speech is impartial in the double sense. It is not partisan and it is comprehensive since
it deals, to say the least, with the whole war. By integrating the political speeches into the true and comprehensive
speech, he makes visible the fundamental difference between the political speech and the true speech.”

31 Joho 2017 analyzes the narrative techniques employed by Thucydides in connection to the epic and tragic genres,
arguing that “to some extent, we may conclude that Thucydides has sacrificed consistency of principle to literary
artistry and depth of interpretation” (603).

32 Stahl 1973, 65-69 illustrates this with the poignant example of the Sicilian debacle. In Nicias’ speeches
dissuading the Sicilian Expedition in book 6, he warns about the possibility of a Sicilian coalition combining
against Athens, a lack of supplies, and a shortage of cavalry. Alcibiades argues the exact opposite viewpoint. In
the ensuing narrative, Thucydides confirms all three of Nicias’ worries, indicating that of the two leaders, Nicias



explicit ‘refutations’ of what was said by what was subsequently done, indicate that the former
has been written with a view to the latter. To me, all this suggests that the speeches are meant
as more than just verbatim records, which is the second assumption from which | shall proceed.

Having made explicit the hermeneutic assumptions upon which my reading of Thucydides is
based, | shall now turn to the analysis of the speeches proper — starting with the Corcyraean
debate. For each of the speeches, | will select and interpret passages that are relevant for the
role of power in Thucydides’ narrative, reflecting on the dialectic between speeches and events.

The Corcyraean debate: the appeal of justice and the calculus of interest

Having described Greece’s most ancient history in a section commonly known as the
‘Archaeology’ (1.2-23), Thucydides jumps in medias res to relate the unfolding conflict
between Corcyra and Corinth. This brief war, together with the crises around Potidaea and
Thebes, formed one of the alleged causes which led to the outbreak of the war — the undisclosed,
‘truest’ cause (according to Thucydides) being Athens’ rise to greatness and the fear this evoked
in Sparta. Before going to the narrative proper, Thucydides presents the distinction between
these two types of causes with great emphasis.

™MV UEV yOp GANBecTaTV TPOPACLY, APAVESTATNV 08 AdY® TOVLG
AbBnvaiovg 1yodpat peylouvg yeyevnuévous Kot @Ofov TapExoviog Toig
Aokedopoviolg avaykdoor €¢ 10 TOAEUEV' ol O’ €G TO QaveEPOV
Aeyopevar aition aid’ Roav Exatépmv, 4e’ OV MGOVTES TOC GTOVONG &C
TOV TOAELOV KOTEGTNGOV.

For the truest cause — which is, however, the most obscure in speech —
I believe to have been that the Athenians’ having become great and
having imbued fear in the Lacedaemonians forced them to go to war.
But the openly spoken of complaints made by each, because of which
they dissolved the treaty and commenced the war, were the following.3

A contrast between manifest and latent causes, the latter of which are seen as more fundamental,
is important for Thucydides, and besides providing the compositional structure of the first book
it also frequently recurs in the speeches, as we shall soon see.®*

The situation was as follows. The city of Epidamnus, a colony of Corcyra in which there were
also Corinthian settlers, fell prey to civil strife, as a result of which the people expelled the
city’s oligarchs. The exiles joined ‘the barbarians’ around the city to lay siege to their former

had the better political foresight. The verbal echoes in the narrative noted by Stahl — sometimes including a
repetition of the exact words used in the speeches — strongly hint at a literary unity between both.

3 Thuc. 1.23.6. Thucydides here uses two different words to denote the different types of causes: mpépacic and
aitio. The term npoépacig here denotes the most fundamental reason for going to war, while aitiow are the lesser
reasons and grounds for complaint to which the parties appeal as their casus belli. The translation of these terms
can cause problems, since the normal, lexical use of the words is different — npogacic indicating “a motive or
cause alleged, whether truly or falsely,” and aitio “an imputation of guilt or blame” (LSJ, pp. 1539 and 44
respecitvely). Thucydides, however, seems to be employing npdégaoig in a whole variety of ways, including the
neutral, medical use of “explanation.” For an enlightening discussion of the meaning of these words in Herodotus,
Demosthenes, Thucydides, and Polybius, see Pearson 1952.

34 See Connor 1984, 32-33 for how Thucydides’ distinction between manifest and latent causes structures the rest
of the events in book 1. Cf. also Allison 2013, 261-270.



home, causing the Epidamnian people to appeal to Corcyra for help. As Corcyra refused to
intervene, however, the Epidamnians turned to Corinth, which was all too happy to indulge
their request — being resentful of Corcyra, which had itself been a colony of Corinth but had
now become estranged from its metropolis. The Corinthians therefore sent out a volunteer force
to help the Epidamnian people, which prompted the Corcyraeans to take up the cause of the
exiled oligarchs and demand the withdrawal of all Corinthian troops and settlers. When this
request was refused, the Corcyraeans themselves besieged the city, which provoked the
Corinthians to send out a relief force. Corcyra then suggested to solve the dispute by arbitration,
but the Corinthians demanded that the Corcyraeans first withdraw their besieging force — which
was met by the equal and opposite demand of the Corcyraeans that the Corinthians withdraw
their original troops and settlers. Finding themselves in a diplomatic stalemate, it came to a sea
battle at Leukimme — which the Corcyraeans won, leading to the surrender of Epidamnus to
Corcyra. Corinth, enraged, prepared a much larger force to avenge its loss, sparing no expenses
to equip a massive fleet.®®

Map 1: The Corinthian expedition to Corcyra.

% Thuc. 1.24-31

10



It is at this point that both parties turn to the Athenians, hoping to stack the odds in their favour.
Corcyradid this mainly out of fear: “The Corcyraeans, having learned of their [the Corinthians’]
preparations, started to become afraid” (movBavopevor 8¢ ot Keprupaiot Thv Tapackeutv ootV
gpopoivto). They saw that they were isolated, and wanted to see whether they could obtain any
help from the Athenians for the sake of their survival — any straw they could grasp at. The
Corinthians, by contrast, were motivated by a preventive motive: being fairly confident in their
upcoming victory, they wanted to anticipate any possible nuisances, “lest, in addition to the
Corcyraean fleet, the newly joined Athenian fleet should present itself as an obstacle to
conducting the war as they wished” (6nwg pun ogict Tpoc @ Kepkvpaiov vootikd 10 ATtikov
npocysvopsvoy gumoddiov yévitar 0écBon tov morepov 1| NAOov).3® Both vantage points,
resulting from an unequal position in the balance of power, become apparent in their respective
speeches to the Athenian assembly — the Corcyraeans humbly approaching the Athenians, but
ingeniously turning around the calculus of interest, while the Corinthians take a more moralistic
approach, covertly (and sometimes overtly) threatening their listeners.

The Corcyraeans speak first. They begin with the word dikatov (“right,” to which éotiv is to be
supplied in the imagination), suggesting that they will centre their speech around what is just
and fair. These expectations, however, are immediately subverted. Explaining and justifying
their own motives for coming to Athens, the envoys say:

dikonov, & Adnvaiot, Todg pnite edepyeciag peyding uite Evupayiog
TPOVPEILOUEVIC TIKOVTOG TTOPA TOVG TEANG EMIKOVPLOG, DOTEP KOl TLETG
VOV, deNCOUEVOLE GAvadiddiatl TPATOV, HAAMGTO HEV MG Kol ELLLPOPA.
déovtal, €l dg pn, Ot ye ovk emlnu, Emerta 0 ¢ kol TV Ydptv
BéPatov EEovoty.

It is right, Athenians, for those who, while there is neither a great work
of well-doing nor an alliance to be repaid, have nevertheless come to
others for help, as we are doing now, that they should first show in their
request that they are above all else asking for things that are beneficial
—and if not, that they are at least not detrimental — and furthermore, that
they will also remain firm in their gratitude.”

By acknowledging that they cannot appeal to any moral debt left out to be repaid, the
Corcyraeans — in their very first sentence — turn the issue away from merit and towards utility.
What they expect themselves to prove is that what they are about to propose is in the Athenian
interest or at least not opposed to it, and that Corcyra will be indebted to Athens as a result —an
obligation in which they will not waver. The envoys are preparing the ground for their most
important argument, as we shall later see.

But how is this sudden shift in policy to be explained? The listener is likely to be sceptical of
the motives behind such a sudden appeal to help. Hence, the envoys feel compelled to disarm
the suspicion by blaming themselves.

TETOYNKE O TO ATO EMTHOEV LA TPOG TE VUAG £G TNV Ypeiov NUTv GAOyOV
Kol £ T0 NUETEPQ ADTAV &V TG TAPOVTL AEVUEOPOV.

36 Thuc. 1.31.2-3.
87 Thuc. 1.32.1.
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It has so turned out that our policy towards you has been unreasonable,
and inconvenient with respect to our own affairs at the present time.

The unreasonableness of their practice, they explain, lies in their not having associated with any
allies. This turns out to have been a grave error — an error on which they have now been
corrected.

1 dokoDGa NUAV TPOTEPOV SOPPOSHVT (...) VOV dBovAia kol dcBévela
QOLVOUEVN.

That which we before thought prudence (...) has now shown itself to be
poor counsel and weakness.*°

Having assured the Athenians of their good faith and the sincerity of their search for an alliance,
the envoys begin to put forth their substantive arguments. Beginning in a general way, they first
promise the Athenians a “splendid coincidence” (kaAn &uvtuyia) of interests. They list three
advantages that will arise from helping Corcyra to defend itself:

np®d®TOV pEV 0Tt adwovpévolg Kol ovy E£tépovg PAAmTOLGL TV
gmkovpiay momoece, Emerto mEPL TAOV UEYIOTOV KVOLVEDOVTAG
dg&diuevol og dv pdAoTo pet’ aieyviotov paptupiov TV Ydptv
katafnoeche, voutikov te kektnueDa TAV T0D mop VUV TAETGTOV.

First, that you give help to those who are wronged and not to those who
harm others; second, that you, by receiving those who are at risk
concerning their greatest values, above all establish your goodwill with
a proof that shall be ever remembered; and finally, that we possess the
largest fleet except for you.*°

Only the first argument is of a moral nature: the Corcyraeans assert that they are the ones who
are wronged, the Corinthians the wrongdoers. The two remaining arguments are closely linked
and can, in fact, be regarded as part of a single proposition: “If you help us now, we, with our
enormous fleet, will surely help you in the future.” It is interesting to note how the Corcyraeans
turn the tables on the Athenians by making them into the beneficiaries of the deal: the alliance
is presented as an unexpected benefit for Athens, for which they have to do little in order to
gain a large fleet for their confederacy.

kol okéyaocte Tic evumpalio omavidtepa 1 TG TOlg ToAgpiolg
Ammpotepa, €l v DUEc Gv PO TOAADY YPNUATOV Kol YOPLTOG
gnunoacte duvapy LUV TpooyévesHat, abTn TAPESTLY AVTETAYYEATOG,
dvey Kvdhvov kal doamavne 5180000 EQVTV KOl TPOGETL PEPOVGO £G
L&V TOVG TOALOVG BPETHV, 01G 8& EMAUVVETTE ALY, DRIV & antoig ioydv.

38 Thuc. 1.32.3. Hornblower 1997, 76-77 translates &\oyov here as ‘inconsistent’, basing himself on Classen’s
view in his commentary ad. loc. that “&Aoyov einen Wiederspruch in sich enthélt.” It seems to me, however, that
a broader notion of unreasonabless is also suitable here, since the Corcyraeans are trying to establish that they
ought to have acted differently and were previously unenlightened about their real interests.

% Thuc. 1.32.4. See also 1.32.5, where the Corcyraeans explain the error of their ways as not arising from any
sinister intention, but from a mistake in judgment (80&fg 6¢ paAlov auaptic).

4 Thuc. 1.33.1.
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And consider what good business could be rarer or more painful to your
enemies than if that power, the acquiring of which you would have
valued above much money and goodwill — that it would be possible that
that power gave itself to you spontaneously, without danger and
expense, and would furthermore bring you a reputation for virtue
among the many, gratitude with those you protect, and strength for
yourselves.*!

All this begs the question why the Athenians would need such a large fleet in the first place: do
they have something to fear? The envoys promptly address this lingering thought with what
they next assert about the inevitability of a looming war.

TOv 8¢ morepov 8 dvmep yprowot dv eipev, €l TIc VUGV un oieton
g€oeobat, yvoung apoaptdvel kol ovk aichavetol Tovg Aakedapoviong
QOPD T® VueTépw moleunceioviag kol Tovg Kopvbiovg, duvapevoug
map’ avToig, Kol Vulv £xBpovg dvtag Kol mpokatalapupdvovtag Mudg
VOV £G TNV VpETépaY Emyeipnoty, iva un m® kowvd Eybel Kat’ avTovg
HET’ AAAA®V oTAUEY UNdE dLOTV POAGHL AUAPTMOOLY, T KOKDGOL LAG
1} opdc avTovg Befardsacdot.

And the war throughout which we could be useful — if any among you
thinks that it will not occur, he errs in his judgment and does not
perceive that the Lacedaemonians will go to war out of their fear for
you and that the Corinthians, being influential among them, are hostile
to you and will seize us now with a view to attacking you, lest we stand
united against them in common hatred and lest they fail to do two
things: either bring us to ruin or strengthen themselves.*?

Not without reason does Gomme refer to this part of the argument as “the essential point.”43 By
tying the affairs around Epidamnus and Corcyra in with the Peloponnesian League and asserting
that a war between it and Athens is inevitable, the Corcyraeans aim to evoke a sense of urgency
in the Athenians that will lead them to pre-empt (nmpokataiaupdaverv) that which would
otherwise occur regardless. Hence, despite some legalistic arguments about the Thirty Years’
Peace treaty and about who is to blame for the escalation, the Corcyraeans at the end of their
speech return to the question of naval interest. Indeed, they explicitly distinguish themselves as
a nautical rather than a continental ally (vovtikn kai ovk NrepdTic Euupayio), promising
Athens additional strength where it brings most benefit.* Finally, after reminding the Athenians
of Corcyra’s convenient location on the way to Sicily — possibly a foreshadowing by
Thucydides of the events in book six — the Corcyraeans close with the following crucial
observation:

tpion p&v dvta Adyov déa toic “EAANGt vavTikd, t0 mop’ DUV Koi T
nuétepov kol 10 KopivBiov: tovtmv o’ el mepidyeche td 600 £¢ TanTov

41 Thuc. 1.33.3. Gomme 1945, 168 adds: “Note the purely moral connotation of dpetr|, because Athens will be
helping the victims of oppression.” Although by far the least important point in the speech, it might serve to justify
the course of action just enough for the Athenians to rationalize their decision with a good conscience.

4 Thuc. 1.33.3.

43 Gomme 1945, 168.

4 Thuc. 1.35.5.

13



M0l kal KopivOior Muadg mpokatainyovtar, Kepkvpaiog te xai
[Tehomovynoiolg dupoa voavpaynoete: de€dpevol d& Muag £ete mPOg
a0ToVG TAEI0G1 Vo el Toig NueTépaig dywvilechat.

There being but three fleets that are worth speaking of among the
Hellenes, yours and ours and that of the Corinthians, if you will allow
two of them to be merged into the same one and the Corinthians to seize
us before you do, you will fight both the Corcyraeans and the
Peloponnesians at sea — but by receiving us you will be able to confront
them with more ships, namely ours.*

In contrast to the Corcyraean emphasis on the benefits they can bring, the Corinthians apply a
different rhetorical strategy. They argue mainly from a moralistic point of view along two axes:
the right of a metropolis to punish its rebellious colonies, and the repayment of past services
shown by Corinth. This moralistic point of view pervades the speech not only in its content, but
also in its choice of words — for example, in the usage of verbs such as “committing injustice”
(&dkeiv) and “mistreating” (0PpiCecbar). The Corinthian rhetorical strategy can therefore be
regarded as the mirror image of that of the Corcyraeans. Thucydides goes to great lengths to
highlight the oppositeness of their pleas in his composition — even making the Corinthians begin
theirs with “necessary” (dvayxoiov) as a mirror image of the Corcyraean “right” (dikaiov).

Proceeding to the Corinthian speech proper, then, we observe that first in the order of business
is a rebuttal of what the Corcyraeans had said in their captatio benevolentiae, in order to cast
doubt upon the sincerity of their motives. This the Corinthians already do in explicitly moral
terms, accusing them of harbouring the intention of committing injustice as they please.

eoaot 6¢ Euppoyiov dd TO odEPoV 0VOEVOSE T dé&ecBal 10 & éml
Kakovpyig Kol ovkK dpethy Emetndsvcav  Evppayov 1€ 0VOEVA
BovAdpevot Tpog TadiknpaTo ovTe papTLpa EYELY OVTE TAPUKAAODVTES
aioydvecBar. (...) Kdv TOLT® TO €LMPemMEG Bomovoov ovY Tva UM
EVVOSIKNOWGY £TEPOIC TPOPEPANVTAL, GAL’ SIS KATA LOVAG AdIKDOTL,
Kol 8mwg &v @ pév av kpatdot Prélovrar, od & v Addwot, mAéov
Exootv, fjv 6& Tov Tt TPOGAGPOGIY, AVAIGYLVTAGL.

They say that they have never accepted an alliance out of wise
moderation: but they did this with a view to doing evil, not out of virtue,
and because they wanted neither a witness of their injustices nor to feel
shame by calling upon them. (...) And their fair-sounding isolation
from alliances was not to avoid their presenting themselves to those
who commit injustice, but to commit injustice by themselves — and that
they might overpower where they are stronger, take more where they
are not seen, and remain unashamed when they have seized
something.4

% Thuc. 1.36.3.

4 Thuc. 1.37.2 and 1.37.4. The translation of 10 c®@pov as “a wise moderation” is taken from Hornblower 1997,
80; that of 10 evmpensg domovdov derived from Classen’s commentary ad loc., who renders it as “’die
schonklingende Biindnislosigkeit.””
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The envoys then proceed to their first substantive argument, which is presented as a rebuttal of
what the Corcyraeans had previously asserted about their metropolis doing them wrong. The
Corinthians declare a general principle according to which a colony is obliged to show respect
to its metropolis, giving themselves a reason to accuse the Corcyraeans of acting hubristically.

NUETG 0 008’ avtol eapev &l T VO ToLTWV VPPilecOat KaToKicAL,
GAN &mi T Myenoveg Te eivorn kai To eikdta Oovpalesdor.

But we ourselves say that we did not found this colony to be
hubristically mistreated by them, but to be their overlords and to be
admired by them according to what is fair.*’

Not surprisingly, then, they conclude that the Epidamnian affair is reflective of a rebellious
colony that does not know its place and acts against the moral demands of relations between
cities. This allows the Corinthians to characterize Corcyra’s actions as brazenly unjust and
violent.

KooV &’ M, &l kai fpaptévopey, toicde piv eiéon T MUETEP OpYH.
nuiv 8¢ aioypov PracacOor v tovTOV petpdmTa” VPpel d& Kol
é€ovoig mAovTov TOAAL £G MAg AL Te MuapTiKact kol Eridapvov
THETEPAV OVGAV KOKOVUEVIV PEV 0D TPOGETOL0DVTO, EAOOVTOV O UMV
Emi Tipopia ELOvTEG Pia Exovot.

It would be a fine thing, even if we were in the wrong, for them to give
way to our anger, while it would be shameful for us to violate their
moderation: but out of hubris and abundance of wealth they have sinned
against us in many other things, too, and also in the fact that they never
claimed Epidamnus, which was ours, while it was being wronged, but
when we arrived for vengeance they seized it by force and still hold it.*®

The second principle claimed by the Corinthians is that Athens has been shown great favours
in the past and should now return like for like — in particular with regard to rebel colonies. The
Corinthians recall how they helped the Athenians put down revolts in Samos and Aegina, and
now call on them to return the benefaction (evepyeoia), posing on them the moral demands of
reciprocity.

ve®dV yOp HOKPOV OTovIGavTég mote MPOS TOV Alywvnt®dv VmEp T
Mndwa porepov mapda Kopvbiov gikoot vadg EAdfete: Kain evepyecia
abdt te Koi 1 €¢ Zapiovg O O Mudg Ilehomovvnoiovg avtoig un
BonOfjoar, mapéoyev VUV Alywntdv pev émikpdnoty, Zopiov o
KOAOGLY, TAPESYEV VUV Alytvntdv pEv Emkpatmotwv, Zopiov 0
KOLaotv, Kol 8v Katpoig To1Tolg 8yéveto, oig paiiota dvOpwmotl &n’
€xOpovg TOVGC GPETEPOVS 10VTEG TOV TAVTMV dmelpiontol €ict mapd TO
VIKQV.

For when you were lacking in big ships for a war against the Aeginetans

before the Medic Wars, you took one hundred ships from the
Corinthians: and this good service, this one and the one against the

4T Thuc. 1.38.2.
4 Thuc. 1.38.5.
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Samians, in which because of us the Peloponnesians did not help them,
provided you with the conquest of the Aeginetans and the punishment
of the Samians — and this happened at such decisive moments in which
men, going forth against their enemies, are heedless of everything but
achieving victory.*?

It is not presented entirely in moral terms, however. Almost as an obiter dictum the Corinthians
remark that, by allowing her colony to essentially break free, Athens endangers its own empire,
because other colonies could subsequently conceive of doing the same. The general principle,
at first presented as a moral truth, is thereby also transformed into an appeal to Athenian self-
interest.

€1 Y0P TOVG KAKOV TL SpDVTOC OEXOUEVOL TILOPNGETE, PAVETTAL KOl { TV
VUETEP®Y O0VK EAAGGm MUV TPOCELSL, KOl TOV VOOV €9 DUTV a0TOIG
puaAlov 1 €¢’ Huiv Oncere.

For if you, by receiving those who commit a wrong, help them, it will

appear that your subjects shall no less come over to us, and you will
introduce the custom more against yourselves than against us.>°

They do not press this point, however, instead returning to the issue of justice. Immediately
after their veiled threat, the Corinthians appeal to the entitlements they can make according to
the laws or customs of the Hellenes (Sikoudpate kotd todg EAMjveov vopovg).®t Finally,
towards the end of the speech, they restate their central demands on no less than two occasions.

NUETG 8 mepuentmrdTES 01 &V TH| Accedaipovt avtol Tposimopey Todg
oQeTEPOVG ELUPAYOVS AVTOV TVl KOAALEW, VOV Ttop’ DUV TO 0T
atodpev kopileoBar, koi un T MUETEPY YNO® d@eAnbévtag T
vueTépy MUAg PAayat. (...) Kol Tade TOODVIES TO TPOCHKOVTH TE
dpdoete kai T dpioto fovAedoeshe DUTV avTOIC.

And since we have ended up in a situation about which we ourselves
had spoken before in Lacedaemon — namely that everyone keeps within
bounds his own allies — we now deem it worthy that the same is heeded
by you, and that you do not, having been helped by our vote, hurt us
with yours. (...) And by doing these things you will both do what is
fitting and best take counsel for yourselves.%?

Which of these two rhetorical strategies was more successful: the Corcyraean or the Corinthian
approach? Thucydides informs us in the subsequent chapter that the Corcyraean arguments
ultimately carried the day. The Athenians decided not to conclude a full alliance in which they
would regard the same people as enemies or friends ({uupayio dGote TOLG avToVE £XOPOVE Kal
eilovg vopilew), but to nonetheless agree to the Corcyraeans’ request for a defensive alliance
in which they would help each other in case of attack (dmpéyio ) A AoV BonOeiv).>® The

4 Thuc. 1.41.2. Cf. an earlier remark about the Samian incident in 1.40.5, where the Corinthians claim to have
openly defended their principle in the face of their allies.

%0 Thuc. 1.40.6.

51 Thuc. 1.41.1.

52 Thuc. 1.43.1 and 1.43.4.

5 Thuc. 1.44.1.
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reason cited for this decision is that the Athenians ultimately judged it too risky in light of a
coming Peloponnesian War to allow the Corcyraean navy to be either destroyed or annexed to
a potential enemy.>* Considerations of interest ultimately prevailed over the appeal to justice
and morals. Nor did the Athenians turn out disappointed in the course of events: the combined
Corcyraean-Athenian fleet successfully held off the Corinthians, securing for Athens a powerful
naval asset in Corcyraean allegiance.® An important step had been taken towards winning a
future Peloponnesian War — as it would have seemed at the time, at least.

However, Thucydides gives us one remarkable detail about the Athenians’ decision-making
process in taking this course: after having listened to the speeches, the vote was somehow
postponed to a subsequent assembly. We are told that Corinth had gained the Athenians’ initial
sympathy, but that the second assembly ultimately decided in favour of Corcyra for the reasons
explained above.%® What are we to make of this? It could be that the Corinthians had simply
won over the Athenians by virtue of them having been the last to speak — as often happens in
deliberative rhetoric. However, recalling the distinction that Thucydides had made in 1.23
between the ‘alleged’ and the ‘truest’ causes of the war, this division between an initial
sympathy for Corinth and a calculated choice in favour of Corcyra mirrors both types of causes
in the reasoning process of a belligerent. Intuitively, Athens would have been attracted by an
appeal to justice, but once riper deliberation regarding its empire had taken place, the interest-
based decision ultimately won out. Thucydides might thereby be hinting at the inevitability of
power politics, despite the intuitive appeal of moral theories.

The conference at Sparta: national character and empire

Athens’ defence of Corcyrean independence was only one of the alleged causes (aitiot) leading
to sour relations between the Delian and Peloponnesian Leagues. After this, Thucydides
informs us, there “immediately” (€060¢) arose a new conflict or difference (di1épopa) which
was to prove just as crucial to the outbreak of the war.5” It was, in fact, a dispute similar to the
previous one: the city of Potidaea, originally a Corinthian colony, but formally subjected to
Athens, became the subject of controversy, because the Athenians feared that it might revolt
with Corinthian help and take many of its strategically located tributaries in Thrace with them.%8

Hence, the Potidaeans were ordered to take down their walls — something they refused to do,
instead seeking help from the Peloponnesian League and resorting to open rebellion.® The
Athenians, informed of the revolt and of Corinthian efforts to support it with volunteers and
mercenaries, proceeded to send their own forces to Chalcidice and promptly invested the city
with heavy siege works.° While this was in effect an open confrontation between Athenian and
Corinthian troops, “the war had not yet broken out, but a truce yet remained: for the Corinthians

% Thuc. 1.44.2.

% Thuc. 1.45-1.55.

% Thuc. 1.44.1. Cf. Westlake 1973, 93-94.
5 Thuc. 1.56.1.

% Thuc. 1.56.2.

% Thuc. 1.57.

% Thuc. 1.61-65.
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had done this in a private capacity” (o0 pévtot 6 ye moAepdc o Euveppdyet, AAAL’ ETL AVOK®YN
fv- idig yap tadta oi Kopiviior Enpatav).tt But peace now hung in the balance.
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Map 2: Potidaea.

It was at this point that the Peloponnesian League convened in Sparta to discuss the situation.
Thucydides seizes upon this significant moment of deliberation — with the Hellenic world on
the brink of war — to explore both sides of the conflict psychologically. Connor has remarked
that, while the first pair of speeches between Corcyra and Corinth served to illustrate the
material aspects of the war (namely the strength of navies), this second antilogy casts light on
“the less tangible considerations, the morale and determination of the belligerents.””®? And just
as previously it appeared that Athens had gained a material advantage by acquiring for itself
the second-largest fleet in Hellas, so too do the Corinthians now argue that Athens has the
psychological advantage of superior daring, in an attempt to bait the Spartans into taking action.
This forms the core strategy of their speech — which is thereby at once a rhetorical tour de force
and a historiographical contrast of national characters.5?

The Corinthians were the last to speak, after many other Peloponnesian allies (including the
recently wronged Megarians) had already brought forth their accusations.®* Corinth serves as
the climax of these complaints, only stepping forward “after having allowed the others to first
enrage the Lacedaemonians” (tobg d&AAovg é€doavteg mpdOTOV  mOPOEHVAL  TOVG
Aoxedarpoviong).85 After opening their speech by reminding the Spartans how often they had
already warned them of the Athenian menace, they seize upon the latest events around Corcyra
to once again press home the point and exhort the Spartans to finally do something. To create

61 Thuc. 1.66.5.

62 Connor 1984, 37.

83 So, too, says Jaeger 1936, 494-495: “’Dieses Feindeslob vor Feinden, auch im Sinne der Rhetorik eine
schriftstellerische Hochstleistung, erfullt fir den Geschichtschreiber auBer seinem unmittelbaren agitatorischen
Zweck noch einen hoheren: es gibt eine einzigartige Analyse der psychologischen Grundlagen der
Machtentwicklung Athens.”

% Thuc. 1.67.

% Thuc. 1.67.5.
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an additional sense of urgency, they ascribe to the Athenians aggressive intentions — which they
claim are ultimately also directed against the Peloponnesians themselves.

viv 8¢ i 8l pakpryopeiv, dv Todg pév dedovimpévong Opdte, Toig &
gmPovievoviag anTovg, Kai ovy Koo Toig DUETEPOIS Euppdyots, Kol
€K TOALOD TPOTAPECKEVAGUEVOVS, €1 TOTE TOAEUNGOVTOL, OV Yap GV
Képxopav 1€ VmohaPoviec Plg Mudv  elyov xoi  Ioteidowav
gmoMOpKovY: OV TO P&V dmtkoupdtoTov yopiov Tpdg té &ml Opdkng
amoypiioat, 1 6& voutikov av péytotov Tapéoye toig [ehomovvnaoiolc.

But what need is there now to speak at great length, if among them you
see that they have already enslaved some and are planning to do so with
others, and in particular your allies, and that they have long been
prepared if they should ever fight a war? For otherwise they would not
have taken Corcyra from us by force and besieged Potidaea — the latter
of which could have been the most convenient place for actions against
Thrace, while the former would have provided the Peloponnesians with
an enormous navy.%

With their actions, the Athenians have not just harmed Corinth’s interests, but Hellas as a whole
(Mdiovv v EALGSw).5” In the face of such wanton aggression, indolence is not merely
blameworthy, but positively harmful. Athens could only arrive at such heights of audacity
because the Spartans let them. Hence, the Corinthians do not beat around the bush and bluntly
tell their audience who they believe to be responsible: “Of these things, you are guilty” (tdvde
VuEls oition).% In fact, they go on to argue that the Spartans are even more guilty than the
Athenians themselves by not intervening while they could have stopped them. This is
particularly hypocritical, the Corinthians assert, in light of the Spartans’ claim to be the
custodians of Hellenic liberty.

00 yap O dOLVAMGAUEVOS, OAL’ O dLVAUEVOG HEV TODOAL, TEPLOPDV O
aAn0éotepov avToO dpd, imep kol TV A&lmoty THg APETHC ¢ EAeVBEPDY
v EAMGda épetar.

For not the man who has enslaved another, but the one who could have
stopped him and instead looked on has in truth done the enslaving — if
indeed he carries the reputation for virtue as being the one who liberates
Hellas.®

The Corinthians also assert that the Spartans are the only ones guilty of such inactivity. They
seem to have been surprised by this, given the Lacedaemonian reputation for bellicose
achievements which had been handed down from the time of the Persian Wars.

fovyélete yap povor EAMvov, @ Aakedaoviot, od Tf Suvapet Tvd,
GALG T pHeAAnoel AQUUVOUEVOL Kal LOVOL OVK dpyopévny v adénov

66 Thuc. 1.68.3-4.
57 Thuc. 1.68.3.
% Thuc. 1.69.1.
% Thuc. 1.69.1.
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TV €xOpdV, dumlaclovpévny 0¢ KaToAvOoVTEG. Koitor €AEyecbe
ACQAAEIG ivat, OV dpa 6 Adyoc Tod Epyov EkpdTel.

For you are the only ones among the Hellenes to remain at rest,
Lacedaemonians, warding off something not with your power, but with
your intentions that are not carried into effect, and being the only ones
to destroy the power of their enemies not when it is just emerging, but
after it has already doubled. And yet you were reputed to be trustworthy
— in which, apparently, the story was more powerful than the deed.”

How, then, is their negligence in the face of such manifest danger to be explained? This is where
the Corinthians introduce their comparative character sketch. They begin by asserting the
absolute difference between the two peoples — turning them, as it were, into each other’s exact
mirror images.

nepl @V ovK 0icOavesOou Npiv ye Sokelte o0d’ éxhoyicacOon TdmoTE
po¢ ofovg vulv Abnvaiovg Ovtoc kol dcov LUDY Kol GG AV
dwpépovtag 6 dyav Eotal.

Regarding these things, you do not seem to us to have ever perceived
or considered against what kind of people it is that your struggle will
take place, namely the Athenians, and to what degree and how
absolutely different they are from you.™

The Corinthians then proceed to list — exhaustively — the behavioural manifestations of this
character difference. The Spartans, they claim, are always one step behind the Athenians,
because the former remain at rest while the latter are always on the move. Hence, whereas the
Athenians acquire and expand and venture, the Spartans simply maintain and hold on to what
they already have and are averse to commence new enterprises. The result is an almost
metaphysical opposition of dynamism and stability — a confrontation, as it were, between
Heraclitus and Parmenides on a geopolitical scale.

ol pév ye vewtepomolol Kol Emvotjcat 0&elc Kol EmteAéoot Epyw a Gv
YVOOIV VUETG 6 Ta DITAPYOVTA T DLEW Kol EMyvdVaL UNdEV Kal EPym
008¢ tavaykoio dEikécOot. av0ic 8¢ ol uév kai mapd dHvopy Toluntol
Kol TTOpO YVOOLWV KIvduveutol Kol €ml TolC 0evoic evEATIOES TO O
vuétepov TG 1€ dLVANE®S €voed mpatot THG TE YvdOoNg Unde TOig
BePaiolg motedoar TV € dev@dV undémote oiechor dmoivOncechat.
Kol pnv Kol dokvor mpodg VUAG HEAANTOS Kol dmodnuntol mpog
gvonuotdrovg olovtat yap ol pev tf) amovoig dv L KtacOat, VUES 6
1@ EnelBeV kai Ta EToipa av PAGyat. (...) dote €l TIC aTOLG ELVELDY
eain Tepdkeval €Ml T PRTE AOTOVG ExEv Novyiay Uqte TOVG GAAOVG
avBpdmovg £av 0pODdS Gv eimot.

They, at any rate, are revolutionaries and keen to contrive things and to
execute by deeds what they have thought of; you, on the other hand, to
safeguard what already exists and to decide nothing and to accomplish

7 Thuc. 1.69.4-5.
I Thuc. 1.70.1.
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by deeds not even what is necessary. Moreover, they are daring beyond
their power and venturesome beyond their knowledge and maintain
good hopes in dreadful circumstances; but yours is it to act short of your
power and knowledge, and not to be confident even in stable
circumstances and to believe that you will never be released from what
is dreadful. Indeed, they are a tireless people compared to you loiterers,
and far-travellers compared to you home-dwellers: for they believe to
gain something by their departure, while you believe that by going out
you will even damage what is ready at hand. (...) So that if someone
were to say, in summary, that they exist for the sake of not having any
rest themselves and not allowing it to others, he would speak rightly.?

The terms employed by the Corinthians — and, by extension, Thucydides — to characterise each
of the cities, rest (novyia) and motion (kivnoig), are highly significant. In the proem, we were
already informed that the Peloponnesian War was to be “the greatest motion” (kivnoig peyiot)
to have occurred among the Greeks or elsewhere.”® Subsequently, in the Archaeology,
Thucydides marked off the important stages in the development of archaic Greece by
acknowledging moments of rest in between chaotic motions — such as the establishment of
permanent cities after a long period of piracy and migration.” It seems that rest and motion are
fundamental categories of thought for Thucydides, structuring his view of history as a whole.”™

It is also significant that the theme of rest versus motion is associated in various ways with the
possession of a navy.’”® The Athenians are represented as those who are always abroad
(dmodnunrai) and who make their profit by means of their absence (drovciq), whereas Sparta,
a primarily land-based power, tends to stay at home and consgequently prefers the security of
its established customs. These associations tie in the psychological aspects of the war with what
had previously been said about the material assets — forming, as it were, one holistic reflection
on the opposition between seafaring Athenians and continental Peloponnesians.

After the Corinthians have finished their impassioned speech, Thucydides relates the Athenian
response to the accusations levelled against them. The transition is noteworthy. Coincidentally,
there just “happened to be” (£tvye) an Athenian delegation present when the previous
accusatory speeches — of which, it must be remembered, the Corinthian envoys only gave the
last — were delivered.’” Stepping forward, the Athenians intended “not to hold a defence against

2 Thuc. 1.70.2-4; 1.70.9.

8 Thuc. 1.1.

" Thuc. 1.8. See also

5 Connor 1984, 20-22; Orwin 2017, 367-368; Strauss 1974, 154-163.

76 Saxonhouse 2017, 344-346.

" Thuc. 1.72.1. The insertion of this speech is a good illustration of the previously discussed ambiguity between
‘accuratist’ and ‘free composition’ readings of Thucydides. It seems extraordinarily convenient for the Athenian
envoys “on other business” (mepi dAAwv) to have been present at the exact meeting of the Peloponnesian allies
where their empire would have been accused — in addition to being given the opportunity to speak at length in their
own defence. Hornblower 1997, 117 seems convinced of the historicity of this account, arguing that “there is no
overwhelming evidence to doubt” the Athenians’ presence at the event. On the other hand, Gomme 1945, 233 is
more careful, concluding that “presumably Thucydides will have heard of the Corinthian speech, as of the others
in this debate, from one of the Athenian delegates, who, even if they had not actually listened to them, knew their
content.” Regardless, Gomme there also acutely remarks on the synchronicity of history and poetry in Thucydidean
speeches: “Both those who believe that there is some historical content in Thucydides’ speeches and those who
believe that he made them all up in his own head, are convinced that his intention in writing this is to show one
aspect of the forces at work in provoking the war and in the fighting itself.”
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the accusations brought forward by the cities” (t@®v pév &yxkinudtov mépt uUnogv
dmoloynoduevovg oV ai molelg évekdiovy), but rather to argue that the situation was “on the
whole” (nepi 100 mévtoc) more nuanced.’”® In other words: the issue was one of perspective.
The Athenians would now enlighten the cities on why their empire was not evil in the grand
scheme of things. Ultimately, they did this “believing that by their words they could turn them
more towards rest than to waging war” (vouiCovteg pdAhov v adTovg €K TV AdY®V TPOG TO
novyalew tpanécbor | mpog tO moieueiv). Their aim was exactly opposed to that of the
Corinthians: whereas the latter had wished to spur the Spartans to immediate action, the
Athenians now desired to lull them into passivity.

The envoys begin by presenting their speech as one of friendly advice rather than agonistic
rebuttal. They also endeavour to show that they acquired their power justly and fairly.

aic06pevol 8¢ katafory odk OAyMY ovcay NUGY TapAdopEY 0D TOig
EYKMUOoL T®V TOAEWMV AVTEPODVTEG (0V Yap TP SIKOGTHIC DUTV oVTE
NUGV 0UTE TOVTOV 01 AdYOL AV Yiyvolvto), GAL’ Ommg un padimg mepi
pHeYaA®V mpaypdtmv toig Euupdyolg melddpevol xeipov Bovievonobe,
Kol dpor BovAdpevol mepi Tod TavTOg AOYOL ToD G MUAS KaBECTMTOG
dNAdoatl ®g o¥Te AMEKOTMG EYouey O Kaktnueda 1 te TOMg UMV d&ia
Adyov Eotiv.

But hearing your outcry, which is not small, we have come forward not
to answer the charges made by the cities — for neither our nor their
speeches would be delivered before you as judges — but to prevent you
from taking a wrong decision in important matters by the persuasion of
your allies, and at the same time desirous to show regarding the whole
opinion that has been formed against us that we do not possess unfairly
that which we have acquired, and that our city deserves to be taken into
account.”

Subsequently, they list a long catalogue of exploits and benefits provided during the Persian
Wars. In effect, this serves as their justificatory historical ideology: because Athens sacrificed
much and showed great skill against the Mede, it deserves the respect of all other Hellenic
cities.®? The basis of their empire, they accordingly conclude, is one of voluntary acquiescence
to Athenian leadership rather than violent submission by force of arms.

Kol yap ooty ™mvoe élaPopev o0 Pracdupevor GAL VUGV PV ovK
€0eAnocavtov mapopeival Tpog ta oo tod PoapPapov, MUV O
TPOcEABOVI®OV TOV ELPUAY®V Kol ovT®dv  oenBévtav  1yeuovog
KOTAGT|VOL.

For we have not taken up this [empire] having used force. Rather, when
you did not wish to stay for what remained to be done against the
barbarian, the allies, coming forward and requesting it themselves,
made us their leaders.8!

8 Thuc. 1.72.1.
™ Thuc. 1.73.1.
8 Thuc. 1.73.2-1.74.
8 Thuc. 1.75.2.
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So far, all this sounds rather noble and altruistic. However, the Athenian envoys do not
dissimulate the fact that Athens looks out primarily for its own interests. With surprising
candour, they admit that they now require the empire for their own security, and that they
consequently have no intention of giving it up, because they fear the consequences that would
arise from such a scenario.

€€ aToD 0€ TOD Epyov KatnvayKAGOUEY TO TPDTOV TPOUYOYETV QVTIV
&G tO0e, paMota pEv Vo déovg Emelta 08¢ Kol Tiufic, Dotepov Kol
OeeMog, kKol oK AoParsc ETt 880Kl elvor TOIC TOALOTG A yONUEVoC
Kol Tvov kol 0N ATosTAVI®MV KATEGTPUUUEV®OY VUMV TE NUIV OVKETL
opoimg eikmv, AAL’ VIOTTOV Kol S1POP®V HVI®MV AVEVTOS KIVOLVEVELY
(xoi yap v ol ATooTacElg TPOS VUAG £YlyvovTto): ot 6& dveripBovov
10 EvppépovTa TV peyictmv Tépt KivdHvay v tidecbat.

And we were at first necessitated by the work itself to propel the empire
to this point: primarily out of fear, additionally because of honour,
finally also for the sake of gain — and then it no longer seemed safe to
take the risk of letting it go, being hated by many and having already
brought back some who had revolted, and you no longer being friendly
to us but looking on us with suspicion and being at odds with us (for
even the uprisings would have been to your benefit). And it is without
reproach for all men to secure for themselves what is beneficial in the
most important things.8

We see here that, in the Athenians’ perception, there exists an immanent necessity (&vdaykn) for
hegemonic states to gain, consolidate and where possible expand their power. It even appears
not to have been a choice to become the hegemonic state in the first place — it simply followed
“from the work itself” (£€ avtod t0D &pyov), i.e. from the regular conduct of great power
politics. An empire or rulership (&pyn) also turns out to be a double-edged sword: it is, on the
one hand, advantageous as well as honourable for the ruling state, but on the other hand it is
also a perilous position to be in, since it creates the need to remain superior to allies who may
have come to resent or hate their overlords. Hence, the Athenian empire, despite its (possibly
justified) claims to a just foundation, ultimately remains a self-serving enterprise.?

8 Thuc. 1.75.3-5. Classen in his commentary ad loc. further specifies the three primary motivations as ‘’das
dreifache Motiv 1) der Furcht vor den Barbaren, 2) der Ehre, die wir als die Hegemonen genossen, 3) des eigenen
Interesses, da wir im Besitz der Herrschaft auch die Mittel zur Entwicklung unserer Macht und unsers innern
Lebens hatten.”’

8 Jaeger 1936, 496 incisively characterises of this dynamic: “Nachdem es dann durch den Willen des
Bundesgenossen zur Hegemonie gelangt war, muf3te es aus Furcht vor dem dadurch erweckten Neide Spartas, das
sich jetzt aus seiner ererbten Fiihrerstellung verdrangt sah, die einmal errungene Macht dauernd verstarken und
sich vor dem Abfall der Bundesgenossen durch eine immer straffere zentralistische Fiihrung schiitzen, die die
urspriinglich freien Bundesstaaten allmahlich zu Unternanen Athens herabdriickte. Zu dem Motiv der Furcht
kamen als mitwirkende Nebenmotive Ehrgeiz und Eigennutz.” Saxonhouse 2017, 346-350 calls this a ‘power trap’
and ties it to the previously discussed Athenian characteristic of restlessness — for the expansion of power, by
definition, requires movement. This ‘necessity’ of a ‘power trap’ is characteristic of the Realist tradition of political
thought with which Thucydides has often been associated, and similar expressions of it can be found in Hobbes
(who had translated Thucydides) and especially Machiavelli, who phrases it in almost the exact same terms in
Discorsi 1.6: “Ma sendo tutte le cose degli uomini in moto, e non potendo stare salde, conviene che le salghino o
che le scendino; e a molte cose che la ragione non t’induce, t’induce la necessita.”
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Despite this, the envoys, in their attempt to soothe the Peloponnesian anxieties, insist on the
standard of justice applied by their empire. Whereas other empires have acted brutally and
unashamedly despotic, the Athenian empire is characterized by the rule of law and equal
treatment of confederates, the Athenian envoys argue. Therefore, while doing nothing out of
the ordinary by normal standards, they nevertheless rule extraordinarily justly.

obtwg ovd’ MUElE Bovpaotov 0VOEV TEmOMKAUEY 00O’ Amd ToD
avOpomeiov TpodTOV, €l dpynv € ddopévny £6e&bueba Kol TavTV U
aveipey, KO TAOV peyioTeV ViIkNOEvTes, TIUTC Kal 60VG Kol MEEAiaG,
008’ ab mpdTol ToD ToLVTOL VIAPEAVTES, GAL’ aigl KaOESTMTOG TOV
floow VO 10D dvvaTmTépov KateipyesBat, d&ol te dua vopuilovrteg
givan kol Vv Sokodvreg, péyxpt ob o Evpeépovia Aoylopevol Td
dwai Adym viv ypficBe: 8v 00deic Tm mapatvyov ioyit Tt kToacHal
pobeic Tod un mAéov Eyev dmetpdmeto, émaiveicbal te d&ol, oitveg
ypnoduevol T avOpomeig evoel dote ETEPMV Gpyev dkadTePOL T
KT, TV VTAPYoVcaV SVVALLY YEYEVIVTOL.

Thus, we have done nothing marvellous or divergent from the human
way of doing things if we, being given an empire, have accepted it and
do not let it go — overcome as we are by the greatest motives, honour
and fear and benefit. Nor, again, are we the first ones to start such a
thing, but it has always been established that the weaker is kept down
by him who is more powerful. And at the same time we thought we
were worthy of this; and this also appeared to you, until, having
calculated the benefits, you now use the reasoning of justice —which no
one who had it in his power to gain something by force has ever so
preferred to possessing more that he desisted from this. And they are
worthy of being praised, who, furnished with the human nature to
dominate others, have turned out to be more just than corresponds to
the power that they have at their disposal.®*

The contradiction is obvious. While doing nothing out of the ordinary by following human
nature’s universal selfishness, the Athenians nevertheless claim to be acting altruistically
through their wise and moderate rule. Thucydides here plays with the hypocrisy of self-
righteous empires, as he does elsewhere in the work.8® Fair speeches and specious justifications
cannot ultimately hide the reality that Athens is an empire, and that empires exist to rule over
others.® It cannot come as a surprise, then, that the plea is ultimately unsuccessful and, if
anything, only bolsters the perception of the Athenians as aggressive expansionists. The

8 Thuc. 1.76.2-3. Gomme 1945, 236 notes about this paragraph: “The first frank expression of selfish imperialism,
the natural right of the stronger to act as he would, in the History” — evidently thinking of the Melian Dialogue in
5.84-116 as a later instance of the same. | believe, however, that the present paragraph is not the first, but the
second expression of the self-serving nature of imperialism — as | explained above with regard to 1.75.3-5.
Hornblower 1997, 122 translates ypnodpuevot tij dvOpomneiq gpdoet as “in accordance with human nature” — an
interesting phrase in light of Thucydides’ remark in 1.22.4 about the constancy of “that which is human” (10
avOpmneiov).

8 An example of this is the way in which the magniloquent praise of Athens in Pericles’ Funeral Oration (2.35-
46) holds up to later Athenian conduct, especially in book 6. See also Balot 2017, 323-331

8 The Corinthians, harbouring their characteristic grudge against Athenian power, will in a later speech (1.122)
characterise the empire as that of a “tyrant city” (tOpavvov ToOAw).
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Spartans — consulting by themselves (kota o@adg avtovg) after dismissing the allies — ultimately
come to believe that Athens is guilty of committing injustice (adwkeiv), and that war has now
become inevitable.

Kol TV eV TAEWOVOV ml TO a0TO ol Y@L EPEPOV, AIKELV TE TOVG
AOnvaiovg §n kai moAepntéa sivon &v Téyet.

And the opinions of the majority regarding this point inclined to the fact
that the Athenians were already committing injustice and that war had
to be waged soon.®’

The Spartan deliberation: prudence and honour

Book one’s final antilogy deals with Sparta’s decision to go to war, taken among the Spartans
themselves. The events described here take place immediately after Sparta’s consultation with
the allies. As in most political assemblies that decide on questions of peace and war, there are
‘hawks’ and ‘doves’ present among the Spartans — the former being more eager to commence
hostilities than the latter. Thucydides, characteristically, juxtaposes these positions by providing
one exemplary speech representing each camp.

First to speak is Archidamus, the Spartan king. He is the ‘dove’ of the assembly, holding an
impassioned — but simultaneously restrained — plea for a more careful approach, which would
take full advantage of the elements of time and diplomatic preparation. Thucydides himself
introduces Archidamus as “a man reputed to be both sagacious and temperate” (évnp xoi
Euvetdg dok@v eivar kai cdepav). In good rhetorical fashion, to establish his credibility, he
confirms this reputation at the beginning of his speech by focusing attention on his long life
experience, especially concerning the matters which they are now discussing.

Kol o0TOg TOA®Y 10N moAépmv Eumelpdg sipt, @ Aaxedoipdvior, kai
VU®V TOVG &V TR avTh NMKig Opd, dote punte dnepig Embouiocal Tva
00 &pyov, Omep Av ol moAloi mdbotev, pnte dyabov Kol GOPOAES
vouicoavra.

I myself am already experienced in many wars, Lacedaemonians, and |
see among you those of the same age, so that no one will desire it out
of inexperience with the matter — by which many people are affected —
nor because they believe it to be good and safe.8®

Archidamus’ words to describe the bellicose passions that pervade the assembly are loaded.
War can be something which people irrationally desire (¢mibvpeiv), as they can be emotionally
affected (méoyew) and hence become blind to riper wisdom. By this one observation,
Archidamus immediately establishes himself as the partisan of wisdom and moderation,
implicitly branding his opponents as the opposite. The claim to superior wisdom or insight also
arises from Archidamus’ next claim, namely that his opponents are not aware of and
consequently underestimate the magnitude and nature of the war upon which they are about to

8 Thuc. 1.79.2.
8 Thuc. 1.80.1.
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embark. He skillfully enumerates all the strengths of the Athenians in an enormous
polysyndeton, creating the spectre of a foe unlike any the Peloponnesians have faced before.

gbporte &' Gv 1Ovde mepi o0 VOV Povreveshe ovk dv EAdyioTov
YEVOUEVOVY, €l cOPPOVOS TIC aVTOV gkAoyifolto. mpoOg HEV YOp TOVG
[Tehomovynoiovg kail Tovg doTvyeitovag TOPOIHOg MUY 1 Ak (...)
poOg 0& Gvopoc ol yiiv 1€ €KOg &rovot kal mpooétt Boldcong
gumelpdtatol ot Kol Toig GAL0LG dmacty dplota EE\PTLVTAL, TAOVTE TE
idim kai dnuocie kol vavot kal inroilg kKai dmhotg kol dydlm 660¢ 00K €v
Ao evi ye yopio EAAvikd gotiv, €1t 6& kail Suppdyovg moAhovg
@OpOL VTOTEAETG EYOovol, TMG YPN TPOS TOVTOVG PYdimg TOAEUOV
dpacHot Kai Tivi Totevsavtag drapackehovg Enelydfvar,

One would find this [war] about which you are now debating to be not
the smallest to have ever happened, if one were to consider it wisely.
For against the Peloponnesians and the inhabitants of nearby cities our
strength is much alike (...) but against men who possess far off lands,
and who are moreover extremely skilled at sea, and who have optimally
equipped themselves for all other things, with wealth (both public and
private) and ships and horses and spears and a multitude as great as
there is not in any one Hellenic region, and who in addition have many
allies subjected to them for tribute — how are we to conveniently wage
war against them, and relying on which means are we to hasten
ourselves, unprepared as we are?8°

In all domains of national strength, Archidamus argues, Athens is as of yet superior. He
explicitly addresses the issues of ships, money, hoplites, and population size, foreseeing that
Athens will be able to rely on its navy and overseas empire to supply it with what it needs.®°
Archidamus is certainly right in everything he says here. We must recall Thucydides’ own
judgment concerning these matters. First, Thucydides had stated in his proem that the
Peloponnesian War was to be the greatest war yet known to mankind.®! Because the historian
confirmed this in his own name, we can take it that Archidamus was not acting
melodramatically, but had accurately assessed the significance of what was about to happen.
Hence, the reader, who perceives the events with dramatic irony, can verify that his caution was
called for. Second, by arguing that Athens’ main strength lay at sea and that it would be able to
negate Sparta’s hypothetical progress on land, Archidamus reached the same conclusion that
Pericles would later arrive at when he outlined his strategy for winning the Peloponnesian
War.®? This, too, turns out to have been a well-grounded assessment of the situation.
Archidamus, it can be concluded, knew his enemy, and was therefore in a sound position to
give advice about what was necessary to confront him.

8 Thuc. 1.80.3.

% Thuc. 1.80.4-1.81.6.

1 Thuc. 1.1.1-1.1.2. Cf. Connor 1984, 20-32; Forsdyke 2017, 21-22; Strauss 1974, 154-155.

2 Thuc. 1.142-1.144; 2.62

% This is also the conclusion reached by Balot 2017, 331-336. Sed contra Strauss 1974, 149-150, who argues:
“Even if Thucydides would have agreed with Archidamus in every other point, he disagreed with his appraisal of
the situation. According to Thucydides, the Spartans who were so averse in taking risks and slow to go to war were
compelled by the Athenians to go to war against the Athenians. Thucydides agrees then in effect with the harsh
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What, then, were Archidamus’ own ideas about the conduct of the war? To put it briefly, he
believed that Sparta was not yet ready for an all-out conflict against an ostensibly superior
(naval) superpower. He consequently urged caution and preparation on all fronts, both militarily
and diplomatically.

00 UV ovdE AvosOTMg avTovg KEAED® TOVS T& ELUAYOVG UMY 0V
PAdmtey kol EmPBovAiedoviog Un Kotapmpav, GAAL OmAa HEV UNTo
Kvely, méumev 8¢ kol aitidobat pnte moAepov dyov dniodvtag uid’ wg
EMTPEYOLEV, KAV TOOTO Kol To NHéETepa otV E€aptvesbat, Evupdywmv
1€ TpocaymYi] kol EAMvev kal BapBapov, €1 mobév Tiva 1) vautikod 1
ypnuatov dvvauy mposinyoueda (averipBovov 6¢, dool domep Kai
Nueig v’ ABnvaiov éniPovAievducda, un "EAAnvog povov, aAlo koi
BapPapovg mpocraPdvtag SwwcwBijvar), woi T  ovTtod  Guo
gxmopilopeda.

Nor do I urge you to indifferently allow them to hurt both ourselves and
our allies, or to not catch them while they are forming plans, but only
not to take up arms just yet, and rather to send envoys and pose
demands, not indicating too much either war or that we will yield; and
in the meantime to equip the things that are our own, and also by
gathering allies, both among the Hellenes and among the barbarians, if
we can obtain from some place the power of a fleet or money — and it
is without reproach if such as ourselves, who are targeted by plots of
the Athenians, are to be saved by taking, in addition to only the
Hellenes, also the barbarians — and to the same time also to provide for
ourselves our own things.%

However, in addition to knowing his enemy, Archidamus also knew well the strengths and
weaknesses of his own city. The Spartan national character was very sensitive when it came to
issues of honour, especially honour in war. (The Corinthians knew this too, which explains their
rhetorical strategy in the previously described speech.) Archidamus therefore had to
preemptively dismantle any accusations of cowardice (avavdpia) by explaining why it would
not be dishonourable to act on the basis of prior calculation. He did this by providing two
arguments: one pertaining to the Peloponnesian League as a whole, which might have been
considered numerous enough to take on the enemy, and one argument pertaining to the Spartans
themselves, who had just been reproached by the Corinthians for their slowness and inertia in
the face of Athenian danger.

Kad dvavSpia pndevi ToAodg i woret ur) Toyd EneAdsiv Sokeitwm ivo.
€lol yOp Kol €KEIVOolc 00K EMAGGOVG YPNUATO PEPOVTES EVAYOL, Kol
g€oTv 0 mMOAEOG oVY dmAwV TO TAEoV, AAAL Sambvng, o fv T OmAn
OQeAET, BAA®G TE Kol NTEPDOTUS TPOG Bahacsiovg. (...) kol tO Ppadd
Kol LEAAOV, O HEUPOVTOL LAAOTO LDV, U aioyOveche omeddovTég Te

and unpleasant Spartan ephor who opposed Archidamus’ peacable counsel in the Spartan assembly.” However, in
light of the dramatic irony aimed at by Thucydides in presenting the build-up to the war (perceptively alluded to
by Connor 1984, 47-51), | find this unconvincing. Even though there may have been a necessity for Sparta to
confront Athens eventually, Archidamus must surely have been right in his assessment that Sparta would be unable
to conclude the war with a quick victory — as history indeed shows.

% Thuc. 1.82.1.
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Yap oyxoraitepov av maHooiche dii TO ATOPACKEVOL EYYEPETY, KOl GipLa
Erevbépav kol gvdofotdtny mOAY 1 Tavtog vepuodueda. Kai dvvotot
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paAlov aybecBéviec dvemeicOnuev. molepkol te kol €dfoviot 61d 1O
gbxoopov yryvouea.

And let no man be under the impression that not to go forward quickly
with many cities against one is cowardice: for they have more allies
who bring in money, and war is for the most part not an affair of
weapons, but of expenditures, because of which those weapons are of
service — especially for continental peoples against seafaring ones. (...)
And do not be ashamed of the slowness and procrastination for which
we are most censured: for by hastening yourselves, you would only
finish more tardily because of your having engaged unprepared. And at
the same time, we are continually considered to be a free and most
reputable city. And this could rather be a sound prudence: for through
it, we alone do not act too hubristically in success and give way before
adversity much less than others. Nor are we, when some are urging us
on with praise, stirred up out of pleasure to do things that are more
dangerous than seems fit for us — and if someone were to stimulate us
with reproach, we would be no more vexed into persuasion. Our
orderliness makes us warlike as well as prudent.®®

Hence, Archidamus’ final advice is to engage in diplomatic overtures to gain time —and perhaps
even prevent the war altogether.% If the crisis around Potidaea could be resolved by arbitration,
he thought, the coming catastrophe might be averted. Archidamus’ closing argument is actually
a moral one: one ought to negotiate with those who are willing to negotiate, lest the existing
tensions escalate into something worse.

But the “hawks’ would have none of it. Sthenelaidas, one of the ephors, gives a very concise —
one would be inclined to say ‘Laconic’ — speech, in which he urges his compatriots to go to war
immediately. First, referring back to the lengthy speech of the Athenians, he bluntly dismisses
it as a work of sophistry that is too intricate for a Spartan man of simple tastes.

TOUC WHEV AOYOUG TOVG TOAAOVLG T®V AOnvaiov oV Y1yvhok®:
EMOVECAVTEG VAP TOAAL £0VTODG 0VAOUOD AVIEITOV G OVK ASIKODGL
TOVG NUETEPOVE Evppdyovg kol v Iedomovvncov.

The many words of the Athenians | do not understand: for, though they
have praised themselves regarding many things, they have nowhere
replied that they are not committing injustice against our allies and
against the Peloponnesus.®’

% Thuc. 1.83.1-2, 1.84.1-3.
9% Thuc. 1.85.2.
9 Thuc. 1.86.1.
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Sthenelaidas continues his argument by stating that any appeasement or delay would only
constitute a dereliction of duty, because allies in need would be left abandoned. Here, in a direct
response to Archidamus, he, too, claims that it is wisdom (co@pocvvn) to follow his proposed
course of action.

NUelg 0¢ opoiot kol téte Kol VOV &opev, kol Tovg Euppdyovs, fiv
coOepovALEY, oV Tmepoyouedo AdIKOVUEVOLS 0VOE  UEAM|GOUEV
TILOPELY (01 8’ OVKETL HEAAOVGL KOK®DG TAGYELY).

But we remain the same then and now, and will not, if we are wise, look
on while our allies are wronged, nor shall we then delay avenging them
— for they, too, shall not delay the suffering of their wrong.%

Is this an altruistic concern with the well-being of the allies? Sthenelaidas reveals that it is not
by referring to the added value of the allies for Sparta and the danger of ‘handing them over’ to
Athens.® In such circumstances, using the more peaceful means of dispute resolution would be
fruitless, since only direct action by force could now be of any use. The typical Spartan disdain
for ‘mere Adyou’ is very palpable in this passage.

dAlolG pHEV yap ypMuatd €0Tt MOAAL Kol vijeg kol immotr, Muiv O¢
Edbppayot dyaboi, odg ov mapadotéa toig ABnvaiolg €otiv, 00dE dikaig
Kol AOyolg Otaxprréo pn Ady®m kol avtovg PAamTOUEVOLS, GALN
TiHopNTER £V ThXEL Kol TovTi GOEVeL.

For others have much money and ships and horses: we, on the other
hand, have good allies, which are not to be handed to the Athenians.
Nor are these things to be decided by lawsuits and words, as we
ourselves are hurt not only by words: rather, they are to be avenged in
haste and with all our strength.%

Finally, countering Archidamus’ lengthy considerations about the balance of power and his
proposed strategy of calculated delay, Sthenelaidas plays into the Spartan sense of honour by
arguing that long planning is disingenuous. Hence, he exhorts his hearers to act “worthily of
Sparta” (a&iwg thg Zmaptng) and vote in favour of war. He adds to this the ultimate ground for
conflict: to stop the expansion of Athenian power dead in its tracks. In this final passage, we
see an almost perfect symbiosis of justice and self-interest to great rhetorical effect.

Kol ¢ UAG Tpémel BovAgbeaBot AdtkovuEVONG UNdeic S1000KETM, GAAN
TOVG HEAAOVTOG GOKETV HOAAOV Tpémel moALY xpoOvov PovAevecOat.
ynoileshe odv, @ Aakedapovior, AEIBG TS APt TOV TOAEUOV Kad
unte tovg ABnvaiovg gate peilovg ylyvesBar pnrte tovg Euupbyovg
Katampodiddpey, AL ELV T0i¢ Oe0lc Emimpey TPOG TOVG AOTKODVTOG.

And let no man espouse the teaching that it suits us to deliberate after
we have been wronged — it is, rather, more fitting for those who are

% Thuc. 1.86.2.
9 Cf. Gomme 1945, 251: “Sthenelaidas’ (sic) speech is excellently in character. He is not concerned with the
wrongs of Athens’ subject allies, and says nothing, in the Spartan assembly, about freeing Greece; only

Peloponnesian interests concern Sparta.”
100 Thyc. 1.86.3.
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planning to wrong others to deliberate for a long time. Vote therefore,
Lacedaemonians, in a way that is worthy of Sparta: in favour of the war,
and do not allow the Athenians to grow any larger. And let us not
surrender our allies to them, but let us rather, with the help of the gods,
go forth against the wrongdoers.1%!

Yet even now, it remained unclear which direction the Spartan state would take: in the first
vote, there was no decided majority either for or against the war. Here Sthenelaidas pulls his
greatest rhetorical trick thus far. By phrasing the proposition in an evidently biased way and
arranging the procedure so that each man’s vote would be publicly visible, he in essence forced
everyone with a sense of shame to vote in favour of the motion.

0 8¢ (kpivovaot yap Pof kol 00K Yye®) 00K EQ1 SLYLYVOCKEWY TV Bonv
omotépa peillwv, aALd BOLAOUEVOS ODTOVS POVEPDG GITOJEIKVVLEVOVG
TV YVOUNV &G T0 TOAEUETV ndAov Opuficon Erelev: ,,6Tm pev dUdV, @
Aokedopdviot, dokodot Aelvcbat ai orovdai Kol ol ABnvaiot adikely,
AvaoTTO £ EKETVO TO Ywpiov,” dei&ag Tt ympiov avtoicg, ,,0Tm 68 un
dokodowy, &g ta émi Bdtepa.” AvaoTavteg 0& déotnoay, Kol TOAAGD
nheiovg &yévovto oig £86kovv ai srovSoi Aeldvcdo.

But he — for they voted by shouting and not by casting stones — said that
he could not determine which shout was louder, and desiring to propel
them more towards war by openly exposing their votes, he said: “Who
among you believes, Lacedaemonians, that the treaty has been
dissolved and that the Athenians are committing injustice, go stand in
that area,” pointing them out some area, “and who does not believe it,
go stand in the other.” They stood up and positioned themselves, and
there happened to be many more who believed that the treaty had been
dissolved.10?

Honour, the chief consideration in the Spartan mind (as had already been acknowledged by the
Corinthians in their speech and by Archidamus in his refutatio), carried the day, and triumphed
over considerate policy. The whole debate is framed by Thucydides to illustrate the impetuous
rashness in a decision to suddenly go to war. Nor is this a unique event: the parallells with the
rashness of the Sicilian Expedition in book 6 are obvious.'® Here, then, as elsehwere, the
protagonists fail to live up to their own ideals and self-image: Sparta, reputed for its wise
moderation (co@pocvvn), lets itself get carried away by bellicose rhetoric and pathetic appeal,
removing the final obstacle to a general conflagration of the Hellenic world.1% The
Peloponnesian War had now become a certainty.

101 Thuc. 1.86.4-5.

102 Thuc. 1.87.2.

103 Thuc. 6.9-26. See also Stahl 1973.

104 To that effect also Connor 1984, 38-39: “Once again the reader views events ironically, knowing that the war
will be far more difficult than the Spartans anticipate. This recognition derives from the form of the debate between
Archidamus and Sthenelaidas and from the reader’s knowledge of the length and difficulty of the war.”
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Conclusion: the inescapable reality of power politics

It has been my effort throughout this thesis to uncover Thucydides’ analysis of politics by a
close reading of the paired speeches in the first book. Starting from the methodological
questions surrounding ancient historiography, | assumed that there were observations about
human nature implicit in the text’s dialectic of speech and action. From my reading of book 1,
I gather that this hypothesis has been correct: we have seen several instances of political wisdom
(and foolishness) emerge from the speeches leading up to the Peloponnesian War.

First, in the Corcyraean debate, Thucydides juxtaposed an appeal to moral principles and past
debts to concrete promises of some future gain. The latter proved more potent, indicating that,
in Thucydides’ view, empires tend to pursue what they believe to be in their self-interest rather
than what ‘sounds nice’. In particular, the importance of the navy — upon which Thucydides
had already repeatedly touched in the Archaeology and which would play an immense role in
the books to come — turned out to be a decisive argument.

The self-serving nature of empire was confirmed by the Athenian speech at the conference in
Sparta, during which the mask of benevolent hegemony was dropped and the raw power
dynamic that propels expanding empires was revealed. Furthermore, at that conference, the
contrast drawn by the Corinthians between Spartan indolence and Athenian restlessness proved
to be a fascinating character sketch, in which it became clear that, for Thucydides, the
necessities confronting an empire tend to always keep it in motion, because it is unsafe to remain
at rest. This, again, the Athenians confirmed in their own speech, when they admitted that they
were afraid to relinquish their empire because they now believed it to be unsafe. It is, then, a
rather tragic view of rulership that Thucydides seems to express here: through the sheer flux of
politics, a state can suddenly find itself at the helm of an order — and there seems to be no safe
way out of that position, condemning the state in question to either continually strive for more
power or be defeated at its own peril.

Finally, in the last antilogy, the issue of national character was once again taken up through
Archidamus’ and Sthenelaidas’ vying for influence in the Spartan assembly. The first argued
that there was nothing ‘un-Spartan’ about prudence (cow@pocvvr), whereas the later rebuffed
such a policy as cowardice (avavdpia). Having just been chastised by their Corinthian allies,
the Spartans proved particularly susceptible to such a challenge to their honour, causing them
to mistakenly judge Sthenelaidas to have proposed the better policy. Thucydides presents
Archidamus as the only Spartan aware of the effectiveness of the ‘Periclean’ strategy of Athens
— but, not unlike Cassandra, his provident advice went unheeded, evoking in the reader a tragic
sense of irony at the Spartan underestimation of what it would take to win the war.

Thus, the Thucydidean account in book one reveals that the author has given profound thought
to the causes and motivations behind the Peloponnesian War, and that he has taken great care
to illustrate these in both the speeches and his narrative. There is a wealth of wisdom to be
gained from meticulously analyzing them, and from reflecting on the constants in human nature
that have been so sublimely portrayed in all their vivacity. For that reason alone, the Histories
truly merit the qualification given to them by their author — that of a ktfjpua £g aiei.
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