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FOREWORD

The celebrated Pericles, in compliance with themeent of a prostitute,
at the expense of much of the blood and treasurliofcountrymen,
attacked, vanquished, and destroyed the city ofSmnians. The same
man, stimulated by private pique against the Meuaags, another nation
of Greece, or to avoid a prosecution with whichwees threatened as an
accomplice of a supposed theft of the statuaryiBhidr to get rid of the
accusations prepared to be brought against hirdigsipating the funds of
the state in the purchase of popularity, or frocoebination of all these
causes, was the primitive author of that famousfatad war, distinguished
in the Grecian annals by the name of the Pelopéamesgar; which, after
various vicissitudes, intermissions, and renewalsninated in the ruin of
the Athenian commonwealth.

—Federalist Paper no.6

The Peloponnesian War was a strategic blunder afsive proportions
that sank the Athenian empire beneath the wavesvdor The person
wholly responsible for Athens’ ill-fated entry inthhat war and for her
subsequent defeat was none other than her mosufasum, Pericles. The
sad reality that even today, nearly two and a halfennia afterwards,

these two statements are not appreciated as addosiorical fact is due
entirely to the work of Thucydides. It is becausdis influence that even
among historians Pericles’ culpability and the msipion that the war was
avoidable still remain matters of debate. Among teneral public,

moreover, there is little indication that the antialternative perception
reflected in Alexander Hamilton's words above hasvived to receive

any serious consideration at all.

This book does not have as its main goal the dbgof arguing for these
two propositions, even though making these argusnemist necessarily
consume much of its time and effort. Rather, itsnpry task will be to
show justhow it was that Thucydides was able to reinterpretabeious
and substitute his alternative version of eventsisccessfully. For one
thing is certainly clear: he managed to do so vdtith devastating
effectiveness that “the obvious” has been turnedohead, and the “clear
reality”, to use his term of art, of what reallyppened remains obscure to
this day (except in the sober judgment of a hanoffgkeptical scholars).



X Foreword

Revising history is never a matter of merely redown it anew.
Overturning previously held opinion always requiees as well as skill.
To be effective, Thucydidediistory had to be more than a narrative; it
had to be a sophisticated piece of legerdemainsauiids, carefully leading
the reader to unspoken conclusions of Thucydidesbsing. The primary
means of misdirection Thucydides employed to rewttite history of his
times was the inclusion in his work of a uniqueelapf psychological
analysis that describes and explores collectivéomalt character and
individual human nature as these act and readterctucible of war. The
predictions, descriptions, and analyses that Thidegdderives from his
system of psychological observations (called herbigoi) are so
satisfying and marvelously self-fulfilling that théave a tendency to lull
even the most critical reader into a trance of gfpagreement—and little
wonder, since our very fascination with these rso¢ifid our attempts to
understand their underlying message render usréeststant to their real
purpose. Like a good snake charmer, Thucydides Hetshauntingly
seductive music do its work, capturing our attemimd guiding us to the
main thesis of his work so surreptitiously thatiwegine the conclusions
we draw to be genuinely our own. In the end, idifficult to make any
emotional investment in the delights of Thucydidgetat work without
also, albeit somewhat unconsciously, acceptingritéspretation of events
and at the same time coming to admire PericlesFandydides as well.

This book makes no claim to be the first to advaaltef the arguments
put forward here, but seeks to do so in a systematly in order to
demonstrate just how Thucydides has achieved hipopa of winning
over most readers, with even skeptics tending teerve ultimate
judgment. Nor does it seek to diminish the immeraee of theHistory.
Apart from being an irreplaceable source, it isuatdy the greatest work
of ancient history and possibly the greatest wdrkistoriography ever
written, if not for Thucydides’ theory of human uned as it affects the
historical process, then at least for the depttthaiking it has always
provoked in anyone giving its ideas even sligherdton. It truly is a
ktema es aiei, a “possession for all time”, but that does noaméhat an
essential part of Thucydides’ objective should beerlmoked. The
importance of thélistory is all the more reason why Thucydides’ essential
purpose in writing it ought to be explored.
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CHAPTERONE

THE IDEAL WAR

In the spring of 404 after nearly three decadesPtbloponnesian War, an
off-again, on-again contest of widely varying irgiy, finally came to an
end! Following her catastrophic defeat in Sicily, Parsiintervention,
internal strife, and repeated disasters on thdefiattl, Athens had finally
lost the means to resist any longer. Pericleansthpast glory and future
legend, now found herself completely at the mercher foes, bereft of
warships, allies, empire, even basic provision® ®hs forced to accept
terms, and only the intervention of Sparta, theddegaof the coalition
arrayed against her, saved the city itself from déion and its citizens
from enslavement. In accordance with the terms Wgheas forced to
accept, the Spartans and their allies demandedddéiséruction of the
bulwark which had been so central to Pericles’ fiugastrategy and so
vital to the maintenance of the Athenian empirenelg, the grand long-
walls which protected the city itself and secured lifeline to Piraeus, her
port on the Aegean. The Peloponnesians pulled dinse walls with
great enthusiasm while the flute girls played amoatpaniment. All
assumed, as Xenophon tells us, that this day maditkedbeginning of
freedom for Greece'Hell. 2.2.23).

For the birthplace of tragedy, Athens’ fall to éaftom such a dizzying
height is steeped in irony. Her empire had onlently controlled much of
mainland Greece and the Aegean, dominating the cbdssia Minor and
even reaching past the Hellespont and the Bospotoighe Black Sea in
the north and to Corcyra and ltaly in the west. Waad, what people had
not felt her influence, militarily, politically, emomically, culturally—
indeed, in countless ways? She had been the ldrevatGreece, having
turned back the Persian invaders at Salamis latgelyer own valor, and
had next become thkegemonof the alliance against the Medes (the
genesis of her empire). In this present war todieAs had not been

1 Unless otherwise stated, all dates given are B.C.
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without signal successes. Even the Spartan hopiidgsbeen bested on
Sphacteria in 425, and by 415, Sicily tottered swdyed before her. Only
yesterday, the conquest of Carthage, the systemediaction of all her

enemies, and even the control of the entire Meaditeran, once mere
dreams, had seemed within reach, dangling tamglizijust outside her

grasp.

But now, like the tragic heroes and heroines ofdvemn dramas, Athens lay
prostrate in the dust. Through her prowess, culame: character, she had
once been “an education to all of Greece”, as Rarim theepitaphios
recorded by Thucydides put iist. 2.40.1). Now she was teaching a new
lesson, one as old as the tragic theme that “tlee ohwst suffer and learn
thereby”? And it is precisely this aspect of the story timatst intrigues us,
bidding us to read about the ill-fated Sicilian edjtion over and over
again, if only somehow the outcome might be diffitréike Waterloo or
the “high tide” of the Confederacy at Gettysburgl ail other such lost
causes, we have here a case of a people so ingignd extraordinary that
they have captured our imagination in their successl we are hard
pressed to withhold our pity when they finally méwetir match.

Tragic heroes have their flaws, so that the cafiseeir demise inevitably
lies in some defect for which they alone must bibar guilt if not the

blame. The Athenians, so talented, so capable, lsdogs in the

civilization they created and in the empire theghfaned had fallen
shockingly far. How could it have happened? This igiestion which both
haunts and delights, and all who ask it are of s&ite also readers of
ThucydidesHistory.

1. Thucydides

Wealthy scion of the Cimonids, son of Olorus, supgoof Pericles
despite his clan affiliations, and general of thbehians, Thucydides was
undone by the Spartan commander Brasidas’' boldutissa Amphipolis
in the winter of the war’s eighth year, and blangdhis countrymen for
the loss of that strategic post. Exiled as a reguliugh not impoverished,
this man of action was left for more than two dexsatb sit out the war
which consumed his native land and eventually dgstt her empire. But

2 Aesch.,Agam.177, 249-50; cf. EuripBacc. 35, 1345. The classic treatment of
the tragic motif in Thucydidedistory is F.M. Cornford’s (1907). For a survey of
more recent references see S. Lattimore’s transl§li998) xvii, n.19.
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the end of Thucydides’ political career also markbeé birth of an
exceptional opportunity to focus his considerabi@edupon chronicling
this momentous war. Indeed, in his preface tdistory he tells us that he
had begun the task of composing his account ofwthe from its very
beginning, perceiving that it would be somethingytextraordinary:

Thucydides, an Athenian, wrote the history of thar vbetween the
Peloponnesians and Athenians, namely how they nwae on one

another. He began immediately upon its inceptiah tie expectation that
it would be both great and noteworthy to a degrepassing those which
had gone beforg(1.1)

After Amphipolis, though it may have had been aetgrace, Thucydides
had an ideal opportunity to pursue his historiobregd masterpiece.
Indeed, the Peloponnesian War was the perfect aygador his canvas—
and not only because of its size, its significareed the power of its
combatants, the Athenian empire versus Sparta andPkloponnesian
League, but also because of the magnitude of gastdirs it wrought. Just
as it had been Thucydides’ own undoing, the warveguoto be the

quintessential catastrophe for Athens and many athestates as well, as
he is quick to point out:

This war was drawn out to great length, and icd@srse misfortunes befell
Greece such as had never before occurred in api&ee of time. For never
before had there been so many cities captured epeoldilated, whether by
foreigners, or the warring factions themselves @@&wen receiving a new
set of inhabitants after their capture). Never befbad so many been
banished, so many slaughtered, whether by wanetuton. (1.23.1-2)

In Thucydides’ view, the Peloponnesian War wassimiply an important
or sizeable conflict. Rather it was the greatkistesis or “disruptive
movement” that had yet befallen the Greek world.@)* For an audience
raised on Homer, this was quite an assertion, anetyidides goes on to
defend it at some length immediately after makimg ¢tlaim (1.2 -1.21).
According to the persuasive evidence that Thucydatiluces, in terms of
the relative power of the two opposing sides, alwitly the effects and
consequences the war produced, nothing that hadeged it was
comparable. Thus the Peloponnesian War was in eespect thedeal

3 Quotations are from Thucydidedistory. If not otherwise stated, translations are
those of the author.
4 Luginbill (1999) 3-5, hereafter cited AWVNC.
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war for someone who wished to explore the bandfetts of mass conflict
on states, institutions, and civilizations. A umga theory of history and
historical action needs a fitting laboratory in wlhito put it to the test, and
for Thucydides this contemporary, “greatest” of whHrs would seem to
have provided the perfect paradigm indeed.

Thucydides’ reputation as the thinking man’s historis both well-known
and well-deserved. ThHlistory is replete with trenchant and thoughtful
critiques of human nature and human psychology atjppey under the
pressures that war produces. These observations icothe form not only
of the historian’s own voice, but are ubiquitoushia speeches as well, and
even occur in the private thoughts of thistory's actors. One needs only
to read any one of the many analytical passageangrsingle pair of
speeches to understand that separatinglistery from Thucydides’ views
is no easy task.Discerning what Thucydides really thought abowt th
reason or reasons for Athens’ defeat is therefooeenthan a matter of
mere curiosity for all who want to know the “clemuth”, as he puts it,
about the wart¢ saphes1.22.4; literally, “the clear thing® For inasmuch
as it is Thucydides who has framed all the questiarthe first place, his
own answers to them are far from irrelevant to ings about the causes,
course, and blame for the war. Clearly, there sxastleast a reasonable
possibility that his opinions may have affected kisatment of the
evidence he adduces to address these issues. &bskace of any other
major independent source for the period, we neeletalert to such a
possibility in any casé;and vigilance is all the more necessary when the
writer has a personal psychological stake in themue of the war to the
degree that Thucydides did.

It would not be overreaching to say that tpgnio communigends to see
Thucydides as taking an Olympian view of the waterathis exile.

However, such a theory makes Thucydides into sangtsuper-human,
and, more to the point, immune to the very forcebuwman nature he so
carefully chronicles in his work. Given his stat@as a highly-interested

5 Cf. respectively Thucydides’ treatment of thasisor political upheaval on
Corcyra (3.84), and the Cleon-Diodotus antilogyhef Mytilenaean debate (3.37-
48), on which see Luginbill (2006).

® Or as Fornara (1983) 106 puts it: “to contempldte clear actuality’ of the
Peloponnesian War".

" For an important reassessment of the value of @i Siculus as a source for
this period, see Green (2006),1-47.
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party, it is hard to accept that a man of his talevho felt strongly enough
to write about it from its inception could now diee himself from
personal motivations and prior points of view. Tame degree at least,
everything is personal, and Thucydides surely hademeason than most
to have strong views of these events. We would tstaken to think that
these had little or no bearing upon what he hatesri

As with most other important questions which maypwesed about the
Peloponnesian War, the problem of ultimate blameris that cannot
easily be separated from Thucydides’ work: the gmaponderance of
evidence, information, and first hand analysis wassgess about the
Peloponnesian War comes to us directly fromHisgory.® That Thucydides
was a supporter of Pericles and of his party, ligkvwand his position as an
Athenian strategosis not in serious dispute. Curiously, however, the
degree to which he supported Athenian imperialgyotir believed in the
war is a matter of some scholarly debat®ne would imagine that
divorcing oneself from Pericles’ policies and the@sults but not from
Pericles himself would be a practical impossibjligven if latitude is
conceded to Thucydides on account of the developoféhis thinking as a
result of the passage of time and on account ofdbgective” historical
method. When one considers his distinctive hisabmeethodology in light
of the general malleability of human opinion ovelifatime, it is not
surprising that so many have been left with ther@apion that perhaps
Thucydides’ support of Pericles and the Atheniarpieencame to be
qualified at least to some degr@aVhether through historical perspective,
realization of the pointlessness of human plannorgsimple regret over
the tragedy that befell him and his city, Thucydideay well have had
reason to re-think his commitment to Pericles duedetmpire. But did he?

Few scholars today endorse Schwartz's view thatcyidides’ praise of
Pericles at 2.65 of thklistory was a later addition designed to counter
criticism of the great man after the war had bemst; Imost now choose
instead to find a unity of form and substance iudydides’ work, which
would seem of necessity to negate major shiftdan m the course of this

8 The most comprehensive compendium of other sougreains Busolt (1904) v.
3.2, 45-212. See also now Hose (2006) 669-692.

® Compare De Romilly’'s comments (1963) 357-358 dnudé of Cawkwell (1997)
4-5,

19 Most recently Foster (2010). For the extreme jmsisee Strasburger (1958).
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history composed “from the inception of the w&rAlthough theHistory
itself has largely ceased to be viewed as a sgigefaw puzzle pieces
needing to be sorted out by historians, the sortiog of Thucydides’
method, purpose, and even his understanding ot&hais continued to be
a fruitful field for scholarship, and De Romillytsomments at the end of
the second edition of her pivotal treatment of Aihe imperialism
demonstrate just how thoroughly Thucydides’ motiaesl true opinions
are interlaced with the substance of his Wérkf, like the supposed
compositional strata of thdistory, the junctions of these various layers of
Thucydides’ thinking are, in the end, also impassiio distinguish, then
the grinding is likely to continue endlessly on thematic front as well.
But it is at least worth asking, inasmuch as it whas recognition of
thematic unity that propelled Thucydidean studiegamd the question of
compositional strata in the first place, whetheer¢h might not be a
unifying purpose behind thHistory which unites all themes. For just as
the composition question could never really be a&med through an
endless sorting through of the pieces, endlesssitiquo and analysis of
themes, while equally entertaining, is also unjikel’er to complete the
puzzle. Ultimately, then, it is by no means poisgléo pose the question:
why did Thucydides write this history? It is liketiat in answering this
qguestion about Thucydides’ purpose and motivatise, will also gain
much in the way of understanding his particular paduliar approach and
methodology.

Since Thucydides’ praise of Pericles is seeminghightforward (and we
can include here not only 2.65, but the funerationaand the picture of
Pericles in theHistory generally), and since Thucydides had, at least
initially, tied his career to Pericles and the empdf which he was the
chief architect, the assumption that thistory was written as a defense of
Pericles and the empire enjoys at leagtriena faciebasis. The fact that
Pericles survived the war’s commencement by only and a half years
and that his successors are found wanting are ngoireents against but
rather in favor of this hypothesis. That is becatatires in the later
conduct of the war or in subsequent imperial pol@an for that very
reason not be laid as easily at Pericles’ feetufaggy an effective prior
defense of the Periclean system and the decisiowdo). It is a further
virtue of this theory that in vindicating Periclasd his conduct of affairs,
Thucydides also goes a far way towards vindicatimgself: had Pericles

11(1929) 133. See especially Finley (1967) 20-21 BadRomilly (1963) 5-10.
12(1963) 369-379.
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survived or had his advice been followed, the dienditary and political
situation which led to the disaster in Thrace, Whigas Thucydides’
personal downfall, might never have occurred. Sctavdad seen
Thucydides’ praise of Pericles as anachronistit,thig would be a valid
observationonly if Thucydides had not had the same high opinion of
Pericles and the Athenian empire from the beginhthe war, from the
time he began to compose ligstory. Thucydides was a partisan of the
Periclean system, and one who had already boughttifirretrievably at
that point. While it certainly would have been pblkesfor Thucydides to
experience “buyer’s regret” at a later time, ialso equally possible that
much to the contrary his views were confirmed lg/¢burse of the war.

Thucydides may not have set out to write a tragicount, for he could
not have foreseen the death of Pericles and tbgetll defacement of his
policies, but the transition from encomium to trdgevas natural and easy
enough. Because of the nature of the history thatcydides chose to
write, even the defeat of Athens and in particti& manner of her defeat
could be made to serve his overall thesis, the ghess he had in mind
when he began to write “from the beginning of tte’\wnamely, the war’s
inevitability and Pericles’ commendable foresigbivards it in every
respect. In truth, the Peloponnesian War is Thuali ideal war by
definition, and the theory of history he unfoldshis treatment of it merely
proves that point.

In Thucydides’ interpretation of history, naturabgerfections in human
planning, the vagaries of human motivation, andmsistency in human
leadership make any war a gamble, even when entdbaupen with
superior advantages. But in his view Athens possefise model leader.
Pericles, faced with the unavoidable necessityaifing the Peloponnesian
War, had forged the perfect plan consistent withefstan resources, one
which could have, one which should have, and onitwhurely would
have brought victory, had he only survived to gethriough, or had his
successors kept to it after his demise. In theradzsef their model leader,
the forces of history and of human nature whens&hj flows began to
take control, until Athens, despite so many iniadvantages, was finally
sucked into the vortex of the quintessential deva&this, at any rate, is the
thesis presented in thdistory, and to accept that thesis is to exonerate not
only Pericles, but also Thucydides; virtually alltbe misfortunes which
fell upon Athens after Pericles’ death are to beutad not to the
commanders in the field, whatever their mistaked @eficiencies, but to
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the policy makers at home who for any number ofigelreasons had
abandoned the ideal plan.

But Pericles’ successors, being on more of an efpading towards each
other while yet each lusted to be first, alterei [policies] according to
public whim, even to the point of surrendering #ffairs of state [to the
popular mood]. As a result, many serious errorseweade, as one might
well expect in a state of this magnitude possesaimgmpire, chief among
which was the Sicilian expedition. This campaignswet so much an
error to be charged to the commanders who madattaek, but rather to
the politicians who sent theth.For they did not recognize what was
necessary [for the success] of those who went fatwahlly conducted the
campaign]. Instead, by giving their attention teithown designs on the
leadership of thelemosat home, they weakened the position of the army
abroad, and [thus brought it about that] the sitatdf began its descent
into chaos. (2.65.10-11)

2. Pericles

The Peloponnesian War began in the spring of 4#1 the Theban assault
on Athens’ ally Plataea. It ended in the springt@4 with the capitulation
that followed the complete defeat of the Atheniamynat Aegospotami the
year before. This war was the closest thing to aorfd/ War” that the
Greeks had ever experienced, eclipsing the Trojah Rersian wars in
scale and duration, so that Thucydides, as notedealcan call it the
greatestkinesisor earthshaking, historically “disruptive movenietiiat
Greece had ever seen. It is most ironic that the wizo made such a war
possible and possibly inevitable was largely ab$ewh the stage while
the conflict played out. Pericles died less thardtfull years into the war
in the fall of 429, possibly as a result of them®t outbreak of the great
plague. Thucydides ignores this irony entirely. d@ otherwise would
have been to invite one of the primary questionsneant to put to rest,
namely, “Who was to blame?”

The origins of the cataclysm that was the PelopsianeWar have been
much debated and were so even in antiqdi§eyond the circumstances
that paved the way for the conflict between Athand Sparta, the single

13 For an explanation of this translation, see Luiffifb997) 127-132.

14 For the ancient sources, see Lewis (1992) 370-B7d most exhaustive modern
treatment will be found in de Ste. Croix (1972)e3%dso Badian (1993) 125-162
and Hanson (2005) 3-31.
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figure at greatest risk of being cast in the roferesponsible party is
Pericles, general, leading statesman, and for raéints and purposes
“ruler” of Athens for the decade preceding the Waad there been no
Peloponnesian War, Pericles’ current reputationhimigell be even more
impressive. Athens, after all, remains even todaymany respects a
monument to his efforts, a fulfillment in our owime of Thucydides’

prophetic observation:

For if the city of the Lacedaemonians should beeded, and nothing
should be left of it but its temples and the fouiaes of its other

buildings, posterity would, | think, after a lorgpke of time, be very loath
to believe that their power was as great as theiown. (And yet they
occupy two-fifths of the Peloponnesus and have tegemony of the
whole, as well as of their many allies outside; biilf, as Sparta is not
compactly built as a city and has not providedlfitaéth costly temples

and other edifices, but is inhabited village-fashiio the old Hellenic style,
its power would appear less than it is). Whereadthiens should suffer
the same fate, its power would, | think, from whapeared of the city’'s
ruins, be conjectured double what it§$1.10.2)

While Augustus is said to have boasted that heftvadd Rome a city of
brick and transformed it into a city of marbBlePlutarch says of Pericles,
“he made the city, great as it was when he toothé,greatest and richest
of all cities”® Pericles’ rhetorical ability was also exemplarig intellect
extraordinary, and even his personal life legendasyhis liaison with the
infamous courtesan Aspasia attests). He was thddpuif not also the
architect of an empire and an imperial system whesenues cannot be
separated from the cultural renaissance that Waestury Athens? In the
absence of the war, Pericles would almost certdiale left his beloved
city in an enviable position, both in economic guuditical terms. He was
not, however, what we would call a “people persoRéricles had an
“Olympian quality” which Plutarch attempts to exe@d$ but which

15 Compare Plutarch’s observation Aic.14:2: “And Hellenes everywhere said
that it was Pericles who had plunged them into'wW&errin’s translation)

18 The translation is Smith’s (1919).

17 SyetoniusAugustu8.3.

1814.5. The translation is Perrin’s (1984).

19 pericles was the natural heir to Themistocles’ érigd ambitions: Podlecki
(1998) 156-157. Wade-Gery (1932) 247 sees himasfitst man” in Athens by
the time of Cimon’s exile in 460.

2 pericles?.5.
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Aristophanes makes the target of fésthe ambivalent relationship he had
with the Athenian people is well illustrated by tlaet that, though he was
fined and prosecuted by the people on more tharoooasion, he quickly
found himself back in popular favor as the one spdnsable statesman
whom Athens possessed. This was especially truagitire difficult days
of the war’s early years, when Athens had been kecby the plague and
the invading Peloponnesian army had devastatedpitresite and public
lands:

The people as a whole did not, however, cease fl®in rage against
[Pericles] before they had levied a fine upon Haut not long afterwards,
just as the crowd is wont to do, they again eledted general and
entrusted all the affairs of their state into hasitis??(2.65.3-4)

Thucydides sums up Pericles’ control of the Athemavernment as being
essentially a case of one-man rule (a charactemzatommon in old
comedy as well, where Pericles is sometimes destriis a sort of
“Zeus”):?

And so, [because of Pericles’ skillful manipulatiohthe people,] while
Athens was ostensibly functioning as a democracyeality it came to be
a monarchy under the control of her first citiz€h65.9)

All this makes the relative absence of any disaussn theHistory of
Pericles’ role in either the development of the genpr in the direction of
events preceding the war (until the very last hangst peculiar indeed.
Without a large empire and an imperial system tatgmt (one which paid
the wages and produced the prosperity of a largerityaof her citizens),
it is doubtful that Athens would have fallen afmfl Sparta to the degree
that she did, so that the war and the empire cagasity be unlinked. In
terms of inevitability, it is unarguably the cadeatt the creation and
expansion of the Athenian empire was the root cafsthe war—this
Thucydides himself admits (1.23.6). To effectiveligavow by omission
Pericles’ role in its creation and growth is to atdt Pericles from the
causal chain of blame. War may have been inevitdoiethat had nothing
to do with Pericles, at least to hear Thucydidésttéor, more accurately,
nottell it).

2! Acharnians496-556:Pax 603-618.
22 Cf. Plato,Gorgias515e.
2 For references, see Podlecki (1998) 169-176 aittbldr(2006) 452 n.27.
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Readers are given little reason even to considgralone to question,
Pericles’ level of involvement in the developmehthte Athenian imperial
system and Athens’ international posture which, THwucydides’ own
estimate, led directly to the outbreak of the Pelopesian War (1.23.6,
1.88, 1.118.2). Indeed, prior to the cycle of dipdxy immediately
preceding the war, Pericles is mentioned on onfgehoccasions, each
time in the context of military operations, none walfiich gives us any
indication that he had any larger political rolethe staté® Were we
ignorant of the name “Pericles” before beginning ithstory, we should
have no idea that Athens’ imperial system had angtht all to do with
him, or that he might possibly bear any respongjtfibr the circumstances
that led to war. It is true that even today readeith only rudimentary
knowledge of ancient history are aware that Peiciefluence did not
begin with the war, and it is also true that thiswd have required even
less explanation in antiquity. Nonetheless, westiteleft to wonder at the
oddity of Thucydides’ omission, especially givee toluminous detail he
provides about so many other events that framecb#toground of the
war, especially in his digression on the “fifty y&apreceding the war, the
so-called Pentecontaetia.

In this digression, Themistocles’ earlier role noyding, maintaining, and
restoring the two essential elements upon which éhwire and the
strategy for war were built, namely, Athens’ fleahd fortifications
respectively, receives significantly more attentiban does Pericles’ part
in expanding the one and developing the ofheXor is his virtual
exclusion of Pericles’ political activities in th@re-war years in keeping
with other treatments. Plutarch devotes approxilpateo-thirds of his life
of Pericles to events before the war, and eventd@liss relatively
succinctConstitution of the Atheniartsas more on Pericles’ role in this
regard than is to be found in Thucydides’ entitistory (para. 26-275°
Finally, it must also be remarked that Thucydidp®ture is internally
inconsistent. For while Pericles is invisible uniiist before the
commencement of hostilities, he is the centralractothe Athenian side

2 These are 1) his defeat of the Sicyonians ca. (45411); 2) operations in
Euboea during the so-called “First Peloponnesian’Vdad 3) his victory over the
Samians in 440 (116-117).

% Cf. 1.14.3; 1.74.1; 1.9-93; 1.135-138.

% As Tracy (2009) 33 points out, Pericles was nobdaesponsible for what was
perhaps the key event in transforming Athens’ ndeague into an empire,
namely, the moving of its treasury from Delos thés.
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immediately thereafter and remains so until histtd&aWhat better way
could there be to solidify Pericles’ reputation what the same time
deflecting attention and criticism from him thangbow him at once in
command of the ship of state when the storm begihile at the same
time removing from the reader’s judgment the comisition of its previous
condition or course? All we can see from History is Pericles’ sagacious
and prescient analysis of events and his mastbhentlling of the crisis
once in play, but we are invited to ignore his imement in building the
empire and setting the policies which led to th&strous war in the first
place (except that we are explicitly given to uisteamd that his foresight in
all these things was superb: 2.65).

One incident in particular which had serious conseges for the
development of the empire, yet is entirely omitbgdThucydides and may
thus serve as an example of his approach and liseqoences, involves
the so-called Congress Decf@eiccording to Plutarch, our sole source,
this was an invitation at Pericles’ behest to ‘tié Hellenes” to send
deputations to a general council at Athens. Theesged intentions of this
congress were first and foremost religious: theomstruction of the
temples destroyed by the Persians and the fulfiitno¢ other vows made
at that time. But the true motives behind this aiuwere clearly more
grandiose as can be seen from the final part optbposal preserved by
Plutarch: “and concerning the sea, that all migfit i without fear and
that they might preserve the pedceThese two elements are intrinsically
related. The peace referred to here is most likleéy Peace of Callias
which solidified the status quo with Persia in tivake of the First
Peloponnesian WaFf.But whether one accepts this (or even the histpric
of the Peace of Callias), “preserving the peaaethe context of resolving
common issues relating to the defeat of the Pessiendl in combination
with the concern for the safety obllectivenavigation, clearly must mean
keeping Persia from further meddling in Greek wat&he platform of this

27 Most evident in the speeches given to Pericleb4(k144; 2.35-46; 2.60-64),
and in Thucydides’ extensive critique of his wargifeadership (2.65).

2 For a somewhat more idealistic evaluation of Resianotives in proposing the
congress than is presented here, see McGregor X188+74. Considering
Thucydides’ eclectic methodology in the Pentecdigae¢here is no reason, as
Stadter points out (1993) 66 n.109, for us to dahbtauthenticity of the congress
solely on the basis of his silence. Statder (128 gives 449 as t@rminus ante
quem.

2 per.17.1-2.

%0 As Statder suggests (1989) 202. See also Wal€H [131-63.
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congress, therefore, is essentially identical & thpon which the Athenian
confederation in lonia was originally based, namtig establishment of a
united military front against Persi#ligt. 1.95-97). And it is of no small
moment that, in lonia, a similarly voluntary conéedcy had developed
rather rapidly into a compulsory empitdigt. 1.97.2; 1.98.4ff.).

It is therefore very difficult to see this invitati to a Pan-Hellenic congress
of the mainland Greek states as anything other dmaattempt to achieve
an Athenian hegemony by political and initially wotary means,
extending the model that had been so successfahia. The potential for
Athenian dominance in any such confederate arraegemould certainly
not have been lost upon Sparta and her allies. iNstanding any
potential upside from the possibility of becominigedtly involved in the
fruits as well as the responsibilities of Athensiggre, it should surprise no
one that the Peloponnesians refused to particigdteshould not imagine
that Pericles was surprised either, for his plamuldseem to have been
predicated upon just such a refusal, the betté&saiate the Peloponnesian
League from the rest of Greece. In the event, timgiess came to nothing.
Plutarch ascribes the failure to Spartan oppositiomt we may well
imagine that suspicions about Athens’ true intargican high elsewhere as
well.

What the Congress Decree does show is Periclesdadecommitment to
making Athens supreme in Greece, and the extenwhich he was
involved in forming and directing the strategiesatthieve this goal from
the earliest days of his career. Since Atheniaivigctvas expansive and
imperialistic from the inception of her naval comdeacy, and since
Pericles was a (if nothe) dominant force in Athens right from the
beginning of his involvement in politics, how coule imagine anything
less? And yet, as readers of tHistory, we do separate Pericles from the
growth and pre-war strategy of Athenian imperialisiie do so because
Thucydides maintains a hermetic seal around Psrisigen it comes to
any responsibility for that growth or for that presr strategy.
Conservatively put, there was much that Thucydmesd have said about
the politico-strategic role played by Pericles live tthree decades or so
before the war which would have made his relatignslith the direction
of the empire crystal clear. But instead, all infation that would have
illuminated or would even hawggestedhat role is omitted. As a result,
we are invited to construct in our thinking an impk Athens on a
collision course with Sparta and her allies, anefshinitially led by an
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exceptional and masterful statesman, who beals &itt no responsibility
for the strategic circumstances to which Thucydidiesself attributes the
war (despite Pericles’ domination of Athenian pcditfor the better part of
the previous thirty years).

Badian’s insightful criticism of Thucydides’ treatmt of the origins of the
conflict suggests the obvious: Pericles bore faremesponsibility for the

war than meets the eye in the pages ofHistory.* Though Badian’s

view has been criticized as extreme, other comnmnstaboth ancient and
modern, have had their suspicions about Thucydidestesentation of
Pericles® Diodorus reports a story he attributes to theohish Ephorus

wherein Pericles, following the advice of his youmward, Alcibiades,

started the war to deflect attention from a finahdcandal involving

himself and the sculptor Pheidias (12.38-39). FRiamarck to Bush, this
sort of charge is as old as politics, and few hiates have placed any faith
in this particular report. But the story does vprgbably reflect not only a
certain amount of discontent with the handling loé twar, but also a
substantial degree of doubt about the need fdEvien well into the war

and after Pericles’ death, comments of this solerfar effective satire
(cf. Acharnians524-529).

Pheidias began the mischief,

having come to grief and shame,
Pericles was next in order,

fearing he might share the blame,
Dreading much your hasty temper,

and your savage bulldog ways,
So before misfortune reached him,

he contrived a flame to raise,
By his Megara enactment

setting all the world ablaze.
Such a bitter smoke ascended

while the flames of war he blew,

1 (1993) 125-162. See also Vogt (1956) 249-266, @ohr (1976) 37 and
Rasmussen (1995) 25-46.

%2 Richardson (1990) 160, for example, suggests Tideg’ consideration of the
true prophasisis really aimed “at those in Greece, and no dqasticularly in
Athens, who spent time talking about why the wad haoken out in the first
place, and who was to blame for it".



The Ideal War 15

That from every eye in Hellas
everywhere the tears it drew
— AristophanesPeace 605-61%°

In the recapitulation of any drama, one wants tovkabout the hero and
the villain. Without ThucydidesHistory, Pericles would have been an
obvious candidate for either role in the tragedyAtiiens’ defeat, and
perhaps for both. To draw an analogy, Thucydideseful treatment of
Pericles has an effect on readers that is sinol@aesar’s use of the third
person: in spite of knowing full well that Caesar the author, the
impersonal tone has a powerful rhetorical and pslggiical effect,
producing a far more favorable overall view thamgmiotherwise be the
case, and generating the feeling that one hasdieen something like the
objective truth (so that the impression must rebtlyentirely one’s own).
But while Caesar's involvement and technique arenspizuous,
Thucydides’ motives and methods are much more apadgat only is the
degree to which Thucydides was writing on Pericleialf, and therefore
in his own interest, generally underappreciated, dso the manner in
which his methodology achieves the purpose ofapmogiaor defense is
uncharted territory (beyond Badian’s recognition cgfrtain omissions).
Historians have been willing to accept or at le@stdiscuss bias on
Thucydides’ part, but his obvious motive and higensubtle method have
not yet been fully explored, critical issues thoughy are for the proper
evaluation of any source. Podlecki’'s remarks apeesentative of the line
past which most have been unwilling to venture far:

| am prepared, however, to accept one implicatibBaxian’s argument,
that Thoukydides has re-cast some of his matadamaiorem Periclis
gloriam®*

The degree to which this is an understatement kd] it is hoped,
demonstrated in the pages bef&\Where is much light in thelistory, not

3 The translation is Roger's (1924). Cf. also CrasirDionysalexandrogest. 1:
“Pericles is made fun of quite persuasively in i@y via innuendo for having
brought the war on the Athenians”, trans. Olsord{d0125.

34(1998) 135.

% Many have recognized Thucydides' bias towards diej e.g., de Romilly
(1963) 375-376 and Connor (1984) 47. The point ¢peimade here is that the
entire construction of thelistory and the theory of history included therein are
intrinsically and deliberately interconnected witkis thesis. Only with such an
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only in terms of the events it chronicles, but alsdts explication of the
role individual and national psychology plays ie thistorical process. But
there is also shadow. As in any work of art, ithis interplay between the
two that brings out shape and texture, but thishigys the result of the
artist's choices and therefore represents thetartisterpretation. In a
similar way, Thucydides uses shadow as much as$ i@tarticulate his
subject so that the reader may see “the clear’t(uéh, to saphesl.22.4),
and, given the quality and the beauty of his wer&, may take him at his
word that we have the truth as he saw it. But eeithe motive nor the
method is transparent. This history is translucamd, all too perfect.

3. Logos and Logoi

Even when embarked upon by necessity, war is afigeleaders can ride
without being devoured in the process, and, oféhoko do survive it,
luck often has more to do with it than skill. Inetipages of higlistory,
Thucydides invites us to see Pericles as that ¢xeeg sort of leader
whose abilities do indeed promise a successful fite®ugh Thucydides
saw Pericles’ untimely death as ultimately doomitgens’ chances for
winning the war, it did present him with a uniquepfold opportunity.
Pericles might be gone, but, in theory, the stiategurse upon which he
had set the Athenian ship of state might endureyahékad to victory.

This is the standard to which Thucydides holds Ashalong with those
she selected to succeed Pericles. With a cardfiigtef this story, not
only could his deceased patron be shielded fronpatiility for the
missteps which were sure to come, but the ghoBeotles would be free
to haunt all future Athenian leaders. Every newnplkmould now be
measured against the legendary leader and his masttegy, with
successes which followed Pericles’ lead attribetatd that lead, and
failures which departed from it attributable to tthdeparture. Even
successes which violated Pericles’ strategic stest could be put down to
luck (as at Pylos). With the war properly told, thaly way that his
patron’s intelligence and foresight might have beepudiated and
culpability lodged firmly against him would havedpefor Athens to have
suffered the scale of defeat she suffered afteinbaollowed Pericles’
strategy religiously. From the standpoint of viradion, therefore, fairly or

overarching plan could Finley's unity have beenieatd “from the very outset of
the war” Hist.1.1.1), (1967) 118-169.
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unfairly, Thucydides sought to stack the deck iotbly in Pericles’
favor, and therefore in his own.

As suggested above, history shows that Thucydidemdact achieve this
underlying objective of vindicating Pericles andnbkelf, and that beyond
expectation. Thucydides’ essential strategy foramislogia (which forms
the underlying purpose of thidistory) is to hide this larger thesis (or
logog behind a series of more subtle argumentsiggoi). Taken as a
whole, theselogoi constitute Thucydides’ theory of human nature and
historical process, namely, they embody that aspg&tte History which
has engaged readers for centuries and which makasique among
historical works. Yet Thucydides’ theoretical systef historical behavior,
while impossible to overlook, is yet difficult toomprehend. The
relationships he posits between reason and emdteineen the desire for
freedom and the will to rule, between chance armsmty, between hope
and fear, between human nature and national clesirace not easily
discerned. The exact manner in which they comethegdo produce and
direct the historical process, moreover, is eves keasily discovered. So
much is this the case that the question of whéfthacydides pessimistically
despaired of the possibility of affecting the hital process for good, or
wrote in the hope of conveying the deeper truthbdeperceived, is still a
matter of vigorous scholarly debafe.

This difficulty of coming to terms with the preciseeaning and intended
application of thesdogoi is not an accidental one. By focusing our
attention on an attempt to grasp lugoi, Thucydides enlists us unawares
in the process of constructing higyos That is so because the former lead
inexorably to the latter: the natural acquisitivenend protectiveness of
human nature feed directly into the theory of theoPonnesian War's
inevitability; the specific manifestations of humaature in the Athenian
and Spartan national characters underpin the nthianPericles’ plan was
a work of genius, perfectly crafted in regard te tombatants and their
respective strengths and weaknesses; and the bamasdity of all but
exceptional military and political leaders to aipate future events or
form successful policies based upon a correct atialu of present
circumstances supports the conclusion that Petridsdership was
exceptional (and that his successors’ deficiencigs what really cost

% See L. Edmunds (1975) 212-213. Stahl (Munich 1986 de Ste. Croix
(London 1972) are notable examples of pessimistét @ptimistic interpretations
respectively.
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Athens the war). In each and every case, the sysfdmstorical insights
(or logoi) embedded in Thucydides’ work lead directly if btroisively to
the set of conclusions he wishes the reader to rtiake the understated
logosthat Pericles was right). In showinghwmsw history works through the
logoi, Thucydides influences us to draw the larger agmioh aboutvhy
the Peloponnesian War turned out as it did: itee, failure of Pericles’
successors to honor his plan for victory, the onpehAthens had of
triumphing. And in forcing us to expend intelledtadfort to achieve this
knowledge, Thucydides makes us stakeholders imtbader conclusions
to which our newfound wisdom has been preordaingabtnt. The overall
effect of accepting the truth of thegoi is that the reader not only
constructs the desirddgos but even feels he has done this for himself
without any overt guidance, and his convictiontsftruth is all the more
certain thereby.

The Peloponnesian War serves asdkemplumwherein we may observe
the “true reality” of that process through attentito the principles of
collective human behavior Thucydides has distiftedus (i.e., hidogoi).
However, the generdbgos of history we are promised is not really the
only logosto which we are led. For in addition to whateveepler insights
into the general course of human events we may tfeeHistory has
bequeathed us, to the degree that we accept @da¢kan general terms, to
that same extent we are likely to accept its urakadtle conclusion in
regard to thexemplunitself. The utility Thucydides claims for hiidistory

is intimately connected with the likelihood of tlogoi to repeat, but these
logoi are not deployed in a vacuum. We must accept dmner in which
they influence events in the test case of the Pslogsian War in
particular if we wish to credit them with any pretilre or analytical power
in general, and that acceptance leads inescapablg ttoncomitant
acquiescence in thivbgos Thucydides desired us to construct regarding
that particular war.

The wordlogos has, of course, a storied history. For Heraclitagps
represented what was properly to be studied aneratabd within the
process of continual physical change (“everythisgin flux”: Diels,
Vorsokr.12, B), though in his experience this knowledges w#ficult to
obtain.



