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     Introduction   

  1      TAI  119: “[Thucydides’] work appears as totally dominated by Pericles’ ideas” (cf. 
110–155 passim). Finley ( 1942 ) had argued previously to de Romilly that Pericles spoke 
for Thucydides, especially in the Funeral Oration. Their view was typical of their age. 
Bayer ( 1948 ) 57 writes of “. . .the historian’s self-immersion in the eternal validity of 
the Periclean accomplishment. . .” (. . .das Sich-Versenken des Historikers in die ewige 
Gültigkeit des perikleischen Werkes. . .), and Chambers ( 1957 ) lists a large number of 
similar views. These ideas were taken up (to give some examples) in Westlake ( 1968 ) 
23–42, Edmunds ( 1975 a) e.g. 41, Pouncey ( 1980 ) e.g. 36, Connor ( 1984 ) e.g. 50, Kallet-
Marx ( 1993 ) e.g. 116–117, Dewald in  OCRST  114–147, Balot ( 2001 ) e.g. 172–178, Wohl 
( 2002 ) e.g. 31, 70–71, and Sonnabend ( 2004 ), and are represented in  CT  and  HCT . The 
tone of scholarship has changed little. Wade-Gery in the  Oxford Classical Dictionary  (1948 
edition p. 904, 1970 edition p. 1069): Thucydides “had for Pericles a regard comparable 
to Plato’s for Socrates, and an equal regard for Pericles’ Athens.” Sonnabend ( 2004 ) 
76: “Perikles is painted in an idealising way similar to that used by the great historian, 
Theodore Mommsen, to paint Julius Caesar” (Der Perikles ist ähnlich idealizierend 
verzeichnet, wie es später der große Historiker Theodore Mommsen mit Iulius Caesar 
gemacht hat). Scholars have also argued the other side, however. Cf. e.g. Strasburger in 
 OCRST , Flashar ( 1989 ), Rood ( 1998 ) 205–208, Pelling ( 2000 ) 90–105, Stahl ( 2003 ).  

   This book compares Thucydides’ presentation of warfare and war mate-
rials in the narrative portions of his  History  to Pericles’ statements about 
Athenian warfare and war materials in the  History . It argues that Pericles 
is an historical character in Thucydides’  History , and that Thucydides 
does not share his views, but composed Pericles’ speeches to display 
Pericles’ character and views to the reader; moreover, it argues that 
Thucydides carefully introduced and surrounded Pericles’ speeches 
with contrasting narrative illustrations. 

 One important reason to review the relationship between the two is 
that Thucydides is frequently identifi ed with Pericles  ’ intransigent impe-
rialism. Many scholars hold that Pericles speaks for Thucydides, or that 
Thucydides was dependent on Periclean ideas  .  1   Many hold that after 
Athens lost the Peloponnesian War, Thucydides rewrote his  History  to       
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justify Pericles’ policies.  2   Others argue that the fi rst part of the  History  
displays devotion to Periclean imperialism, but that the latter part of 
the book shows disappointment with this ideal.  3   All of these arguments 
condemn Thucydides to a longer or shorter association with Pericles’ 
fundamental chauvinism: an attitude that Athens deserved to rule what-
ever lands and peoples she had won through acquisitive warfare. The 
ethical implications of this association have not gone unnoticed, and 
Thucydides has been associated not only with Pericles  ’ imperialism, but 
also with his materialism.  4   Well-known scholars argue that Thucydides’ 
monetary interests in Thrace made him a partisan of Periclean politics, 
or more broadly, that Thucydides was a defender of Athenian greed.  5   

  2     The view that Thucydides rewrote the  History  to defend Pericles is defended in  TAI  and 
many other standard sources. Cf. e.g. Westlake ( 1968 ) 23–42, Pouncey ( 1980 ) 80–82, 
or Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 204. For an overview of the origin and development of this argu-
ment, and a concise description of its effect on the scholarship, cf. Stahl ( 2003 ) 18–23. 
The idea originated with and has a long history in the German scholarship. It began 
with Ullrich ( 1846 ), was continued in Nissen ( 1889 ), Schwartz (1919), Vogt in  OCRST , 
and most recently strenuously argued in Will ( 2003 ). This view has also had strong 
detractors. Cf. Strasburger in  OCRST , Busolt [ 1902 ] (1967), or Stahl himself.  

  3     Connor ( 1984 ) 27 wrote that the Archaeology argues for “the signifi cance of . . . naval 
might and fi nancial reserves in military matters, and of imperialism as a source of 
power and greatness” (cf. 28, 34, 47, 49), but that Thucydides shows a failure of impe-
rialism and imperial materialism both at the end of the Archaeology and in the books 
on the Sicilian expedition (cf. 63, 74–75, 103, 161). This compromise position has 
stood since then. Cf. e.g. Kallet ( 2001 ) 3: “Earlier in the History, especially in books 
1 and 2, the historian sets out to demonstrate the essential role of money in the cre-
ation of naval  arche , to foster a positive reading of the notion of expense ( dapane ), and 
to imply the unprecedented success under Pericles of combining  periousia chrematon , 
‘fi nancial surplus,’  gnome , ‘acute judgment,’ and leadership; in the last three books he 
systematically shows the dismantling or unraveling of this process” (cf. 24–25). Balot 
( 2001 ) e.g. 166 and Wohl ( 2002 ) e.g. 71 see a similar division.  

  4     The view that Thucydides is to be associated with immoral imperialism is expressed 
in a typically pithy way by Momigliano ( 1960 ) 59–60, who shares the view that Pericles 
speaks for Thucydides. “. . .the implicit conclusion of Pericles (Thucydides) is that the 
immorality of the Athenian empire is to be accepted and defended because it is related 
to the glory   of sea-power” (cf. 66). For a comprehensive overview of the scholarship on 
Thucydides and Periclean imperialism, cf. W. Nicolai ( 1996 ).  

  5     Will ( 2003 ) 224: “According to his ancestry Thucydides belongs among Pericles’ ene-
mies, namely among those who represented an oligarchical and conservative view. His 
interests in the northern border regions of the Athenian empire will have brought 
about his change of opinion and his approval for Athens’ imperial politics. . .” (Seiner 
Herkunft nach gehört Thukydides ins Lager der Feinde des Perikles, in dasjenige 
der Vertreter einer oligarchish-konservativen Richtung. Thukydides’ Interessen in 
den nördlichen Grenzregionen der attischen Arche werden seinen Kurswechsel und 
die Billigung der imperialen Politik Athens bewirkt haben. . .). Cf. also Balot ( 2001 ) 
176: “Thucydides regretted Athens’ increasing lack of prudence, but he also admired 
the products of its well managed imperialism. His  History  is in some sense a memorial 
to the glorious edifi ce whose foundations were Athenian greed.”  
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A closely related point of view argues that Thucydides’ attachment to 
Pericles made him incapable of assessing Athenian materialism.  6   

 I argue that it is possible to separate Thucydides’ views from Pericles  ’ 
views, and that Thucydides wrote the  History  partly in order to show 
the price of Periclean materialism and imperialism. An analysis of the 
contrasting meaning of warfare and war materials for Thucydides and 
Pericles offers one way to capture the difference between the historian 
and the character he created. The contrast is easiest to understand 
in respect to weapons. In Thucydides’ presentation, weapons have no 
intrinsic glory   but are evaluated in each successive situation. Their use 
and the consequences of their deployment can be positive (e.g. the 
Greek navy   fends off Xerxes). However, Thucydides emphasizes stories 
in which the aggressive deployment of armed force is unproductive or 
even counterproductive.  7   By contrast, in writing up Pericles’ speeches, 
Thucydides showed that he shared with many other actors in the  History  
a mistaken confi dence in the power  , signifi cance, and glory of the instru-
ments of force. 

 The present study therefore elucidates the contrast between Pericles’ 
hopes for Athenian warfare and Thucydides’ analysis of warfare. Thus, for 
instance, the introduction to Thucydides’  History  (commonly called “the 
Archaeology  ”) shows that improving weapons make the human drive to 
expansion increasingly powerful and destructive. Hopes for profi t   and 
empire ensure that the greater destructiveness of warfare does noth-
ing to discourage armed confl ict; on the contrary, the Pentekontaetia  , 
that is, Thucydides’ account of the approximately fi fty years between the 
defeat of the Persian invasion and the beginning of the Peloponnesian 
War, shows that Athenian warfare against both Greeks   and non-Greeks 
vastly accelerated once Athens had proved the power of her navy   in the 
Persian Wars. 

 Athens thus found herself in an historical situation that was new 
to her, but not to the history of Greece as Thucydides tells it in the 

  6     Hornblower ( 1987 ) 174: “Personal prejudice – the spell of Pericles and the nostalgia 
for Pericles induced by the experience of his less stylish successors – stood between 
Thucydides and a correct assessment of the moment at which  pleonexia     , which had 
been there from the Periclean period, and indeed from 479 and the beginning of the 
empire, began to have effects which would be fatal.”  

  7     In the fi rst sections of the  History , we fi nd, for example, the stories of the confl ict 
between Corinth and Corcyra, the Athenian siege of Potideia, and of the Theban and 
Spartan attacks on Plataea, all stories in which substantial resources were invested to 
little or no gain for the aggressor, and in general Thucydides’ account of the stale-
mated fi rst years of the war; in the latter sections of the  History , we read most famously 
the story of the Athenian expedition to Sicily.  
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Archaeology    : an acme of wealth and weapons increased both Athens’ 
power and also her defensive capacity, and caused the aggressive pur-
suit of further acquisition  . In response to this aggression, fear  , hatred  , 
anger  , and a desire to resist dominated Athens’ enemies. The progress 
toward the Peloponnesian War (as we call it) is tragic   and its result is 
destructive, a fact Thucydides vividly and repeatedly records. 

 Pericles shares, supports, and creates the passions that led to the war. 
I shall therefore argue that however great Pericles’ political insights may 
have been, and Thucydides was the last person to deny Pericles’ talents 
and the fi rst to record and praise them, Thucydides was not an expo-
nent of Pericles’ materialistic imperialism  . Rather, Thucydides’ speak-
ers, Pericles included, illuminate Thucydides’ narrative explanations 
by demonstrating the responses of characters imbedded in the action. 
Here we see human beings fully under the power of the passions their 
situation has produced. In the speeches, more and less impassioned 
speakers boast about their navy   (Corcyra  ), suppress mention of their 
navy (Corinthians), fearfully list the ships, money, and resources of the 
Athenians (Archidamus  ), disqualify those same resources (Sthenelaidas  , 
Corinthians   at 1.121–122), or list, explain, and glorify Athens’ war mate-
rials (Pericles). The reader is called upon to understand and assess their 
words in the context of the narrative of events. Since the narrative con-
sistently shows that the fate of weapons and armies deployed in warfare 
is unpredictable, and that the deployment of armed force generates 
opposing unpredictable deployments, we are entitled to ask how this 
lesson refl ects on those speakers in the  History  who advertise aggressive 
warfare as the means to greatness  . 

 Thus the relation of speech and narrative is at the core of the analysis 
offered here. As was stated above, this book analyzes Thucydides’ narra-
tive treatment of warfare and war materials, and Thucydides’ Pericles’ 
treatment of these same topics in his speeches, so that the two can be 
compared. 

 In order to achieve the closest possible description of the juxtaposi-
tion between the author and his Pericles, this volume offers a reading of 
books one and two of Thucydides, up to and including book two, chap-
ter 65, which contains Thucydides’ famous assessment of Pericles  ’ lead-
ership. The decision to proceed in this way originates with the intention 
to argue against the widely accepted view that the initial sections of the 
 History  differ from the post-Periclean sections in that they show greater 
approval for imperialism (cf. note 4). Moreover, Thucydides’ presentation 
of imperial materialism in the latter parts of the  History  is less 
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controversial, and in my view better understood. I cannot think of a 
scholar who would not accept the view that the Athenians   succumbed to 
the temptations of imperialism for the sake of profi t   when they attacked 
Sicily  . My aim is to describe Thucydides’ portrait of the exemplar of this 
human weakness: an intelligent, devoted, and self-controlled leader who 
succumbed to a belief in the historical signifi cance of Athens’ empire   
and the armed force that made it possible. 

   The use of narratology   in this reading follows the limited practice 
now customary among readers of the ancient historians.  8   Perhaps more 
important to explain, in reference to the present study, is the habit of 
reading references to material objects and elements of nature for their 
connections to the themes and plot of the narrative. In the following 
study, Thucydides’ references to materials will be considered to have 
four main functions. First, and easiest, they characterize actors, as a 
material epithet might characterize the statue of a god. We might think 
of the linen robes   and golden cicadas   of the Athenian elders in 1.6.3  . 
Second, and a bit more diffi cult, materials give clues to the nature of 
actions. In 2.2.1, Thucydides says that about three hundred Thebans   
entered Plataea   at night “with weapons.” The information provided in 
Thucydides’ references to the weapons and the time of day allows us to 
conclude that this is an invasion, that is, to make inferences about the 
nature of the action in progress. 

Third, references to materials respond to the reader. A very brief com-
parison to Herodotus is perhaps useful for understanding this point. 
The breadth of Herodotus  ’ references to materials corresponds to the 
breadth of his account, and the objects he names and describes frequently 
respond to the reader’s interest in religion and mythology, for instance, 
as well as in events. By contrast, Thucydides meets the reader’s knowledge 
and interests by supplying illustrations that are drawn from a familiar and 
limited set of material references he repeatedly employs, and which cor-
responds in its limitations and thematic intensity to his focus on a single 
war. Despite the demands of this focus, Thucydides appeals to a humble 
and attentive reader.  9   An assumption that he shares a Periclean disdain 

  8     On the promise and problems of applying narratological methods to reading ancient 
history, and Thucydides in particular, see Hornblower ( 1994 ) 131–166, Rood ( 1998 ) 
294–297, and Scardino ( 2007 ) 126–154.  

  9     Thucydides’ conscious strategies for creating a relationship with the reader have 
received important attention in recent scholarship. Cf. Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 63 (on the 
Archaeology): “. . .particularly worthy of mention is the creation of a relationship 
between the author and his readers that arises when the reader, as the author intends, 
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for the ordinary, the agricultural  , the improvised  , the traditional, or 
other such categories blinds us to the values of a narrative that repeatedly 
illustrates how the “modern” weapons characteristic of the Greeks’ post-
Persian War   acme of wealth destroy both themselves and the stable   values 
of Greek life.  10   Fourth, and as is implied in the main topic of this book, 
both the narrator’s and the speakers’ references to materials reveal their 
priorities, and these will be compared throughout the analysis. 

 One last point on reading references to materials: a crucial disci-
pline for reading these references adequately is respect for the limita-
tions imposed by the narrative context. As an example of the diffi culty 
that ignoring the narrative context can cause, I provide the following 
description of the war materials referenced in the Archaeology  : “En 
effet, la  fl otte  permet le commerce. Le commerce apporte des  revenus . 
Les revenues donnent naissance à un  trésor . Le trésor, d’autre part, est 
lie à la  stabilité , laquelle entraine l’éxistence des  remparts . Et ces trois 
termes, fl otte – trésor – remparts, permettent alors à un état d’en  grou-
per  d’autres, plus nombreux, sous sa domination, et d’acquérir la  force ” 
( 1956A  261–262; her italics). (Thus the  fl eet  enables commerce, and com-
merce brings in  revenue . Revenue gives birth to a  standing reserve . The 
standing reserve, for its own part, is related to  stability  such as implies 
the existence of  walls . And these three terms, “fl eet – standing reserve – 
walls,” make it possible for a state to  gather  other more numerous states 
under its domination, and to acquire  force .) 

 In this analysis, part of an important and much larger argument, de 
Romilly   abstracts references to materials from their narrative context and 
builds a description of Thucydides’ argument based on these abstracted 
references. Her description is vivid, but constructs a reliability of mate-
rial resources that is ultimately unthucydidean (and therefore seems to 
agree with Pericles  ). For instance, a look at the Archaeology   shows the 
stagnation in a continuous competitive struggle for survival of all naval 
powers except for Athens, whose failure, despite initial success, is the 

 makes the results and methods of the author’s investigation his own” (“. . .besonders ist 
die Herstellung einer Beziehung zwischen dem Autor und seiner Lesergemeinschaft 
zu erwähnen, die durch die erstrebte Aneignung der Forschungsergebnisse und der 
Methodologie des Autors durch den Leser entsteht”). Cf. Dewald ( 2005 ) 15–16.  

  10     I have supplied no defi nition of war materials in Thucydides, nor is one possible. In 
Thucydides, any material can become a war material e.g. mud (e.g. 4.4.2), or sacred 
objects (e.g. 2.13.4–5). Cf. Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 42: “Under the concept παρασκευ� 
Thucydides subsumes all material resources that can be useful in the framework of 
a war” (“Thukydides subsumiert unter den Begriff παρασκευ� all materiellen Mittel, 
die im Rahmen eines Krieges von Nutzen sein können”). Cf. Allison ( 1989 ) 28–44.  
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subject of the  History , and the survival of Sparta  , which has no walls   
or navy   and little money: the materials de Romilly   mixed into a recipe 
for power are interrogated in Thucydides’ historical analysis and found 
to be consistently destructive of long-term stability  .  11   Close observation 
of the narrative context is therefore essential for reading and assessing 
Thucydides’ references to materials. This is perhaps particularly true of  
references to war materials, which carried great emotional resonance 
for Thucydides’ original readers, so that Thucydides was able to deploy 
his references to maximum rhetorical effect. The eternal reader (cf. 
1.24.2) can recover this effect through close attention to the plot and 
consequences of Thucydides’ narratives. 

 A fi nal remark: this book is not an argument about Greek history 
 per se , but about Thucydides’ thought and writing. An important con-
sequence of this is that the argument deals with Thucydides’ Pericles  , 
not the historical Pericles. Therefore it does not refer to sources such 
as later historians or epigraphical remains. On the other hand, since 
Herodotus   was infl uential for the formation of Thucydides’ view of the 
meaning of war materials and style of employing them in his narrative, 
references to Herodotus will be frequent; references to Homer   consti-
tute more tentative suggestions. 
       

  11     Continuous references throughout the book will provide evidence of how much I 
have otherwise relied on de Romilly’s insights, so that this example should not be 
taken to represent an entire argument, the importance of which could scarcely be 
overestimated.  
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     1 

 War Materials and Their Glory in the Archaeology  

     The argument of Thucydides’ Archaeology has often been cited as 
evidence that Thucydides and his Pericles   shared a positive evaluation 
of imperialistic warfare  .  1   It is certainly true that the Archaeology and 
Pericles’ speeches treat many similar topics, warfare and imperialism 
among them. But is it equally true that Thucydides and Pericles agreed 
about these topics? Does the Archaeology, like Pericles in his speeches, 
display approval for imperial warfare and confi dence in the value of 
imperialistic acquisition  ? In our approach to this question, we will pay 

  1     Readings of the Archaeology often come dangerously close to enforcing an associa-
tion between Pericles and Thucydides. Edmunds ( 1975 a) 41 emphasizes the view that 
Thucydides and Pericles display a common materialism: “. . . here again in the case 
of  chremata  we see that Pericles’ thought fi ts into an historical pattern already adum-
brated by Thucydides himself. In the Archaeology, Thucydides traced the develop-
ment of wealth and power from the earliest times in Hellas . . . sailing was the source of 
wealth and power . . . and the Athenian empire was based on  chremata  and the fl eet . . . 
Thus Thucydides presents Pericles as the statesman whose policy and military strategy 
follow from historical insight.” (For a brief discussion of this quotation, see  Chapter 
6 .) Other authors fi nd much broader agreement between the historian and the states-
man.  TAI  119: “. . .does not the whole theory attributed to Pericles form the basis of 
Thucydides’ own analysis? Is it not the same which inspires the Archaeology?” For 
further expressions of the view that the Archaeology and Pericles substantiate each 
other, cf. Connor ( 1984 ) esp. 47–49 and 160, Flashar ( 1989 ) 437, or CT 229 or 232. 
The implications of this view for our understanding of the  History  had long since been 
drawn. Bizer (1968) 41 (with 46–47) and Pouncey ( 1980 ) 49–50 both argued that 
the  purpose  of the Archaeology was to justify Periclean power politics. Enmeshed in 
this conclusion, Crane ( 1998 ) 7 argued that Thucydides’ effort to write history ulti-
mately failed when the insights won from the synthesis of the archaeology and Pericles’ 
speeches could not explain events: “. . .I think it as at least as possible [i.e. as dying] that 
Thucydides simply stopped [writing] because events diverged from both the vision 
of history that he articulates in the Archaeology – according to which, Athens, with 
its sea power, fi nancial reserves, and clear-eyed ruthlessness, should logically destroy 
its atavistic foes – and the synthesis between public and private interest that Perikles 
develops in all three of his speeches.”  
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close attention to the role of Thucydides’ references to the tools of impe-
rialism and warfare in the Archaeology. 

 At the same time, we will remain mindful that war materials are not 
the Archaeology’s exclusive focus. Swords  , money  , ships  , walls  , and other 
materials necessary for warfare are prominent in the Archaeology, which 
is a history of continuous confl ict. However, they are by no means the 
only material illustrations of Thucydides’ analysis. This chapter will also 
attend to the evidence Thucydides brought forward to characterize the 
successive peoples of Greek history. This evidence is various, copious, 
and striking, ranging from loin clothes and golden hair brooches to the 
graves   of Carian pirates and the (imagined) future ruins   of Athens and 
Sparta.  2   

 The Archaeology is therefore a text rich in narrated materials. 
Furthermore, it offers guidance for assessing their role. The fi rst and 
most important standard for judging the role of narrated materials in 
the Archaeology is offered by the lessons learned from Thucydides’ 
account of ancient events. Thucydides’ stories of Greek warfare, for 
instance, display the usefulness or uselessness of war materials in each 
successive case. Second, in chapter 10, Thucydides offers overt guidance 
for the interpretation of material remains and their humble or glamor-
ous appearances, and this advice can help to guide our analysis. Finally, 
Thucydides’ arguments about glory   are very revealing of his evaluation 
of war materials. 

 This last standard may at fi rst seem surprising. As we shall discuss, 
however, in the Archaeology, Thucydides shows that the materials of 
warfare and imperialism are a frequent focus of admiration and glory  . 
He shows that earlier men glorifi ed the iron swords   of pirates, that later 
men (and their poets  ) admired Agamemnon’s fl eet  , and that men of his 
own time, and of all times, overestimate Athens’ power because of her 
imperial buildings. In the fi rst two cases, Thucydides demonstrates that 
the weapons men admired were destructive of societal stability   both for 

  2     While I do not pretend to have an adequate interpretation of every physical element 
and/or artifact in the Archaeology, no materials will be spurned and no passages will 
be considered digressions. The history of treating puzzling passages in the Archaeology 
as “digressions” begins (for us) with Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who famously consid-
ered the characterization of the Spartans and Athenians in 1.6, with its information 
on hair brooches and loin clothes, to be a useless digression (Dion. Hal.  De Thuc.  
16  ). Against this view, see Erbse ( 1970 ) 52–54 and Luraghi ( 2000 ) 232–233: “. . .these 
sparse details that disturbed Dionysius can only be understood as a part of the com-
munication between Thucydides and his audience . . .” Cf. Hornblower ( 2004 ) 308, who 
argues against accepting the disqualifi cation implied in the term “excursus.”  
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those attacked and also for those wielding the weapons. By showing the 
disparity between the glorifi cation of iron swords or Agamemnon’s fl eet 
and their actual destructive effect on society, Thucydides confutes the 
delusion   that these weapons are glorious. As for Athens’ imperial build-
ings, as the cause of an eternal error   about the power of Athens, they 
are symbolic of the persistence of the human addiction to glory  . I shall 
argue that Thucydides’ analysis of our admiration for these buildings 
is a sign that he himself took a cautiously distant attitude to Periclean 
beauty and its effects. 

 Thus there is a generous amount of direct and implied discussion of 
war materials in the Archaeology. In fact, Thucydides’ discussion and 
assessment of the materials of Greek warfare begins in the fi rst sentence 
of the  History . After announcing that he has composed a report about 
the war between the Spartans and Athenians, Thucydides observes that 
at the beginning of the war both Sparta   and Athens “had reached an 
acme   in respect to their entire preparation for this war,”  3   and that the 
rest of Greece was gathering to support one side or the other (1.1.1  ). 
These two factors, the acme of materials and the movement (κ	νησις) 
of all Greece, even of mankind, are defi ning features of the greatness 
of the war.  4   It will be one of the aims of this book to follow Thucydides’ 
presentation of this acme in the initial narratives of the  History , and to 
show that this presentation is more important for the structure of book 
one than we have usually thought. 

  3     This statement confl icts with oratorical descriptions of Sparta’s poverty later in the 
 History  and has been questioned. Cf. Poppo, ad loc. 1.1.1: “The assertion seems contro-
versial because of the things that Archidamus says at 1.80.3–4, but Krüger warns justly 
that the matter is rhetorically enlarged in Archidamus’ speech” (“Res propter ea quae 
dicit Archidamus 1.80.3–4 controversa videtur, sed ibi oratorie rem in maius augeri 
recte monet Krüg”). Poppo seems to be saying that although Archidamus argues at 
1.80 that Sparta has essentially no material acme, Archidamus is exaggerating, since 
his aim is to prevent Sparta from going to war with Athens. He might also have argued 
that Pericles’ assertions about Spartan poverty in his fi rst speech are equally rhetori-
cal (cf. 1.141.3–5, 1.142.1, discussed in  Chapter 4 ). Cf. 1.10.2, 1.18.1–2, and 1.19 for 
descriptions of Sparta’s power from Thucydides’ point of view.  

  4     Cf. Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 30–31 and 42: “. . . the Archaeology is a study of the two intercon-
nected phenomena that make up the concept of κ	νησις [disturbance]. Thucydides 
explores the possibilities of the ξ�στασις [gathering together] into a large war party, 
and the origination of a large and various collection of military resources (παρασκευ�) 
in the previous history of Greece” (. . .die Archäologie [ist] eine Studie über die beiden 
unter dem Begriff κ	νησις zusammengefügten Phänomene . . . Thukydides erforscht die 
Möglichleiten der ξ�στασις zu einer großen Kriegspartei und des Zustandekommens 
einer umfangreichen παρασκευ� in der bisherigen Geschichte Griechenlands]. Cf. 
Monoson ( 1998 ) 291.  
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 The Greek acme   of war materials is also central for the plot of the 
Archaeology, which begins its explanations with a description of the 
poverty   of earliest Greece, and progresses through time and a series of 
weaker acmes before it arrives at a restatement and explanation of the 
culminating pre-Peloponnesian War acme in chapter 19: 

 κα� ο� μ�ν Λακεδαιμ�νιοι ο�χ �ποτελε�ς �χοντες φ�ρου το!ς ξυμμ"χους 
#γο%ντο, κατ& 'λιγαρχ	αν δ� σφ	σιν α�το�ς μ�νον (πιτηδε	ως +πως 
πολιτε�σουσι θεραπε�οντες, .θηνα�οι δ� να%ς τε τ/ν π�λεων τ0 χρ�ν1 
παραλαβ�ντες πλ3ν Χ	ων κα� Λεσβ	ων, κα� χρ�ματα το�ς π5σι τ"ξαντες 
φ6ρειν. κα� (γ6νετο α�το�ς (ς τ�νδε τ8ν π�λεμον # 9δ	α παρασκευ3 με	ζων 
; <ς τ= κρ"τιστ" ποτε μετ= >κραιφνο%ς τ?ς ξυμμαχ	ας @νθησαν. 

 And the Spartans led their allies without payments of tribute, seeing to it 
only that the allies managed their political affairs in a way that was use-
ful to their own oligarchy. But the Athenians [led their allies], in time 
both taking ships from the cities, except the Chians and Lesbians, and also 
requiring all to pay money. And their individual resources for this war [i.e. 
the Peloponnesian War] were greater than their greatest strength when 
they fl ourished in an unimpaired alliance. (1.19  )   

 Thus statements that Athens and Sparta had reached an acme   of war 
strength frame the historical explanations of the Archaeology: the fi rst 
sentence remarks that the Athenians and Spartans had achieved an 
unprecedented material acme, and chapter 19, which follows Thucydides’ 
description of Greece’s diffi cult ascent to prosperity, shows that this acme 
came about through the imposition of power in ways characteristic of 
the two great powers. The Spartan acme arose through enforcing politi-
cal integration. The resources of the allies are available to the Spartans 
through decisions to prosecute interests common to the oligarchies. By 
contrast, the Athenians are said to lead by “taking ships” and “requiring 
payments  .” The disparity between the Spartan and Athenian acmes is 
clear: Athens deliberately takes resources from the allies; Sparta, by con-
trast, has a policy of not doing so. Thucydides reports both procedures, 
but does not argue that one is better than the other, stating only that 
each side has amassed greater resources than ever before. 

 In the sentence immediately preceding chapter 19, Thucydides 
explains how it was that each side came to be so strong at this particular 
time: continuous warfare since the Persian Wars had produced both war 
materials   and military experience: 

 κα� 'λ	γον μ�ν χρ�νον ξυν6μεινεν # Aμαιχμ	α, �πειτα διενεχθ6ντες ο� 
Λακεδαιμ�νιοι κα� .θηνα�οι (πολ6μησαν μετ= τ/ν ξυμμ"χων πρ8ς 
>λλ�λους . . . Bστε >π8 τ/ν Μηδικ/ν (ς τ�νδε α9ε� τ8ν π�λεμον τ= μ�ν 
σπενδ�μενοι, τ= δ� πολεμο%ντες ; >λλ�λοις ; το�ς Dαυτ/ν ξυμμ"χοις 
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>φισταμ6νοις εE παρεσκευ"σαντο τ= πολ6μια κα� (μπειρ�τεροι (γ6νοντο 
μετ= κινδ�νων τ=ς μελ6τας ποιο�μενοι. 

 And the [Persian War] alliance held together for a short time, but once 
they had quarreled, the Spartans and the Athenians warred against one 
another with their allies . . . And thus since from the Persian Wars continu-
ously until this war they were both inscribed in treaties, and also warring 
with one another or with their own revolted allies, they were well equipped 
and became more experienced in warfare, since they were practicing in 
dangerous conditions. (1.18.3  )   

 The continuous internecine warfare   of the pre-Peloponnesian War 
years contributed to the acme   of power and military experience both 
cities achieved. As we have seen, readers have often concluded that 
Thucydides shared Pericles  ’ admiration for this buildup and the appli-
cations of force for which it was used. However, it is important to ask in 
what way the acme contributes to the greatness of a war that is ultimately 
described as great not because of any achievement, but because of the 
length and intensity of its sufferings (1.23.1–3).  5   Is this acme of wealth 
and war materials signifi cant for the achievement it represents, or for 
some further achievement it makes possible? Or does the conclusion of 
the Archaeology, with its emphasis on suffering  , suggest that the acme is 
most signifi cant for a negative reason, namely, its powers of destruction? 
The following analysis pays careful attention not only to the increasing 
size, but also to the character of the successive acmes of Greek history 
in the Archaeology. 

   The Rich Soil Paradox  

   Thucydides’ account of the slow accumulation of Greek wealth begins 
with material defi cits and builds to the acme   of power that character-
izes the age of the Peloponnesian War in 1.1 and 1.19  . Thus the earli-
est peoples who lived in “the place now called Greece” are described 
according to the things they do not have. Beginning with the contention 
that the ancient peoples had no markets, Thucydides says that “each 
group domesticated its own holdings suffi ciently to sustain life” and had 
no surplus of property or money   (1.2.2  ). The early peoples did not plant 
trees or vines on the land  , they lacked walls  , and “they were not strong 
in respect to the size of their cities, or in any other preparation” (1.2.2  ). 
No markets, no secure communications, no surpluses, no long-lived 

  5     Cf. Connor ( 1984 ) 32.  
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plantings, no walls: suffi cient food   is the single material achievement of 
the early peoples. 

 Thucydides depicts this early society as unstable and violent  . He states 
from the outset that the early peoples feared   each other on land and sea 
(ο�δ& (πιμειγν�ντες >δε/ς >λλ�λοις οFτε κατ= γ?ν οFτε δι= θαλ"σσης) 
and argues that successive groups of attackers regularly overran every 
establishment (1.2.2). The violence was encouraged by easy success, 
since the anonymous peoples left their land easily (1.2.1  , 1.2.2) and were 
replaced by successively larger groups.  6   

 Thucydides lays most of the blame for the weakness of early Greece 
upon these constant migrations   (cf. 1.2.1, 1.2.2, and 1.2.6). As he reports 
the situation, however, the migrating peoples themselves would not 
have shared his view that their situation was problematic. The reason 
they were easily unseated, he reports, was that “they believed they could 
win their necessary daily sustenance anywhere” (τ?ς τε καθ& #μ6ραν 
>ναγκα	ου τροφ?ς πανταχο% Gν #γο�μενοι (πικρατε�ν, ο� χαλεπ/ς 
>παν	σταντο 1.2.2  ). 

 The migratory peoples thought that they could change where they 
lived at any time, since nature would take care of their essential needs. 
Thucydides, on the other hand, provides evidence that this idea was 
mistaken and harmful. The violent   behavior of the early peoples 
shows that in fact the “necessary daily sustenance” was not available 
just “anywhere,” but rather only on rich land, where a group of peo-
ple could grow or raise suffi cient food   for immediate consumption. 
Rich land   was therefore the focus of the widespread warfare of early 
times. Thucydides argues that two central problems caused this war-
fare. Inside of a given group, some people who already possessed rich 
land became more powerful, and this caused internal strife or  stasis     . 
Second, those on the better land were more likely to be attacked from 
the outside by other tribes (1.2.4).  

  6     Indefi nite pronouns (τις) prevail in 1.2.1, 1.2.2, and 1.2.4. They allow for no identifi -
cation of any group. Thucydides’ compressed presentation shows that numbers were 
the most important factor determining survival. Given that all were equally unarmed, 
numbers made for force, and force for possession, which could then be challenged 
by the next larger group on the horizon (1.2.1). Population was therefore simultane-
ously the most important offensive and defensive weapon of any group (cf. Poppo ad 
loc.). Nevertheless, the description is not biologically impersonal. Luginbill (1999) 38 
is witty on this chapter: “Like so many colonies of bacteria, these proto-Greek groups 
follow the unseen, unconscious drive to expand.” However, Thucydides seems to illus-
trate that the actions of the early peoples were not unconscious, but mistaken.  
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 Thucydides’ examples show that in his view the apparently easy-
going attitude of the nomadic peoples ignored natural and political 
necessities. The cost of their error   was enormous. Far from being 
effortless, the migratory lifestyle required the regular use of force. 
Only by forcibly removing or preventing others from inhabiting rich 
land   could the more powerful or more numerous parties hope to get 
their daily subsistence easily. The continuous result of this attitude, 
and the violence   it engenders, is the “soil paradox,” according to 
which rich land results in warfare and poverty   from warfare, not the 
expected easy living.  7   

 Poor land, on the other hand, an apparent disadvantage, is in 
Thucydides’ account a source of durable power. Although he does not 
say so, relatively infertile land presumably enforced long-term cultivation 
and steady cooperation in order to avert starvation. Attica   is Thucydides’ 
example of a society that benefi ted from acquiring the virtues enforced 
by poverty  . Attica managed to escape weakness and achieve stability   over 
many generations in early times. Attica was “without stasis because of 
the poor soil” (τ3ν γο%ν .ττικ3ν (κ το% (π� πλε�στον δι= τ8 λεπτ�γεων 
>στασ	αστον οEσαν Hνθρωποι Iκουν ο� α�το� α9ε	 1.2.5  ). Attica also 
benefi ted from the instability of the rest of Greece. Because of its stabil-
ity, rich exiles from strife in other cities made Athens   their refuge and 
swelled the population   with citizens (πολ�ται 1.2.6  ). 

 In Thucydides’ explanation of earliest Greece, poor land encourages 
behavior that causes stability  , whereas rich soil encourages competition 
for an easier life and produces warfare, poverty  , and (in comparison to 
Attica) stagnation.  8   We note that from the beginning of the Archaeology 
the materials of the world that appear attractive and might, if they were 
properly managed, help to furnish power actually promote instability 
and violence. This violence   destroys the advantages that might come 
from rich land, so that the migrants who attack others for the sake of an 
easier living are poorer than those who never possess good land. Thus 
Thucydides’ initial description of the relationship between the fi rst devel-
opment of peoples and the material conditions of life is an illustration 
not of the benefi ts, but of the prevalence and cost of acquisitive   warfare.   

  7     Marshall ( 1975 ) 26–40 offers a detailed explanation of the “soil paradox,” which useful 
phrase Marshall seems to have coined. As for the deleterious effect of rich soil on the 
human character, Herodotus’ similar view should be brought to mind. For instance, 
he ends his history (cf. 9.122) with statements that would support the views Thucydides 
seems to be marking out here.  

  8     Cf. CT ad loc. 1.2.4.  
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   Minos  

   The fi rst descriptions of the Archaeology depict humanity on land, and 
show that taking other people’s land is an unreliable road to prosperity. 
Subsequent descriptions depict humanity at sea (cf. 1.3.4). After arguing 
the lengthy weakness and disunity   of the Greeks in  chapter 3 , Thucydides 
begins a section ( chapters 4 ,  5 , 7, and 8) on piracy   and its repressor, Minos, 
who made possible the fi rst consolidation of Greek power. Piracy   is the 
next development of the power to take other people’s property by force, 
since it allows some people to take the produce of others without having 
to fi ght for land and afterward produce food  . Nevertheless, the pirates, 
as we shall see, are comparative failures, reduced to poverty   and strife by 
their chaotic plundering   of every resource. Like the migrating peoples of 
 chapter 2 , their endless warring makes them poor. However, we must also 
be open to the possibility that these chapters contain a positive presenta-
tion of exploitative behavior, since in these chapters the drive to take the 
things of others characterizes everyone, including Minos of Crete who is 
by no means as great a failure as the pirates he expels. Does Minos   pro-
vide a positive paradigm by which we can measure Thucydides’ view of 
Athenian acquisitiveness, and perhaps Athenian naval power?  9   

 Minos possessed the fi rst navy  .  10   He conquered, says Thucydides, the 
Hellenic Sea and was the fi rst “founder” (ο9κιστ3ς πρ/τος) of many 
Aegean islands, leaving his children to rule them (1.4  ). During this pro-
cess, Minos chased the pirates, “as much as he could,” from the seas, 
in order to monopolize the proceeds of the region for himself (1.4). 
Thucydides identifi es his rewards as the more reliable income (προσ�δος 
1.4), whereas the rewards of piracy   are profi t   (κ6ρδος 1.5.1  ). 

 How is it that Minos manages to prevail over the pirates? The pirates 
had emerged as a result of a single technological advance: the incipient 
use of boats, which could be deployed against the still unwalled   cities of 
the early peoples:  11   

   9     Minos is often thought of as the paradigm for Athenian sea power. Cf. e.g.  TAI  
67–68: “. . . it looks as if the form assumed by Athenian imperialism had brought the 
character of Minos to life simply because he could be seen as a forerunner.” Cf. Finley 
( 1967 ) 141: “Accordingly, when Pericles maintained and even extended the naval poli-
cies of Themistocles, he was, so to speak, reapplying the ancient secret of power which 
Minos and Agamemnon had used before him.” Cf. Hornblower ( 2004 ) 316: Minos was 
“a mythical paradigm or prototype of the fi fth century rulers of the sea.”  

  10     Cf. Hdt. 3.122.  
  11     Although there is no distinction in Greek, I shall use the word “boat” to describe the 

early less developed seacraft, which Thucydides distinguishes from the later ships and 
triremes (cf. 1.10.4, 1.13. 2, 1.14. 3).  
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 ο� γ=ρ Jλληνες τ8 π"λαι κα� τ/ν βαρβ"ρων οK τε (ν τL Mπε	ρ1 
παραθαλ"σσιοι κα� +σοι ν�σους εNχον, (πειδ3 @ρξαντο μ5λλον 
περαιο%σθαι ναυσ�ν (π& >λλ�λους, (τρ"ποντο πρ8ς λOστε	αν, #γουμ6νων 
>νδρ/ν ο� τ/ν >δυνατωτ"των κ6ρδους το% σφετ6ρου α�τ/ν Pνεκα κα� το�ς 
>σθεν6σι τροφ?ς, κα� προσπ	πτοντες π�λεσιν >τειχ	στοις κα� κατ= κQμας 
ο9κουμ6ναις Rρπαζον κα� τ8ν πλε�στον το% β	ου (ντε%θεν (ποιο%ντο. 

 For in ancient times the Greeks and the barbarians who lived beside the 
sea on the continent, and also those who possessed islands, when they 
began to cross over to one another more commonly in boats, turned to 
piracy. The most powerful men led them, both for the sake of their own 
profi t and also for the sustenance of the weak, and falling on cities that 
were unwalled and inhabited in groups of villages, they plundered them 
and got most of their living from this source. (1.5.1  )   

 The unwalled cities easily fell to invaders with swift transportation. 
This passage provides an example of Thucydidean irony  : for the sake 
of “nourishing the weak” the pirates fall upon unwalled   villages.  12   The 
defenseless are sacrifi ced for the weak, and the reader is left with the 
strong impression that the generous aspects of piracy   are less impor-
tant than the selfi sh ones. This conclusion is confi rmed throughout 
Thucydides’ presentation of the piratical lifestyle, which is character-
ized with verbs that refer to violence   and plundering  . We note “they 
plundered” (Rρπαζον 1.5.1  ), and especially “they robbed one another” 
((λ�ιζοντο . . . >λλ�λους 1.5.3  ) and “they plundered one another” 
(�φερον γ=ρ >λλ�λους 1.7  ), which specify the reciprocity of banditry 
among the pirates themselves. 

 The continuous disorganization these habits created is opposed to 
Thucydides’ presentation of Minos’s ability to organize: in the short 
term, Minos forms a navy  , and in the long term, he founds a dynastic 
hegemony. It is relevant to note that Minos and the pirates have essen-
tially the same boats to use. Technical improvements in boats and naval 
warfare come much later in time (cf. note 11). Thucydides therefore 
attributes Minos’s preeminence to a superiority of organization, not 
materials. His advantage is not that he has boats, since the pirates have 
these as well, but that he is able to gather and organize these boats to 
act in unison as a navy. They are therefore much more useful for the 
warfare Minos wages for the sake of the profi t   to himself and his fam-
ily. Thucydides devotes some narrative attention to Minos’s intelligent 
and successful project, which was prosecuted in a chaotic world. Does 

  12     An example of the juxtaposition of precise references ( akribeia ) to produce a rhetorical 
effect.  
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Thucydides’ interest in Minos extend to admiration for his more orga-
nized exploitation of others? This is our question. 

 Let us work toward answering this question by showing that Thucydides 
cannot be identifi ed with those who admire piratical violence  . After this, 
we will address the question of Thucydides’ attitude to Minos. 

 Thucydides makes it clear that piratical taking was admired by many. 
As we saw, he writes that the pirates fell on the unwalled villages and 
got most of their living that way. He concludes this sentence by saying 
that the deed did “not hold any disgrace, but even carried some glory” 
(ο�κ �χοντ�ς πω α9σχ�νην το�του το% �ργου, φ6ροντος δ6 τι κα� δ�ξης 
μ5λλον 1.5.1  ).  13   

 The sentence is phrased to indicate that the reader might be surprised 
to fi nd out that piracy   found so much approval.  14   Indeed, Thucydides 
writes as if we might not fi nd this claim of piracy’s glory   credible, since 
in the next sentences he offers three successive proofs that piracy was 
considered glorious. First of all, he argues, in his own time there were 
still people who were pirates and proud of it (1.5.2). Second, he pro-
vides a story about the ancient poets  . He relates that they used to ask 
“everywhere in the same way” whether those sailing in were pirates, and 
asserts that the pirates were in no way embarrassed to tell about their 
deeds.  15   On the contrary, they thought it was a poet’s business to know 
about such affairs (1.5.2). Finally, Thucydides also offers the remark that 
the descendants of some pirates had continued the habit of wearing 
iron swords   (1.5.3). The symbol of piracy was thus a welcome sign of 
piratical descent for those generations who no longer practiced piracy, 
but wanted to remember that their ancestors had done so. 

 The pirates’ poets and descendants memorialize piratical glory  . And, 
just as he had previously shown that the attitudes of the migratory peo-
ples were dangerously mistaken, Thucydides now gives evidence that an 

  13     Cf. Herodotus’ description of the Thracians at 5.6  . They consider the most honorable 
life, he says, to be a life of plunder and warfare.  

  14     Thus, for instance, the fi rst clause of this antithetical statement suggests a criticism of 
piracy (it is shameful), and the second clause answers this criticism (defi nitely not to 
the pirates’ contemporaries). Cf. Rusten ( 1989 ) 24–25 for a fuller taxonomy and useful 
discussion of Thucydidean antitheses.  

  15     Note the parody of the unintelligent uniformity of the poets’ interest in piracy at 
1.5.2  : κα� ο� παλαιο� τ/ν ποιητ/ν τ=ς π�στεις τ/ν καταπλε�ντων πανταχο% Aμο	ως 
(ρωτ/ντες ε9 λOστα	 ε9σιν . . . (And the ancient poets inquiring in same way of those 
sailing in everywhere whether they were pirates . . .), which perhaps refl ects Thucydides’ 
view of the limitations of Minoan (i.e. Homeric) society, in which the very practices 
that kept it poor were most admired. Cf. Marchant (1891 )  ad loc.  
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heroic view of piracy   imagines a glory that never was. He depicts the real-
ity of life with iron swords  : all Greeks had carried swords in those days, 
he argues, just like barbarians, because of the dangerous conditions 
(1.6.1). There was nothing glamorous about this; on the contrary, pirati-
cal violence   had created a state of permanent insecurity. The pirates, 
like the earlier nomadic peoples, suffered from “indefensible homes” 
(>φ"ρκτους ο9κ�σεις) and “dangerous access to one another” (ο�κ 
>σφαλε�ς παρ’ >λλ�λους (φ�δους) (1.6.1  ). In short, the violent practices 
enabled by boats   and iron swords caused a lifestyle of continuous fear   
and isolation. 

 According to this analysis, when the pirates’ descendants wear 
swords, they are indulging in a poetic daydream. Thucydides himself 
can hardly be identifi ed with the delusion   he has just exposed, and in 
the Archaeology the piratical daydream is shared only by the pirates’ 
poets   and descendents, and not by those who stand outside of the 
piratical culture and see it from the point of view of organized states. 
Thucydides reports that during the Peloponnesian War the Athenians 
purifi ed the island of Delos   by digging up all the graves  . They found 
a majority of Carian burials “recognizable by the equipment of arms 
that was buried with them and by the manner in which they are still 
buried today” (1.8.1  ).  16   Those who interred the pirates presumably gave 
them the funerals they themselves wanted: the pirates buried each 
other with the swords and armor that were the signs of their glory  . But 
neither Thucydides’ Athenians, whom he writes up as reporting about 
these graves only the relevant anthropological facts, nor Thucydides 
himself, who in the next sentence calls the pirates common criminals 
(κακο%ργοι 1.8.2  ), see any glory in the graves at Delos. The Athenians 
have inherited Minos’s task of policing the Aegean, and for them pirates 
are an inglorious nuisance.  17   

 In sum, Thucydides shows that the pirates’ claims to glory   were mis-
taken in the fi rst place. Their plundering   was not a glorious achievement, 
but rather both the cause and the result of sordid poverty  . Subsequently, 
their claims to glory were forgotten or ignored. The pirates fulfi ll a 

  16     Herodotus also portrays the Carians and related Phoenicians as pirates, cf. Hdt. 1.1.4, 
2.54.1, 2.152.4, and Erbse ( 1970 ) 54.  

  17     In the  History , the Athenians and Spartans do police the Aegean somewhat, despite 
the war. Cf. e.g. 2.32 (the Athenians fortify the island of Atalanta in order to prevent 
pirates from plundering Euboia), 3.51 (the Athenian general Nicias fortifi es Minoa, 
at Megara, partly to prevent piracy), and 4.53.3 (the Spartans defend Laconia from 
pirates who set out from the island of Cythera).  
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monitory role in the Archaeology: their hopes that the violent   exploita-
tion of others would lead to long-term signifi cance were not fulfi lled. 

 Thus Thucydides admires neither the pirates   – whom he, in a rare 
explicit judgment, classifi es with petty criminals – nor those who glori-
fi ed their violent ways. Perhaps, however, he assesses Minos’s more orga-
nized exploitation differently. Minos  , as we have seen, was as greedy as 
the pirates. On the other hand, his longer view and better organiza-
tion were benefi cial for Greece. Since he founded cities as well as taking 
people’s money, his expulsion of the pirates enabled better communica-
tions and more security  : 

 καταστ"ντος δ� το% Μ	νω ναυτικο% πλωιμQτερα (γ6νετο παρ& >λλ�λους 
(ο� γ=ρ (κ τ/ν ν�σων κακο%ργοι >ν6στησαν �π& α�το%, +τεπερ κα� τ=ς 
πολλ=ς α�τ/ν κατTκιζε), κα� ο� παρ= θ"λασσαν Hνθρωποι μ5λλον @δη 
τ3ν κτ?σιν τ/ν χρημ"των ποιο�μενοι βεβαι�τερον Iκουν, κα	 τινες κα� 
τε	χη περιεβ"λλοντο <ς πλουσιQτεροι Dαυτ/ν γιγν�μενοι: (φι6μενοι γ=ρ 
τ/ν κερδ/ν οK τε Rσσους �π6μενον τ3ν τ/ν κρεισσ�νων δουλε	αν, οK τε 
δυνατQτεροι περιουσ	ας �χοντες προσεποιο%ντο �πηκ�ους τ=ς (λ"σσους 
π�λεις. 

 Once Minos had established his navy, conditions were such that sailing to 
one another’s lands was easier, for he made the evil doers leave the islands 
at the same time as he colonized many of them. And the people living 
by the sea, since they possessed more money, dwelled more securely, and 
some of them also built walls around themselves as they became richer. 
For the weaker peoples, because they desired profi ts, submitted to enslave-
ment by the stronger, and the more powerful peoples, since they had sur-
pluses, made the lesser cities subservient to themselves. (1.8.2–3  )   

 Minos’s navy   creates the security that allows for communications and 
trade, and thus fi rst shows the power of a navy to create order in the 
chaotic world of the Aegean islands. The result is a signifi cant advance 
in material prosperity  , as men become richer and amass capital. 

 However, the advance in security is simultaneously an advance in inse-
curity. Walls   are the sign of this new situation. Thucydides had intro-
duced the section of text we are analyzing with a statement that stressed 
their role and importance: “Such cities as were founded most recently 
and at a time when the people were already sailing more, [these cities] 
more frequently had surpluses   of money, and so they were built right on 
the beaches, with walls, and each group blocked off the isthmuses both 
for the sake of the markets and for strength against their neighbors” 
(1.7.1  ).  18   Walls   served simultaneously as aggressive instruments for the 

  18     τ/ν δ� π�λεων +σαι μ�ν νεQτατα Vκ	σθησαν κα� @δη πλωιμωτ6ρων Wντων, περιουσ	ας 
μ5λλον �χουσαι χρημ"των (π& α�το�ς το�ς α9γιαλο�ς τε	χεσιν (κτ	ζοντο κα� το!ς 9σθμο!ς 
>πελ"μβανον (μπορ	ας τε Pνεκα κα� τ?ς πρ8ς το!ς προσο	κους Pκαστοι 9σχ�ος . . .  
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monopolization of trade and as defensive strongholds  . They were not 
only a sign of prosperity  , but also a defense against the more powerful 
and better-organized warfare of the Minoan era. 

 This warfare arose because each power used Minos’s achievements 
as a basis for the acquisition   of further profi t  .  19   The description of the 
Minoan age at 1.8.3   shows that the drive to acquisition   required the 
forcible exploitation of others. Thucydides’ language of slavery   and 
domination is frank: the new wealth made some cities the masters of 
other cities, who were willing slaves because of the hope   that they would 
someday themselves rise to a dominant position. 

 Arguments can be made that Thucydides’ critical view of such 
arrangements is not diffi cult to detect. Let us begin with the weakest 
arguments: fi rst, an argument  ex silentio , on the issue of describing the 
Greeks as tolerant for mutual enslavement; and second, an argument 
that contrasts Thucydides’ presentation of the Minoans to the Athenian 
popular view, as represented in the Theseus   cycle. We shall build to the 
stronger arguments: an argument that explores the contrast between 
this state of enslavement   to profi t   with Thucydides’ description of 
Sparta and Athens   and an argument, fi nally, that Thucydides’ account 
of the Trojan expedition   shows the self-destruction of the Minoan profi t 
cycles. 

 First, the argument  ex silentio . Thucydides’ description of the Minoan 
period names no power but Minos. By this means, Thucydides avoids 
humiliating any particular Greek city: both Greek cities that enslaved oth-
ers for the sake of profi t and Greek cities formerly enslaved for the sake 
of profi t remain unnamed. In the fi fth-century world, such intercity rela-
tions as Thucydides describes in 1.8.3   were normally called  alliances  .  20   
Thucydides’ description rejects this euphemism, while at the same time 
leaving the particular political myths of each city untouched. 

 Despite this avoidance of naming, Thucydides’ description of Minos’s 
hegemony in the Aegean bears a strong resemblance to his descrip-
tion of the Athenian empire   in chapter 19. Like Minos, the Athenians 
subordinated island powers in the Aegean and took money   from these 
subordinates. The belief that Thucydides approved of the Athenian 

  19     On the unchanging psychology of the profi t seekers of the Archaeology, cf. Stahl 
( 2003 ) 24–25.  

  20     Cf. the discussion of 1.96 in  Chapter 3 . As Athens falls back into this old-fashioned 
mode of alliance, Thucydides argues explicitly that Athenian enforcement of tribute 
payments, and the rebellions against this enforcement, began the “enslavement” of 
Athens’ allies (1.98.4). Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 66.  
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empire has therefore been important for our view of Minos in the 
Archaeology: if Thucydides approved of the similar Athenian empire 
(and he must have done so, since Pericles   approves of the empire), he 
must have approved of Minos, so proceeds the chain of associations.  21   
It is the aim of this chapter to avoid these circular arguments. I would 
like to suggest another possible reason for the similarities Thucydides 
constructs between Minos’s hegemony and the Athenian empire  . I sug-
gest that Thucydides’ description of Minos’s achievements was intended 
to provoke refl ection on the long-term consequences of the forceful 
exploitation of other states, rather than to build approval for Athens’ 
empire. 

 In 1984, W. Robert Connor   pointed out that Athenian memories of 
Minos’s exploitation of Athens, immortalized in the Theseus   mythol-
ogy, were particularly dark.  22   In 1997, Sophie Mills gathered the evi-
dence for Minos’s reputation at Athens as “violent, cruel, unjust, and 
uneducated” (224; cf. Plato  ,  Minos  318d–321a  ). The popularity of the 
subject would be hard to overestimate: for instance, plays on Cretan 
themes were written by all three iconic tragedians and Aristophanes.  23   
Athens’ subordination to Crete was a bitter memory, and as the early 
Platonic dialogue reveals, it was not hidden from every Athenian that 
this memory   was determining his reputation at Athens. To quote Mills 
once again (224–225):

  In the Platonic  Minos , Socrates himself seems to connect the characteriza-
tion of Minos in tragedy with the Athenian image of Minos, judging it to be 
a distortion of the truth about the Cretan king which was designed merely 
to please mass opinion, since he asserts that tragedy   is δημοτερπ6στατον 
(“most enjoyable for the people”): “and in it we get Minos on the rack of 
verse and avenge ourselves for the tribute   he made us pay.” ( Min . 321a)   

 Conveniently for public poets, Socrates implies, the Athenian People 
detests Minos, whose negative public image at Athens makes the positive 

  21     Cf. note 9.  
  22     Cf. Connor ( 1984 ) 24.  
  23     Mills ( 1997 ) 224–225. Relevant to our argument here is also the following remark: “The 

story of Theseus’ triumph over the proto-tyrant of the Aegean . . . must acquire a spe-
cial relevance after the Persian Wars. In the fi fth century, Crete lay outside mainstream 
Greek politics and culture, and it took no part in the Persian Wars (Hdt. 7.169–170), 
which were so important to shaping a common Greek identity and especially Athens’ 
role as the leader of Greece. As the oldest enemy of Athens in myth, it can fi ttingly be 
portrayed as a place which represents what is foreign, different, and antithetical to the 
virtues which were held to be pre-eminently Athenian” (224). Cf. Rusten ( 1989 ) 142.  
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role Thucydides assigns to him all the more interesting. In chapters 4 
through 8 of the Archaeology, Thucydides makes a strong argument 
that Minos benefi ted coastal Greece, Athens necessarily included. 
Thucydides’ argument asks Athenian readers to agree that Minos’s 
exploitation of Athens was the better way, since Minos   offered Athens 
and the other cities the basic conditions under which they could begin 
to fl ourish. In other words, the Athenians should be grateful to Minos. 
Instead of remembering any kind of contribution, however, they remem-
ber his cruelty, and it seems possible that they were meant to apply this 
logic to themselves. Athenians able to compare Thucydides’ account 
of Minos’s accomplishments to their own lengthy resentment of Minos 
might realize that those who exploit others are hated   for as long as their 
memory   lasts, regardless of their organizational achievements.  24   As for 
readers other than the Athenians, they have had the opportunity over 
the course of the history to observe whether the allies were grateful for 
Athens’ control of the Aegean. 

 Further support for the contention that Thucydides was not a par-
tisan of the Minoan system of exploitation is provided by Thucydides’ 
contrasting story of the growth of Sparta and Athens  , and even more 
by his story of the Trojan expedition  . These arguments are provided in 
the next two sections of this chapter. It is well to remember, however, 
that even in the chapters we have reviewed, Thucydides’ account gives 
us no direct evidence for arguing that he admired Minos’s acquisitive 
practices. He shows straightforwardly that his organizational accom-
plishments were great: Minos   organized a navy  , and through expel-
ling the pirates   and establishing longer-lasting political arrangements, 
created the security that enabled communications and trade in the 
Aegean. These were important accomplishments. But the profi t   motive 
that dominates the psychology of all parties in the Minoan Age also 
produced much less desirable results. Minos’s victory affords protection 
against the pirates, but does not defend the walled powers of the Aegean 
against each other.  25   Even at this point in the argument, it is possible to 
predict that competitive warfare will overwhelm the minimal security   
Minos was able to provide. 

 In summation: we have argued that Thucydides cannot be identi-
fi ed with those who admired piratical taking. Nor have we found any 

  24     It is worth noting proleptically that Minos’s notoriety at Athens contrasts to the claims 
of Pericles’ last speech, in which Pericles argues that hatreds are ephemeral, but glory 
is eternal (cf. 2.64.5).  

  25     Cf. Crane ( 1998 ) 140–141.  
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evidence that Thucydides admired Minos’s exploitation of others, as 
such.  26   On the contrary, Thucydides makes it possible for us to accept 
that Minos was better than chaos, without inspiring us, at the same time, 
to admire the focus on acquisition   that compelled his world to remain 
so violent. For as Thucydides’ explications of the Trojan expedition  , the 
acme of the Minoan Age, will also show, the world of competitive acqui-
sition, in which all are enslaved to profi t, is not only unattractive, but 
inherently unstable   and self-destructive  . 

   Athens and Sparta  

 Before discussing the fate of Thucydides’ Minoan profi t seekers, it will 
be well to turn to the descriptions of Athens and Sparta that Thucydides 
inserted into his discussion of the pirates and Minos.  27   

 Thucydides discusses the Athenians   fi rst. Once again, we fi nd that 
characterizing materials describe the new situation. The Athenians 
were the fi rst to put down “the iron  ” of the pirates, writes Thucydides 
(1.6.3  ).  28   This symbolic turn away from rapaciousness is illustrated not 
with images of decent poverty  , as we might expect from Thucydides’ 
introduction to Athens at 1.2.6  , but with a description that emphasizes a 
display of wealth, leisure, longevity, and Athenian pride. Evidently, the 
stable   Athenian life in Attica   (cf. 1.2.5–6) has achieved for Athens what 
all the generations of plunder   could not achieve for the pirates. 

 The iron swords   had symbolized the power to kill. As a contrast, 
Thucydides shows long-lived Athenians who wear golden cicadas   in 
their ornately coiffured hair, and complete their habit with the linen 
robes   of decorous leisure: 

  26     A standard analysis of the Archaeology argues that the Archaeology justifi es the use of 
violent power. Cf. e.g. Pouncey ( 1980 ) 49–50: “Historical change [in the Archaeology] 
takes place along a continuum of aggression, beginning with the fi rst bandit, and rising 
to the concerted and organized violence of an empire. By extension, therefore, we seem 
to have sketched out in advance the outlines of a justifi cation of the Athenian empire, 
and so far there seems to be nothing defensive or ambivalent about it: concentrations of 
power, after all, constitute the ‘greatness’ of the historian’s theme.” The implication of 
this analysis is that Thucydides identifi es the exercise of force with greatness.  

  27     Chapters 4 through 8 of the Archaeology discuss Minos and piracy, and in between 
these chapters,  chapter 6  describes Athens and Sparta. The chapter has therefore 
often been thought of as an excursus. But cf. note 2 and the explanations of Erbse 
( 1970 ) 52–53.  

  28     Thucydides’ thematic of iron, iron swords, and violence is restricted to social psychol-
ogy. In Herodotus, iron swords could symbolize the divine. Cf. Herodotus’ description 
of the Scythians’ sacrifi ce of defeated enemies to an iron sword (thought to symbolize 
Ares) at 4.62.1–4.  
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 (ν το�ς πρ/τοι δ� .θηνα�οι τ�ν τε σ	δηρον κατ6θεντο κα� >νειμ6νO τL 
δια	τO (ς τ8 τρυφερQτερον μετ6στησαν. κα� ο� πρεσβ�τεροι α�το�ς τ/ν 
ε�δαιμ�νων δι= τ8 Xβροδ	αιτον ο� πολ!ς χρ�νος (πειδ3 χιτ/ν"ς τε 
λινο%ς (πα�σαντο φορο%ντες κα� χρυσ/ν τεττ	γων (ν6ρσει κρωβ�λον 
>ναδο�μενοι τ/ν (ν τL κεφαλL τριχ/ν· >φ& οZ κα� [Qνων το!ς 
πρεσβυτ6ρους κατ= τ8 ξυγγεν�ς (π� πολ! α\τη # σκευ3 κατ6σχεν. 

 Meanwhile the Athenians fi rst put down the iron and turned to a more 
luxurious lifestyle. And the wealthy elders among them, because of their 
luxuriousness, not long ago ceased to wear linen tunics and to bind a knot 
of the hair on their heads with a fastening of golden cicadas: from which 
[custom] this same costume prevailed among the elders of the Ionians for 
a long time, since they are related. (1.6.3  )   

 By contrast to the poverty   and insecurity   of the piratical cultures, 
the Athenian elderly are not only safe and healthy, but actually spoiled. 
Moreover, Thucydides’ picture of the early Athenians is antitheti-
cal not only to the violence   of the piratical cultures, but also to their 
mi gratoriness  . The golden cicadas  , signs of Athenian autochthony  , rep-
resent a claim to a stability   of habitation so reliable that it is conceived 
of as organic.  29   We will note proleptically that the fertility of the land 
suggested by the cicada symbol (which advertises the power of the soil 
to produce even human beings) is sharply opposed to the barren and 
hostile natural world   with which the Archaeology ends (1.23.3–4  ). 

 The golden cicadas   and long linen robes   also display that the 
Athenians   are members of the aristocratic Mediterranean elite, among 
whom strict class differences were the norm.  30   Their wealth does not 
come from farming Attica, but from international trade with the old 
established powers of the Mediterranean. Not they, but the Spartans  , 
are the fi rst Greeks to show moderation. Inside their city, the Spartans 
abjure displays of wealth and turn to a display of equality: 

 μετρ	] δ&αE (σθ?τι κα� (ς τ8ν ν%ν τρ�πον πρ/τοι Λακεδαιμ�νιοι 
(χρ�σαντο κα� (ς τ= Hλλα πρ8ς το!ς πολλο!ς ο� τ= με	ζω κεκτημ6νοι 
9σοδ	αιτοι μ"λιστα κατ6στησαν. 

  29     This Athenian view is not Thucydides’ view. At 1.2.5–6, Thucydides had explained 
that Attica’s poor soil was the root cause of Athens’ stability, thus exposing the claim 
of autochthony to explanatory demystifi cation. The cicada  mythos  referenced here is 
another fact of social psychology: it shows that the positive state of affairs at Athens has 
made the Athenians aspire to a mythical connection to their land. Cf. Thucydides’ his-
tory of Attica at 2.14–17  . On cicadas as symbols of autochthony (cicadas were supposed 
to originate from the soil, and thus were used as symbols for the Athenians’ claim to 
have sprung from the earth of Attica), and generally, cf. M. Davies and Kathirithamby 
( 1986 ) 113–133.  

  30     On the gold, linen, and luxury of this passage, and its meaning in the context of fi fth-
century aristocracy, cf. Kurke ( 1992 ).  
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 The Spartans fi rst turned to a moderate way of dressing such as we prac-
tice now, and in respect to other things those who had acquired more 
established a way of life approximately equal to that of the many. (1.6.4  )   

 The Spartans are therefore the fi rst people who consciously sepa-
rated themselves from the appearances that accompany the acquisitive 
ethos.  31   In addition, Thucydides tells us that the Spartans were the fi rst 
to exercise naked in public and to be oiled up after their contests (1.6.5). 
Consistent with their rejection of the display of wealth, Thucydides’ 
Spartans   practice sports, in which honor is attached to winning a com-
petition of skill rather than a competition for things. Furthermore, by 
practicing sports naked, they display an unprecedented allowance of 
equality with and trust toward others  .  32   

 It seems unlikely that Thucydides’ readers would think it unpleasant 
to exercise and clean up afterward. The exercises of active and naked 
young Spartans contrast to the passive and elaborate decorousness of 
the elderly Athenians  , but both parties are attractive. Taken together as 
an image of the human life span, the active youth   of the Spartans and 
the leisured old age of the Athenians constitute an ideal archaic life. 
We might remark that not only the human life span but also the human 
body is conspicuous in these sentences of  chapter 6 . If we were to make 
a statue of each of the images presented here, the Athenians would 
look archaic (eastern infl uence and all), but the Spartans would look 
like a fi fth-century Harmodious  . These observations accord with the 
characterization of both sides. In the pre-Homeric world, the Athenians 
rejected the iron swords   of the pirates, but they were still practicing old-
fashioned aristocratic   Xβροσυν�. By contrast, Thucydides emphasizes 
the Spartans’ ability to innovate   at this stage (see πρ/τοι in 1.6.4 and 
1.6.5) and writes that their moderate ways   are closest to refl ecting the 
habits of modern Greece. As we have seen, the early Spartans are more 

  31     Costumes of acquisitive cultures in the Archaeology: the iron swords of the pirates, 
with the armor in the Carian graves, the linen robes, and golden decorations of the 
Athenians and their Ionian relatives, the scepter of Agamemnon (1.9.4). Cf. Pausanias’ 
adoption of Persian dress at 1.130.1. All of these contrast to the Spartan decision. The 
very expensive buildings of Athens and the humble buildings of Sparta (1.10.2) might 
be considered the equivalent costumes of the cities, especially as Thucydides explicitly 
argues about their appearances (1.10.3). On clothes as expressions of about social and 
political commitments, cf. Geddes ( 1987 ).  

  32     Thucydides contrasts the Spartan adoption of nudity to the prolonged inability of the 
barbarians to adopt the same habit (1.6.5); Greeks outside of Sparta and Athens seem 
very similar to barbarians (cf. 1.5.1–2, 1.6.1–2, 1.6.6), not because of any particular 
Greek or barbarian origin, but because of similar behavior.  
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egalitarian than the early Athenians. Their wrestling refl ects this, indi-
cating friendly   associations between people, a type of behavior that is 
new to the narrative, and one that is particularly opposed to the recipro-
cal violence   of the piratical cultures.  33   

 The complementary descriptions of the Spartans and the Athenians   
contrast sharply to the framing description of the pirates   and Minoans in 
 chapters 4 ,  5 , 7, and 8. The world outside of Sparta   and Athens is relent-
lessly violent   and monotonous. It contains every danger and no life worth 
living. The materials of piratical Greece – the vulnerable cities, iron swords  , 
raiding ships  , and so on – all furthered the theme of violence and death. 
By contrast, the materials of Sparta and Athens signal not only relief from 
the threat of violence, but even certain positive values – dignifi ed leisure, 
or sports  , for instance, available only when stability   and prosperity   have 
been achieved. In  chapter 6 , characteristic objects and behavior from the 
daily life of Sparta and Athens represent the extraordinary achievement 
of stable peace and characteristic civic culture. Thucydides’ presentation 
of leisure and sports in the two cities also shows that their achievement 
provides for certain elements of private human happiness, something no 
other groups in the Archaeology are able to claim. 

   Agamemnon and Troy  

     By contrast to his presentation of Sparta and Athens, Thucydides’ 
account of the Trojan expedition   shows that it belonged to Minoan 
culture.  34   I quote again the last sentence of chapter 8: 

 (φι6μενοι γ=ρ τ/ν κερδ/ν οK τε Rσσους �π6μενον τ3ν τ/ν κρεισσ�νων 
δουλε	αν, οK τε δυνατQτεροι περιουσ	ας �χοντες προσεποιο%ντο �πηκ�ους 
τ=ς (λ"σσους π�λεις. κα� (ν το�τ1 τ0 τρ�π1 μ5λλον @δη Wντες \στερον 
χρ�ν1 (π� Τρο	αν (στρ"τευσαν. .γαμ6μνων τ6 μοι δοκε� τ/ν τ�τε δυν"μει 
προ�χων κα� ο� τοσο%τον το�ς Τυνδ"ρεω +ρκοις κατειλημμ6νους το!ς 
_λ6νης μνηστ?ρας Hγων τ8ν στ�λον >γε�ραι. 

 For the weaker peoples, because they desired profi ts, submitted to enslave-
ment by the stronger, and the more powerful peoples, since they had 

  33     On the Spartans in the Archaeology, see Orwin ( 1994 ) 31: “One was a Spartan fi rst, 
rich or poor only secondarily.” Cf. also his warning on page 84 that in retrospect, that 
is, after reading more of Thucydides’ History, one may come to see these Spartan inno-
vations as a response to the Helot threat. Allison ( 1989 ) 15–21 remarks on the parity of 
Spartans and Athenians in the Archaeology despite the disparity between their mate-
rial armaments.  

  34     Cf. Erbse ( 1970 ) 51–52, Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 36. Thucydides announces the Trojan expe-
dition at 1.3.4 as an early collective achievement of the Greeks once they had become 
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surpluses, made the lesser cities subservient to themselves. And accord-
ingly, when they were well established in this manner of living, at a later 
time they made the expedition to Troy. And Agamemnon, I think, lead-
ing the expedition because he excelled his contemporaries in power, and 
not so much because the suitors of Helen were bound by the oaths of 
Tyndareus, gathered it together. (1.8.3–9.1  )   

 What will happen, in the Minoan situation, when one city fi nally 
achieves the competitive advantage   for which all are struggling? 
The answer seems to be that this city, accustomed to making power 
and profi t   its entire aim, will reach out for an even greater prize. 
Thucydides, like Herodotus  , thinks it unlikely that the Trojan cam-
paign was fought for the sake of Helen of Troy  .  35   The Trojan expedi-
tion was less a matter of fulfi lling an oath, and more a matter of the 
usual material calculus: Agamemnon  , the leader of the richest coastal 
power (Mycenae  ), saw a chance to plunder   Troy and could compel 
others to help him.  36   Consistent with his presentation of the Minoans, 
Thucydides will refuse to glorify   the Trojan expedition, but rather 
in chapters 9 through 12 of the Archaeology shows a mismanaged 
and piratical expedition that brought political and economic chaos 
to Greece. 

 In chapter 9, Thucydides shows how Agamemnon   came to the fab-
ulous inheritance of money  , territory, and naval power   that are the 

accustomed to seafaring. Subsequent announcements also emphasize the fact that the 
Trojan expedition represented its historical context. Cf. 1.8.3 and 1.9.4: “it was neces-
sary for this expedition to resemble the sorts of things that preceded it.” At 1.10.3, 
Thucydides argues that we should accept that the Trojan expedition was “the greatest 
expedition up to that time, but was left behind by those of today.” At 1.11.2, we fi nd yet 
another similar statement: “although it is the most famous of past events, it is shown 
by its deeds to be something less than the reputation and tradition that has prevailed 
about it because of the poets.” Perhaps in order to stress his view of the limited nature 
of the real event, Thucydides never calls the Trojan affair a war, but only an expe-
dition (στ�λος). Nevertheless, as the paradigmatic ancient event, the Trojan expedi-
tion is central to the Archaeology. Thucydides spends more than three chapters of 
the Archaeology on the Trojan expedition, more narrative space than he gives to any 
other single account. On the central position of the Trojan story in the organization of 
the Archaeology, cf. Ellis (1991) and Hammond ( 1952 ).  

  35     Cf. Hdt. 2.112–113, and 2.115–220.  
  36     Agamemnon’s greed was a well-established Homeric theme, so that Thucydides’ argu-

ment is closer to the tradition than it seems to be. Cf. Neville ( 1977 ) on Herodotus on 
the Trojan wars, and his p. 11 note 13 on Homer’s portrayal of Agamemnon’s motives 
for going to Troy: “Of seventeen references to Helen by name in the Iliad as the ‘cause’ 
of the war, nine refer to Helen alone (2.161, 177, 356, 590; 3.154; 4.174; 9.339; 11.125; 
19.325), eight mention treasure as well as Helen (3.70, 91, 282, 285, 458; 7.350, 401; 
22.114).”  
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foundations of the power with which he dominated his allies.  37   He 
describes Agamemnon’s inheritance in detail, confi rming the story 
with evidence from Homer  , and concludes as follows: “Inheriting 
these things [that is, inheriting the combined wealth of Atreus and 
Eurystheus, and the monarchy over Mycenae   and its subject territo-
ries], and since he was much stronger than others in respect to his 
navy  , [Agamemnon] made the expedition, gathering it together less 
with good will than with fear  ” (1.9.3  ). Agamemnon’s wealth and navy 
are the reason he can compel other states to join the expedition to 
Troy. 

     Thus the starting point of Thucydides’ account of the Trojan expedi-
tion seems relatively straightforward: chapter 9 argues that Agamemnon 
was wealthy and powerful. By contrast, and as we shall discuss, the clos-
ing sections of Thucydides’ account in chapters 11 and 12 argue that the 
Trojan expedition was poor and mismanaged, and ultimately destabi-
lized   Greece. We must fi rst discuss the middle section of the argument 
in chapter 10. Because of its cautious character (Thucydides is operat-
ing in reaction against a most authoritative background), this passage 
requires a tenacious analysis. 

 Initially, chapter 10 seems to be devoted to showing that the Trojan 
expedition was large. At the beginning of chapter 10, Thucydides 
warns us not to make a mistake about the size of the Trojan expedi-
tion. We should not conclude, he argues, that the Trojan expedition 
was weak just because the ruins   of Mycenae are unimpressive. If we 
imagine the ruins   of Sparta and Athens, we will easily perceive that 
ruins do not reveal the actual power of a city, since (for instance) 
Sparta’s humble ruins might easily mislead uninformed viewers to 
underestimate her power in the future (1.10.1–2  ). We must discuss 
Thucydides’ warning not to be misled by appearances in a subsequent 
part of this chapter. Here, we will focus on his argument that the 
Trojan expedition was larger than Thucydides’ contemporaries might 
think. The argument and the evidence are both famously compli-
cated, partly because Thucydides bases his analysis on close reason-
ing about the Homeric Catalogue of Ships  , a suspect source produced 
by an author who, “being a poet  , likely adorned the expedition to 

  37     Cf. Stahl ( 2003 ) 25 and Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 29 on the importance of Pelops’ money for 
this inheritance story. Through money, the Asian Pelops established himself, and thus 
ultimately Agamemnon, in the Peloponnesus.  
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make it greater” (`ν ε9κ8ς (π� τ8 με�ζον μ�ν ποιητ3ν Wντα κοσμ?σαι 
1.10.3  , cf. 1.21.1). 

 Thucydides therefore advertises his mistrust of Homer  . At fi rst read-
ing, his analysis of the Homeric evidence seems equally untrustworthy, 
however, since it exposes contradictions: Thucydides’ analysis seems to 
argue that the  Iliad  reveals a very large, if primitive (1.10.5), expedition, 
but at the same time a small one: 

 πεπο	ηκε γ=ρ χιλ	ων κα� διακοσ	ων νε/ν τ=ς μ�ν Βοιωτ/ν εbκοσι 
κα� Dκατ8ν >νδρ/ν, τ=ς δ� Φιλοκτ�του πεντ�κοντα, δηλ/ν, <ς (μο� 
δοκε�, τ=ς μεγ	στας κα� (λαχ	στας· Hλλων γο%ν μεγ6θους π6ρι (ν νε/ν 
καταλ�γ1 ο�κ (μν�σθη. α�τερ6ται δ� +τι dσαν κα� μ"χιμοι π"ντες, (ν 
τα�ς Φιλοκτ�του ναυσ� δεδ�λωκεν: τοξ�τας γ=ρ π"ντας πεπο	ηκε το!ς 
προσκQπους. περ	νεως δ� ο�κ ε9κ8ς πολλο!ς ξυμπλε�ν �ξω τ/ν βασιλ6ων 
κα� τ/ν μ"λιστα (ν τ6λει, Hλλως τε κα� μ6λλοντας π6λαγος περαιQσεσθαι 
μετ= σκευ/ν πολεμικ/ν, ο�δ& αE τ= πλο�α κατ"φαρκτα �χοντας, >λλ= τ0 
παλαι0 τρ�π1 λOστικQτερον παρεσκευασμ6να. πρ8ς τ=ς μεγ	στας δ& οEν 
κα� (λαχ	στας να%ς τ8 μ6σον σκοπο%ντι ο� πολλο� φα	νονται (λθ�ντες, 
<ς >π8 π"σης τ?ς _λλ"δος κοινL πεμπ�μενοι. 

 For of the 1,200 boats he [Homer] portrayed those of the Boeotians 
with 120 men and those of Philoctetes with fi fty, showing, as I think, the 
most numerous and least numerous. Or at least nothing else is recorded 
concerning the size of the boats in the Catalogue of Ships. But that they 
were all both rowers and fi ghters was shown in [the depiction of] the 
boats of Philoctetes, for he portrayed all the rowers as archers. And it 
is not likely that many sailed who were not rowing, except for the kings 
and the most powerful men, especially since they were planning to cross 
the sea with the equipment of war, and the boats did not yet have cov-
ered decks, but were outfi tted piratically according to the old-fashioned 
mode. Thus someone looking to the mean in respect to the most and 
least numerous boats [would conclude that] not many went, since they 
had been sent as a common force from all of Greece. (1.10.4–5  )   

 Thucydides concludes that the expedition was not so big after all, even 
though his announced intention (1.10.1) was to show that the expedition 
was stronger than we might assume. Let us review the argument. First, 
in a famous warning against drawing conclusions from appearances, 
Thucydides encourages us to believe in the size of the Trojan expedi-
tion, in spite of the unimpressive remains of Mycenae  . He then makes a 
careful and rational argument about the Homeric evidence, which shows 
the size of the expedition in terms of the numbers of people who went to 
Troy. These numbers would presumably show Agamemnon’s substantial 
power, whereas the deceptively slight ruins of Mycenae did not. 
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 In detailing his argument about Homer  ’s numbers, Thucydides offers 
his calculations (i.e. 1,200 ships   multiplied by perhaps eighty or ninety 
people in each ship), but omits to mention the result of his calculations, 
an impressive number that would presumably prove defi nitively that the 
Trojan expedition was large, since the sum is about a hundred thousand 
people  .  38   Having omitted or suppressed this number, Thucydides ulti-
mately concludes, apparently contrary to both his own argument and 
his calculations, that we should think that “not many people went, when 
you consider that they were sent from all of Greece” (1.10.5  ). 

 Thus Thucydides calculates in order to show the size of the expedi-
tion, but then hides this size, and although he sets out to prove that the 
expedition was large, he concludes that it was small. Thucydides’ com-
plicated presentation of Agamemnon’s navy   is important for the consid-
eration of the materials of warfare in the Archaeology, and therefore 
we must briefl y persist in attempting to disentangle this passage.  39   One 
fact emerges clearly: no matter how many ships Agamemnon had, they 
were “piratical,” that is, relatively primitive  , from Thucydides’ point of 
view (1.10.4  ). 

 As for Thucydides’ enumeration of the number of men who went 
on the expedition, we might consider Thucydides’ calculation fi rst 
from the perspective of its importance for Thucydides’ claims about 
Mycenae  . The large number of men who went on the Trojan expedi-
tion proves Agamemnon’s power at home in Greece, and demonstrates 
that Mycenae really was stronger than it looks from its ruins, at least as 
Thucydides represents their appearance.  40   

  38     Taking the mean of 120 and 50 as 85 people per ship, the sum is 102,000. Cf.  HCT  ad 
loc. 1.10.5 (which also argues that this “excursus, like most of the others, has not been 
fully thought out”), and Luraghi ( 2000 ) 230.  

  39     Luraghi ( 2000 ) argues that “Thucydides simply expected his audience to be impressed 
by his argument, and not to reckon precisely how many people would have taken part 
in the expedition according to his own calculation” (230, cf. 238). However, it seems 
to me that after calling so much attention to his use of Homer’s numbers, Thucydides’ 
suppression of the sum of his calculation is a literary device. The entire paragraph is 
after all an explanation and justifi cation of his calculation. It seems likely that readers 
could be expected to calculate the sum that was being so carefully supported with evi-
dence and argument. The passage therefore exposes an extrasophisticated example of 
the rhetorical deployment of numerals. This strategy (namely suppression of the total 
of an equation carefully constructed in the narrative) is deployed again at 5.68.3. On 
the rhetorical deployment of numerals in Thucydides, cf. Rubincam ( 1979 ,  2003 , and 
forthcoming).  

  40     Just as, for instance, the numbers of Xerxes’ troops display the power of the Persian 
King to muster men from all corners of the empire. Cf. the catalogue of Xerxes’ infan-
try and cavalry from the regions of the empire at Hdt. 7.61–88.  
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 We might, however, also consider Thucydides’ numbers from the 
point of view of his statement about the weakness of early Greece. At 
the same time as showing the relative power of Mycenae  , the number of 
men who sailed to Troy exposes the continuous weakness of early times, 
since Agamemnon could enforce a muster over large areas (1.9.4), 
but still only found a hundred thousand people to go with him.  41   For 
Thucydides’ compressed argument, then, the same number shows both 
the power of Mycenae and also the underpopulation   of early Greece 
upon which Thucydides insists (cf. 1.11.1). The total number of men 
who went to Troy confi rms that Mycenae was a strong power in a weak 
civilization. Thucydides’ complex presentation induces the reader to 
think this through. 

 Of course, Agamemnon  ’s naval expedition was nevertheless very large. 
As we read further into Thucydides’ explanation of the Trojan expe-
dition, we discover that this impressive number has at least one more 
purpose, since it forms the basis for a demonstration of Agamemnon’s 
mismanagement of his large numbers of troops. 

 How does Thucydides show Agamemnon’s mismanagement? The 
argument seems surprising at fi rst, but then very familiar. In chap-
ter 11 of the Archaeology, Thucydides argues that the reason so few 
people went to Troy was “not so much underpopulation as lack of 
money” (αbτιον δ& dν ο�χ # 'λιγανθρωπ	α τοσο%τον +σον # >χρηματ	α 
1.11.1  ).  42   I understand this remark to indicate that underpopula-
tion was a problem, but that poverty   was an even greater problem 
for the Trojan expedition. This assertion is astonishing, since, as we 
saw, Thucydides spent most of chapter 9 describing and emphasizing 
Agamemnon  ’s vast wealth. How could the expedition now be poor? 

  41     By the standards of Thucydides’ day, this was a weak showing. As Crane ( 1998 ) 132–133 
explains at length, Athens’ fl eet of three hundred fully modern triremes relied on a 
crew of sixty thousand from a single city. Thucydides is also able to show that mon-
archs of his day can raise larger forces than Agamemnon’s relatively easily. At 2.98.3, 
for instance, Thucydides shows that the Thracian Sitalces’ acquisition of an army of 
a hundred and fi fty thousand was almost accidental: “And many of the independent 
Thracians followed along for the sake of booty without having been summoned, so that 
it is said that the whole crowd numbered no less than 150,000” (2.98.3  ). All of this is to 
say nothing of Herodotus’ numbers, which presumably help to shape Thucydides’ read-
ers concepts of “large” and “small.” For Herodotus’ elaborate calculations about the size 
of Xerxes’ expedition as a whole, for instance (5,283,220 men), cf. Hdt. 7.184–186.  

  42     I have translated >χρηματ	α simply as “lack of money.” Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 28–30 
on the meaning of χρ�ματα and >χρηματ	α in the Archaeology.  are “usable wealth: in 
particular in 1.11 as in 1.8.3, Thucydides’ discussion necessitates the idea of expendi-
ture. . .” (30; cf. 33–34).  
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But the answer is not that far to seek. As in our previous examples 
of failed warfare, the problem is the piratical   mindset. Agamemnon 
“led an army that was smaller because he hoped to get his sustenance 
by warring on the spot” (τ�ν τε στρατ8ν (λ"σσω @γαγον κα� +σον 
@λπιζον α�τ�θεν πολεμο%ντα βιοτε�σειν. . . 1.11.1  ). Like the migra-
tory   peoples of  chapter 2 , Agamemnon thinks he can get his daily 
sustenance anywhere, or at least that his soldiers can.  43   

 Thucydides’ previous portraits of the nomadic and piratical lifestyles 
have already demonstrated the futility of this belief, as far as he is con-
cerned. Consistent with this, in Thucydides’ explanation, Agamemnon  ’s 
lack of planning proves to be decisive for the wretched fate of the Trojan 
expedition. As before, plundering   proves unreliable, and Agamemnon’s 
hopes of an easy living are disappointed. The nourishment of the army 
proves to be a basic problem, and the splintering of forces that results 
from the necessity to provide food   at the same time as fi ghting causes 
the destructive length of the war. Thucydides argues that the lack of 
supplies caused the Greeks to split up into groups and to practice both 
farming   and piracy   (1.11.1 and 1.11.2). After the very fi rst battle, there-
fore, the war was never contested by the whole army: 

 περιουσ	αν δ� ε9 dλθον �χοντες τροφ?ς κα� Wντες Xθρ�οι Hνευ λOστε	ας 
κα� γεωργ	ας ξυνεχ/ς τ8ν π�λεμον δι6φερον, e]δ	ως Gν μ"χO κρατο%ντες 
εfλον, οK γε κα� ο�χ Xθρ�οι, >λλ= μ6ρει τ0 α9ε� παρ�ντι >ντε�χον, 
πολιορκ	] δ& Gν προσκαθεζ�μενοι (ν (λ"σσον	 τε χρ�ν1 κα� >πονQτερον 
τ3ν Τρο	αν εfλον. 

 But if they had come possessing a supply of food, and staying grouped 
together without turning to piracy and farming had prosecuted the war con-
tinuously, they might have taken [Troy] easily by winning a battle, since they 
held out although they were not gathered together, but rather [fought] with 
the contingent that was available each time: if they had sat down to a siege 
they would have taken Troy in less time and with less labor. (1.11.2  )  44     

  43     Herodotus’ story of Xerxes’ expedition to Greece offers a paradigm for Thucydides’ 
depiction of Agamemnon. In fact, the relevance to the Archaeology of Herodotus’ vivid 
depiction of the defeat of larger and stronger armaments by smaller forces is everywhere 
evident. As Thucydides’ stories show, taking other people’s land and resources is not 
as easy as one hopes, and even with vast resources Xerxes failed. Furthermore, Xerxes’ 
failings as military planner bear comparison to those of Thucydides’ Agamemnon. 
In Herodotus, Xerxes too, despite being warned (Hdt. 7.47), counts on improvised 
exploitation of subject populations and good weather in order to survive, and must 
lose large parts of his forces not only to defeat, but also to panic, storms, and starva-
tion. (Storms: cf. e.g. 7.42.2, 7.188–192, 8.12–13, 8.118; starvation and disease: cf. e.g. 
8.115.)  

  44     On the translation of this somewhat contentious sentence, see A. Parry ( 1989 ) 36–38.  
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 If Agamemnon   had been able to abandon piratical habits and had 
invested enough money and planning in the expedition to make it work, 
he might have taken home a big prize quite easily, or at least “in less 
time and with less labor.” As it was, a foreseeable problem, namely, fi nd-
ing food for a hundred thousand people, made the expedition much 
longer and more diffi cult than it might have been. The end of our pas-
sage seems almost sarcastic, since Thucydides suggests that even siege 
warfare  , a notoriously diffi cult business, would have been more intel-
ligent and economical than what the Greeks actually did.  45   

 In the Archaeology, the earliest migratory peoples of Greece, the pir-
ates  , and Agamemnon exhibit the same behavior in regard to the basic 
human necessities. That is, they frequently turn to violent   seizure of oth-
ers’ property, rather than planning, to fulfi ll their needs. This ethos is 
consistently accompanied by poverty  . We remember that warfare, and not 
poor land  , was the cause of the destitution of the early Greeks. After this, 
the rapacious and shortsighted use of a new technology, boats  , made the 
pirates poor. Agamemnon is an example of the same problem. Though 
very rich, his improvident warfare causes the poverty of the Trojan expedi-
tion. In each case, the material conditions offer promising opportunities, 
but the predatory warfare that follows their introduction causes poverty.  46   

 Worse than the shortsighted Trojan expedition itself, however, are its 
effects. As a result of the ten-year length of the Trojan War, Greece is 
destabilized  , and reverts to a migratory   stage similar to that endured by 
the nomads of  chapter 2 . The cycle of development begins again as the 
late homecomings of the kings cause migrations,  stasis      in the cities, and 
banishments (1.12.1–2). Agamemnon has all but undone the ground-
work laid by Minos’s foundations. “With diffi culty and after a long time 
Greece settled down securely. . .” Thucydides argues (1.12.4  ).  47   

 In the end, therefore, the most famous deed of Thucydides’ Minoan 
period caused destruction at Troy and regression at home. Although 
Agamemnon gathered the largest ever Greek naval expedition, 
Thucydides denies that this poorly planned invasion achieved anything 
but harm. Despite the expedition’s size, all sense that Agamemnon’s or the 

  45     Contra  CT  ad loc.  
  46     The improvidence of these parties is opposed to the  pronoia  typical of men (e.g. 

Themistocles at 1.138.3 or Pericles at 2.65.6) whom Thucydides will praise.  
  47     Greece’s recovery and slow advance is mysterious, but it seems that basic technologi-

cal advances, at least, are not forgotten, so that the advantages (and disadvantages) of 
possessing them persist even when political order disintegrates. Cf. Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 
note 31.  
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 expedition’s actions deserve glory   evaporates. The Trojan expedition   did, 
in Thucydides’ report, “resemble the events that preceded it” (1.9.4  )  . 

   Materials and the Reader  

 We have seen that Thucydides illustrates the Archaeology with material 
indices. Rich and poor land  , iron swords   or none, golden cicadas   and 
linen cloaks  , barbarian men with and Spartan men without loincloths, 
olive oil, or Agamemnon’s   islands or his scepter are a sampling of the attri-
butes that characterize people and their situations. Given that Thucydides 
chooses vivid material examples in order to illustrate his argument, it is 
not surprising that the explanations of chapter 10, which are folded into 
Thucydides’ description of the Trojan expedition, focus on how to think 
about materials.  48   

 As we saw, Thucydides began chapter 10 by arguing that we should 
not underestimate the size of the Trojan expedition because the ruins   
of Mycenae appear unimpressive.  49   He makes the question more rele-
vant to his readers by extending his argument to the appearance of the 
future ruins   of Sparta and Athens. He argues that the ruins of Sparta, 
which display no impressive buildings, will cause many future observers 
to believe that the Spartans were weak. As a result of being unimpressed 
by Spartan ruins, they will mistrust the Spartans’ glory   (κλ6ος), that 
is, they will think that the Spartans cannot have done the deeds his-
tory attributes to them (1.10.2  ).  50   They will be wrong, he shows, for the 
Spartans are in fact powerful, and will be just as wrong about Athens 
when they conclude, on the basis of seeing her impressive ruins, that she 
was twice as powerful as she really is: 

 κα	τοι Πελοπονν�σου τ/ν π6ντε τ=ς δ�ο μο	ρας ν6μονται, τ?ς τε ξυμπ"σης 
#γο%νται κα� τ/ν �ξω ξυμμ"χων πολλ/ν· +μως δ� οFτε ξυνοικισθε	σης 

  48     The story of the Trojan expedition frames the passage at 1.10.1–3 in the same way as 
the previous chapters about the pirates and coastal cities (4, 5, 7, and 8) had framed 
the chapter on the  tropoi  of the early Athenians and Spartans.  

  49     Perhaps this observation is in itself a warning about the fate of previously great cities. 
Cf. Hdt. 1.5.4: τ= γ=ρ τ8 π"λαι μεγ"λα dν, τ= πολλ= σμικρ= α�τ/ν γ6γονε: τ= δ� (π& 
(με% dν μεγ"λα, πρ�τερον dν σμικρ". τ3ν >νθρωπη	ην hν (πιστ"μενος ε�δαιμον	ην 
ο�δαμ= (ν τiυτ0 μ6νουσαν, (πιμν�σομαι >μφοτ6ρων Aμο	ως (For anciently some 
places were large, and many of them have become small, and places that were large 
in my time were previously small. And so, understanding that human happiness never 
remains in the same place, I will mention all equally).  

  50     Thus the one time in the Archaeology that glory might correctly be attributed, the 
narrator describes us as not doing it.  
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π�λεως οFτε �ερο�ς κα� κατασκευα�ς πολυτελ6σι χρησαμ6νης, κατ= κQμας 
δ� τ0 παλαι0 τ?ς _λλ"δος τρ�π1 ο9κισθε	σης, φα	νοιτ& Gν �ποδεεστ6ρα, 
.θηνα	ων δ� τ8 α�τ8 το%το παθ�ντων διπλασ	αν Gν τ3ν δ�ναμιν 
ε9κ"ζεσθαι >π8 τ?ς φανερ5ς Wψεως τ?ς π�λεως ; �στιν. οFκουν >πιστε�ν 
ε9κ�ς, ο�δ� τ=ς Wψεις τ/ν π�λεων μ5λλον σκοπε�ν ; τ=ς δυν"μεις. . . 

 Even though the Spartans occupy two fi fths of the Peloponnesus and lead 
all of it and possess many allies beyond it, since their city was neither united 
nor furnished with temples and lavish buildings, but rather inhabited in 
villages in the old-fashioned manner of Greece, it would appear inferior 
[i.e. to the capacity for such power], but if the Athenians suffered this 
same thing [i.e. observation once their city was long ruined] their power 
would be guessed at twice what it is on the basis of the exposed appearance 
of the city. It is not, therefore, reasonable to disregard [appearances], but 
also not [reasonable] to consider the appearances of the cities rather than 
their power. . . (1.10.2–3  )  51     

 This argument about assessing material evidence is important for 
our view of Thucydides. The argument confi rms that Thucydides does 
not believe that glamorous appearances reveal power. In fact, humble 
appearances (as at Sparta  ) may conceal power, and the appearance 
of greatness (at Athens, and as we also saw with Agamemnon’s large 
fl eet  ) may be deceptive. At the same time, the argument reveals that 
Thucydides believes that many people will be deceived by appearances. 
They will thereby be prevented from forming an accurate assessment of 
important realities.  52   

 Thucydides’ readers will be in good company when they make this 
error  . In particular, our analysis of the Archaeology has shown that 
Thucydides’ historical agents frequently see glory   where Thucydides 
sees none. Those who were mistaken about the pirates gloried in their 
iron swords  , for instance, and readers who have been misled by the poets   
admire Agamemnon  ’s expedition to Troy. In the same way, men of the 
future will fail to recognize Sparta  ’s strength, and believe too much in 
Athens’ power. 

  51     My interpretation differs from that found (for instance) in Hendrick (1993) 27 and 
Crane ( 1998 ) 151. Both accept a reading of 1.10 that emphasizes a negation of the 
importance of materials for understanding power. But it seems implausible that 
Thucydides would spend a chapter discussing the ruins (see also 1.10.1–2) and then 
deny that anything at all can be learned from them. Cf. Kallet ( 2001 ) 56–57, who both 
translates and explains the passage in a way close to the interpretation offered here, 
and Sonnabend ( 2004 ) 68.  

  52     Nevertheless, Thucydides seems to have realized that written history would make a dif-
ference to the future reputations of Sparta and Athens. Homer’s poetry had certainly 
made a difference for Mycenae, as he also remarks (1.11.2). In 1.10.2, Thucydides res-
cues Spartan  kleos  from our errors.  
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 Thucydides’ contrasting argument in this chapter is supported by the 
presentation of Athens and Sparta   in the Archaeology so far. In chapter 
10, Sparta has no expensive temples   or establishments but is “inhabited 
village-wise, according to the old fashioned way of Greece” (1.10.2  ). The 
humble ruins   that will result from this lack of grand building are consis-
tent with Sparta’s rejection of display at 1.6.4. Likewise, Athens’ impres-
sive appearance is consistent with the emphasis on increasing wealth in 
Thucydides’ presentation of Athens at 1.2.5–6   and 1.6.3  . Thus the pre-
sentation of Athens and Sparta in chapter 10 is familiar. 

However, at 1.10.2–3 Thucydides uses the present tense.  53   The impli-
cation is that when drawing conclusions about the power of Sparta and 
Athens the future viewer will consult the ruins of Thucydides’ day. While 
Sparta is permanently devoid of large structures, the most prominent 
buildings of Thucydides’ Athens were Themistocles  ’ walls   and Pericles’ 
beautiful and expensive buildings on the Acropolis  , the material culture 
of imperial Athens.  54   

 Thucydides’ readers will be able to assess Athens  ’ power accurately 
if they heed his warning and do not allow themselves to be deceived by 
the appearance of these impressive constructions. By Thucydides’ cal-
culation, the impression they leave is twice too grand. We note that his 
analysis treats the impressive appearances of Athenian buildings as det-
riments to a realistic assessment of Athens’ power, not as an expression 
of Athens’ power. Thucydides himself, then, was not prone to believing 
in their glory  , but rather took an analytical approach to their effect on 
human sensibilities. 

   The Modern World  

 So far, our investigation has covered the fi rst twelve chapters of the 
Archaeology. In the fi rst part of the Archaeology, the stories of misman-
agement and failure (i.e. the nomads  , the pirates  , and Agamemnon  ) 
are balanced by the stories of successful dynasts (Hellen  , Minos  , Pelops  , 
Atreus  ) and by the description of Athens and Sparta  .  55   Both the dynasts 

  53     Cf. Poppo’s important analysis of these sentences, ad loc. No detailed modern study 
analyzes the persistent anachrony of the Archaeology.  

  54     Cf.  Chapter 4  on Thucydides’ description of the building and nature of the 
Themistoclean walls at 1.90–93. Thucydides also remarks on the expense of Pericles’ 
Propylaea on the Acropolis in the narrator interventions found in Pericles’ speech in 
indirect discourse at 2.13. Cf.  Chapter 5 .  

  55     Remarks on the dynasts are compressed. Hellen and his family came to widespread 
power in the cities (and thus gave their name to the Greeks) through helping 
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and the peoples without named leaders operate on the principle that 
men take whatever they can. Athens and Sparta seem, so far, to be an 
exception to this, although the Athenians are less of an exception than 
the Spartans. The continuing Archaeology describes further cycles of 
behavior based on the desire for power and profi t  , and shows on the 
fi nal example of the Peloponnesian War that these cycles have a neces-
sary end. 

 The story of the reestablishment of Greece after the disturbances 
caused by the Trojan expedition   begins with the Corinthians  , the 
coastal power par excellence. The Corinthians follow exactly the for-
mula laid down in chapter 7: they block off an isthmus and monopolize 
trade. Like Minos  , once they have ships, they suppress the pirates and 
get even richer (1.13.5  ). Also similarly to Minos, they focus on profi t. 
  Corinth is in fact the richest city of the Archaeology. As the poets attest, 
Corinthian money is both old and continuous (1.13.5). New is that the 
Corinthians undertake the improvement of Greek navies and become 
inventors  . They build the fi rst Greek triremes  , initiating technical 
improvements that greatly increase the physical force of Greek navies 
(1.13.2). Of all cities, the Corinthians demonstrate the earliest ability 
to create the instruments Pericles identifi es as essential to Greek war-
fare: money   and ships  .  56   

 Despite Corinthian wealth and innovations and the widespread adop-
tion of seafaring (1.13.6), Greek navies   in the several hundred years 
before the Persian Wars   were from the fi fth-century point of view tech-
nically defi cient (1.41.1, 1.14.3), and were mostly used for local warfare:
260 years before the end of the Peloponnesian War, the Corinthians   
had already quarreled with the Corcyraeans   in western Greece (1.13.4). 
Later (in the seventh century), the Ionians   for a while dominated “their 
local sea,” before the Persians become too strong. In the sixth century, 

others (1.3.2) ( just as, for instance, Corinth “helps” Epidamnus, and Athens “helps” 
Corcyra when they claim these cities for their alliances before the Peloponnesian 
War). Pelops brought wealth from Asia, and the disparity between Pelops and the 
poorer Greeks was important for establishing his family as the leading family of 
the Peloponnese, which was named after him (1.9.2). (Thus these two stories are 
aetiological. On all such stories of family and origin in the Archaeology, cf. Howie 
[ 1984 ].) Atreus, fi nally, manages to establish himself with the Mycenaeans as king 
after the death of Eurystheus, who had designated his cousin Atreus as his heir. 
Fear of foreign enemies, which causes the Mycenaeans to desire a leader who seems 
strong, and his own fl attery of the People are important additional factors in Atreus’ 
success (1.9.2).  

  56     Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 31–32.  
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the pious Polycrates   (who came closest to achieving Minoan stature) 
dominated the islands around Samos  ; the Phocaeans had a far-fl ung 
possession in Marseille, and even defeated the Carthaginians in a sea 
battle: “For these were the most powerful navies” (1.14.1). 

It was not until the reign of Darius of Persia that Greek powers (the 
Sicilian tyrants and the Corcyraeans) acquired trireme   navies of any 
size (1.14.2). The Athenians and the Aeginetans   were at that time 
less well developed than these powers, and had “bits and pieces, and 
most of these were Pentekonters” (Α9γιν?ται γ=ρ κα� .θηνα�οι, κα� εb 
τινες Hλλοι, βραχ6α (κ6κτηντο, κα� το�των τ= πολλ= πεντηκοντ�ρους 
1.14.3  ). Shortly before the Persian Wars, Themistocles   convinced the 
Athenians to build “the very triremes with which they fought” (1.14.3  ). 

 Even these triremes were fairly primitive in their design by fi fth-
century standards (e.g. they do not have fully covered decks); they still 
resemble Homeric boats, therefore, in certain fundamental ways (cf. 
1.10.4). Moreover, the aims of these smaller powers and their navies in 
the period between the Homeric and Persian Wars   are uniform with the 
aims of earlier periods. At 1.15.1, Thucydides summarizes the activities 
of these relatively small and equal Greek navies: 

 τ= μ�ν οEν ναυτικ= τ/ν _λλ�νων τοια%τα dν, τ" τε παλαι= κα� τ= \στερον 
γεν�μενα. 9σχ!ν δ� περιεποι�σαντο +μως ο�κ (λαχ	στην ο� προσσχ�ντες 
α�το�ς χρημ"των τε προσ�δ1 κα� Hλλων >ρχL· (πιπλ6οντες γ=ρ τ=ς 
ν�σους κατεστρ6φοντο, κα� μ"λιστα +σοι μ3 διαρκ? εNχον χQραν. 

 Now these were the sorts of navies the Greeks had, both the older ones 
and the ones that came about later. And nevertheless [i.e. even though the 
navies were small and technically defi cient], those peoples contrived the 
greatest strength for themselves who concentrated on these things [i.e. 
navies] because of both the profi t of money and the rule of others. For 
sailing against the islands they defeated them, especially the ones that did 
not have suffi cient land. (1.15.1  )   

 The story of navies in the time after the introduction of the trireme   
shows that nothing has fundamentally changed since Minoan times.  57   
The competing powers are attempting to expand, and naval conquest 
followed by exploitation of the conquered is still most useful for the 

  57     Cf. Stahl ( 2003 ) 23: “Let us admit that Thucydides sees a development of civilization 
from the beginning of Greek history . . . that he also sees the greatest concentration 
of power up to his own time in the Athenian naval empire . . . We should still not be 
deceived into thinking that the tendency to amass greater power brings with it any 
change in principle. . .”  
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acquisition   of power. Islands were particularly vulnerable to these 
actions, especially small ones. 

 Thucydides does not praise this wafare. His remark that islands of 
insuffi cient size to defend themselves were a particularly attractive mark 
reminds us of proportions we have seen before, since these defense-
less islands are the equivalent of the unwalled cities of piratical   times. 
Neither they nor the unwalled cities are important acquisitions, but sim-
ply easy targets: with such a remark Thucydides goes out of his way to 
show that the gains of this perennial naval raiding were often inglorious   
and militarily insignifi cant.  58   

 Warfare on land shows the same character as warfare at sea. Fighting 
is Greek on Greek  : the cities do not unite  , and warfare is limited to 
campaigns against each city’s particular neighbors (cf. Aμ�ρους το!ς 
σφετ6ρους Dκ"στοις . . . <ς Pκαστοι ο� >στυγε	τονες 1.15.2  ). The largest 
action of the period was a war between the Chalcidians and Eretrians 
that caused the rest of Greece to divide according to their alliance   
with either side (1.15.3), an early indication that this could happen, 
regardless of the otherwise loose connections between the poleis. 

 Thucydides classes the warfare he has described in these chapters among 
the hindrances to Greek growth and consolidation (1.16.1).  59   Moreover, at 
this very moment, many of the wealthier cities are ruled by tyrants who 
live in fear   of their lives for the sake of the greater profi ts   now available 
(cf. 1.13.1, 1.17). These do “nothing worth mentioning,” but like the other 
cities, fi ght wars of their own against those who live close to them (1.17  ).  60   
The incessantly quarreling Greeks would have seemed to any observer to 
be entirely vulnerable to the Persia’s westward advancing power. 

   The Spartans, the Athenians, and the Persian Wars  

 It will fall to Sparta and Athens  , who are so far not among the wealthy 
Greek powers, to lead the defense against Persia  . Thucydides’ Spartan 

  58     The cruelty of such conquests, on the other hand, is well illustrated by his depiction of 
Athens’ conquest of Melos at (5.116.3–4).  

  59     Cf. 1.16.1: “And there were also hindrances from others elsewhere that prevented them 
from adding to their power” ((πεγ6νετο δ� Hλλοις τε Hλλοθι κωλ�ματα μ3 α�ξηθ?ναι). 
This sentence classes the land and naval warfare listed in chapter 15 as a hindrance, 
and states that other problems also existed.  

  60     Thucydides’ description of the tyrants is yet another example of the cost of a false 
focus on materials. The tyrants live miserable lives for the sake of profi t – exactly the 
opposite behavior of the Spartans of  chapter 6 .  
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story, like his story of early Attica, argues that not only characteristic 
civic culture, but also durable power arises from political stability  : 

 �τη γ"ρ (στι μ"λιστα τετρακ�σια κα� 'λ	γ1 πλε	ω (ς τ3ν τελευτ3ν το%δε 
το% πολ6μου >φ& οZ Λακεδαιμ�νιοι τL α�τL πολιτε	] χρ/νται, κα� δι& 
α�τ8 δυν"μενοι κα� τ= (ν τα�ς Hλλαις π�λεσι καθ	στασαν. 

 For it is about 400 years and somewhat more, reckoning to the end of [the 
Peloponnesian] War, that the Spartans maintained the same constitution, 
and because of this they became powerful and settled affairs in the other 
cities. (1.18.1  )   

 Sparta   has no walls (1.10.2), no ships  , and no money   (1.19). Sparta has 
a long-standing political order   (which was never a tyranny) and “good 
law” (1.18.1). If it were true that materials of warfare such as money  , 
walls, and ships produce power, we would expect the Corinthians   to 
take the fi rst rank among Greek cities. Instead, and despite continu-
ous civil strife (1.18.1), Sparta has achieved the greatest stability   and 
therefore the greatest power (_λλ�νων #γ�σαντο δυν"μει προ�χοντες 
1.18.2  ). The Spartans use their power to relieve Greek cities, including 
Athens (1.18.1), of their tyrants, and, by the time of the Persian Wars, 
lead   the Greeks. 

 Athens’ story is different. Having begun as a stable   landed power, Athens 
was not originally dependent on the exploitation of others. Room emerged 
for a somewhat less frantic devotion to acquisition  , and although Athens 
engages in the activities typical of the other coastal powers (Athens’ war 
on the small island of Aegina   is mentioned at 1.14.3), Thucydides’ descrip-
tion of Athenian actions during the Persian Wars seems to confi rm that 
Athens could also risk present prosperity   for the sake of long-term aims.  61   

 Thucydides agrees with Herodotus   that the Persians aimed to enslave   
Greece (1.16.1, 1.18.2). His account of the Persian Wars stresses Spartan 
leadership   in a time of danger (1.18.2), and especially the extraordinary 
nature of the Athenian   decision to fi ght the Persians at sea. Confronted 
with the approaching Persians, the Athenians take thought and make a 
decision about what to do (διανοηθ6ντες 1.18.2  ). This is unprecedented 
in the Archaeology. As a result of their deliberations (i.e. not as a result 

  61     Cf. Rawlings ( 1981 ) 69: “It is Athens which best exhibits Thucydides’ course of progress 
from barbarity to civilization. Her history reveals most clearly the successive benefi ts 
of stability, increase in population, walls, ships, commerce, income, reserves, which 
eventually lead to thalassocrassy, the apex of civilized power.” Rawlings emphasizes 
the connectedness of Athens’ wealth and her long stability, though, once again, to my 
mind there is not much evidence that Thucydides believed thalassocrassy was neces-
sarily civilized.  
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of fear   or the desire for profi t  ) they take apart their own city, aban-
don it, “and embarking into their boats, they became nautical” (1.18.2  , 
cf. 1.73.4, 1.91.5). This application of thought and daring, together with 
Greeks’ ability briefl y to maintain an intercity alliance  , is rewarded with 
victory over the Persians (1.18.2). 

 Thucydides identifi es the Athenians   with their war materials in 
this passage, showing that their progress toward becoming a seafar-
ing people has suddenly been realized. This identifi cation is repeated 
in Thucydides’ assessment of the main strength of the two sides. The 
Spartans   were strong, he says, “on land”; the Athenians, “with ships  ” 
(1.18.2  ). He could have written that the Athenians were strong at sea, 
but the language he uses is well suited to indicating that the Spartan 
situation is unchanged, whereas the Athenian situation, which involves 
dependence on technology, is new. 

 Thucydides’ stories of Sparta  , Athens, and the Persian Wars   empha-
size that, of the Greeks, only the Athenians and Spartans demon-
strated the capacity to develop their civic culture beyond the piratical. 
The resulting stability   of their cities led them to ever greater power. 
During a period when great danger threatened Greece, they united  , 
and together with their allies defended Greece against a much larger 
enemy. 

 When this danger receded, however, the two parties fell back into the 
usual Greek quarrels. Our opening examination of chapters 18 and 19 
showed, however, that these post-Persian War quarrels had a different 
status than previous quarrels: just at the time when these leading cit-
ies were becoming most prosperous  , they gained continuous military 
experience fi ghting one another. As Thucydides says in chapter 19, by 
the end of this period, each side had more war materials than the two 
united had possessed at its start. 

   The Peloponnesian War  

 This fact has crucial consequences. The much greater size of the pow-
ers (cf. 1.1.1) that collide in the Peloponnesian War causes the price 
of warfare to become intolerably high. Thucydides argues that the 
Persian Wars   were the greatest events previous to the Peloponnesian 
Wars (1.23.1). But they were comprised of short individual battles that 
did not have the destructive results a long war must cause (cf. the effect 
of the length of the Trojan War  ). The Peloponnesian War, on the other 
hand, exceeded anything the Greeks had previously experienced. Its 
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length and continuous sufferings   (1.23.1) caused a fundamental dis-
integration of society, and even of society in nature.  62   

 Thus, for instance, the Peloponnesian War caused a regression to 
conditions harsher than those associated with the migratory peoples 
of  chapter 2 . Cities were hardest hit. Their destruction caused deser-
tions, migrations  , banishments, and death (1.23.2). Worse even than 
this, nature   herself became hostile and unpredictable. Earthquakes and 
eclipses were more frequent, and the most basic material prerequisites 
of human life – water   (cf. α�χμο	; droughts), food (cf. λιμ�ς, famine), 
and human health (cf. # ν�σος, the plague  ) – were threatened (1.23.3  ). 
Chapter 23, with its plagues, earthquakes, and eclipses, puts in symbolic 
doubt the prospect that a cycle of development, such as we saw begin-
ning in  chapters 2  and 12, could begin again. Scholars have argued 
that chapter 23 is artistic and does not require a logical justifi cation.  63   
In my view, however, chapter 23 has a strong connection to the narra-
tive. In the Peloponnesian War, the states that seemed to be escaping 
from the piratical   cycles of shortsighted acquisitive warfare   became the 
most destructive ones. The force they can exert against each other is 
the result both of their long stability   and also of the acme   of wealth, 
war materials, and allies each side has amassed since the Greek victory 
over the Persians. For Thucydides, the movement of these forces was the 
greatest disturbance (κ	νησις . . . μεγ	στη 1.1.2  ) in history: these acmes 
were destructive to an extent that bore no comparison to the (already 
destructive) acmes that preceded them, and they disturbed human life 
at its foundations.  64   

 The story of Greece’s long progress to the catastrophe of the 
Peloponnesian War is therefore hardly a glorifi cation of war materials 

  62     Like Herodotus, who argues at 6.98.2 that under Darius, Xerxes, and Artaxerxes Greece 
experienced more suffering than in the preceding twenty generations, Thucydides 
argues that his war was important on account of its sufferings. Thucydides, however, 
has moved his statement of this fact to a prominent position in his narrative, right at 
the close of the Archaeology and just preceding his statement of the cause of the war. 
Cf. Erbse ( 1970 ) 67–68.  

  63     Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 59: “23.3 is consciously deployed as a rhetorical  amplifi catio,  and does 
not claim a function founded in logic” (“23.3 wird bewusst als eine rhetorische  amplifi -
catio  angeführt, ohne Anspruch auf eine logisch begrundbare Funktion”). I agree that 
1.23.3 is rhetorical amplifi cation (overstatement is common enough in Thucydides, cf. 
e.g. 1.1.2 or 7.87.5), but argue nevertheless that the passage has a logical connection to 
the Archaeology’s analysis of the Greeks’ continuously destructive actions against one 
another. Cf. Hornblower’s essay in  CT  ad loc. for a contextualized discussion of this 
passage, with literature.  

  64     Cf. Connor ( 1984 ) 31.  



The Peloponnesian War 43

or acquisitive warfare. The Archaeology in fact shows that each succes-
sive phase of Greek history wrecks itself on warfare and the attempt 
to exploit others and showcases the psychologies (the love of gain and 
glory  , the desire to be free of labor, the fear   of domination) that moti-
vate the continuous appearance of the imperialistic drive. 

 When comparing the Archaeology to Pericles’ speeches, we ought to 
remember these fi ndings. The Archaeology is very far from endorsing 
imperialism, but rather documents the destructiveness of the drive to 
acquisition Pericles encourages, shows an anti-Periclean awareness of 
the cost of this behavior for the happiness of the individual, and reveals, 
as characteristic of the stability that alone brings cities to civilized 
growth, the daily life that Pericles scorns.  65   

 Furthermore, the Archaeology warns us against adopting glory   as 
the standard for our actions. In the Archaeology, the desire for glory 
normally leads us to admire the weapons of force and their short-term 
winnings, but to undervalue the restraint that produces stable growth. 
By contrast, Pericles argues that it is glorious to fi ght others for their 
property and to die for the sake of imperial acquisition.  66   

 Finally, the Archaeology never encourages trust or confi dence in 
materials themselves, as Pericles does (e.g. 1.143.5, 2.13), and carefully 
separates both size and glamorous appearances from actual power, warn-
ing us against Pericles’ own buildings in this regard  . While acknowledg-
ing Thucydides’ high praise of Pericles’ leadership, we should therefore 
reexamine the view that Thucydides shared Pericles’ attitude toward the 
materials of warfare and the acquisition of empire.   

       

  65     On Pericles’ encouragement of acquisition, cf. e.g. Balot ( 2001 ) 173, and  Chapters 4  
through  6  of the present study. On Pericles’ scorn for the ordinary and especially agri-
culture, cf. e.g. 1.143.5 and 2.62.3.  

  66     Cf. especially 2.64.5 and 2.43.2–3, but also 2.41.4 and 2.64.3.  
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 Arms and Passion

  Corinth and Corcyra at War  

        Chapters 2  and  3  of this analysis study the role of war materials in 
selected sections of book one of the  History .  Chapter 3  discusses the war 
materials referenced in the speeches made at the Spartan Congress and 
in the Pentekontaetia  . Overall, it argues that one goal of Thucydides’ 
depiction of this prewar period was to show the size, character, and 
infl uence upon events of Athens’ acme   of wealth and war materials. The 
present chapter offers a detailed study of Thucydides’ account of the 
confl ict between Corcyra and Corinth. 

 Thucydides’ story of this struggle constitutes not only a detailed pre-
sentation of the kind of naval confl ict   – that is, between coastal pow-
ers fi ghting over defenseless properties – he had introduced in the 
Archaeology  , but also an introduction to the Greeks of this wealthiest   
period of Greek history. His characterization of the Modern Age   is at fi rst 
unexpected: throughout this initial episode of the  History , Thucydides 
typifi es the Corcyraeans and Corinthians as rich, angry  , and incompe-
tent  . However, it becomes clear that their wealth   and weapons support 
and even partially create these character traits, since they give the com-
batants the means to fulfi ll their passions quickly and impressively with 
warfare. 

 Thucydides’ account of their warfare vividly depicts the wasteful 
fi ghting that results. His story of the intensifying passions and grow-
ing accumulation of weapons that lead to the murderous battle of 
Sybota   once again confutes the glorifi cation   of an acme of war materi-
als by displaying the reality of its deployment, and in this way, as well 
as in many others, introduces us to the world of the Peloponnesian 
War. 
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   Epidamnus, Corinth, and Corcyra  

   Epidamnus was a small city on the northwest coast of Greece and was 
founded by Corcyra, which was itself a colony of Corinth. Thus though 
many of Epidamnus’ settlers came from Corcyra, Epidamnus’ ο9κιστ�ς 
(“founding father”) was from Corinth.  1   This Corinthian ο9κιστ�ς, a 
descendent of Heracles himself (1.24.2), incarnated some of the old-
est and most authoritative Greek traditions.  2   Corinth, Corcyra, and 
Epidamnus were therefore linked by a prestigious line of descent, begin-
ning with the greatest pan-Hellenic hero  . Unfortunately for Epidamnus, 
even such illustrious antecedents as these were a weak bulwark against 
the interests of much larger powers.  3   

 Epidamnus’ history is paradigmatic, and prefi gures the story of 
Corcyra herself.  4   She became powerful and populous (# τ/ν lπιδαμν	ων 
δ�ναμις μεγ"λη κα� πολυ"νθρωπος 1.24.3  ), and then succumbed to 
long-lasting  stasis     . At some time previous to 435 BCE, the democratic 
faction had achieved the advantage in this civil strife, and in 435 pos-
sessed the city; the oligarchic faction, which had allied with the non-
Greek population of the vicinity, was attacking the city from outside in 
an effort to regain control. 

 The detailed depiction of events begins as the representatives of the 
Epidamnian  demos      supplicate   the Corcyraean mother city for help to 
stop the oligarchs  ’ war against their city: 

 ο� δ� (ν τL π�λει Wντες lπιδ"μνιοι (πειδ3 (πι6ζοντο, π6μπουσιν (ς τ3ν 
Κ6ρκυραν πρ6σβεις <ς μητρ�πολιν οEσαν, δε�μενοι μ3 σφ5ς περιορ5ν 
φθειρομ6νους, >λλ= το�ς τε φε�γοντας ξυναλλ"ξαι σφ	σι κα� τ8ν τ/ν 

  1     On Corcyra as the mother city of Epidamnus, cf. Graham ( 1983 ) 31. In Thucydides’ 
narrative, Delphi (1.25.1) and Sparta (1.28.1) both demonstrate their recognition of 
Corcyra’s status as the metropolis of Epidamnus. The religious connection between 
Epidamnus and Corcyra (as distinct from the religious connection to the Corinthian 
founder) is shown most clearly by the passage at 1.26.3, in which the Epidamnian oli-
garchs supplicate the Corcyraeans, demonstrating their συγγ6νεια by showing family 
tombs at Corcyra. Cf. Graham ( 1983 ) 149; on the religious connections binding the 
three cities, cf. Malkin ( 1987 ).  

  2     Cf. Hall ( 1997 ) 56–65 on the complex story of the Heraclid foundation of Corinth, 
and on the close relations between Heraclids and Dorians. The fame and centrality 
of this connection could hardly be overestimated (59). Heracles was descended from 
Zeus, and the Kings of Sparta, for instance, were held to be descended directly from 
Heracles, a fact known, e.g. to Xerxes, King of Persia (Hdt. 7.208.1).  

  3     Cf. Bowie ( 1993 ) 145.  
  4     Cf. ibid. 142.  
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βαρβ"ρων π�λεμον καταλ%σαι. τα%τα δ� �κ6ται καθεζ�μενοι (ς τ8 nραιον 
(δ6οντο. ο� δ� Κερκυρα�οι τ3ν �κετε	αν ο�κ (δ6ξαντο, >λλ& >πρ"κτους 
>π6πεμψαν. 

 The Epidamnians in the city, when they were hard pressed, sent messengers 
to Corcyra, since it was the metropolis. These asked [the Corcyraeans] not 
to disregard that they were being destroyed, but to reconcile them with the 
fugitives and to put a stop to the barbarian attacks. They were asking these 
things seated as suppliants in the temple of Hera. But the Corcyraeans 
would not accept their supplication, but rather sent them away unsuccess-
ful. (1.24.6–7  )   

 The “fugitives” with whom the Epidamnian  demos      asks to be recon-
ciled are their own aristocrats, who are plundering them by land and 
sea (1.24.5). In their desperation, they suggest that they are willing to 
put their quarrels behind them, if Corcyra will only help them to sur-
vive. They are not therefore asking Corcyra to become the tool of their 
side in the war, but to restore their city as a whole, and they appear in a 
positive light.  5   

 Thucydides does not fail to show that the Epidamnians seat themselves 
in the Temple   of Hera in their attempt to activate the Corcyraeans’ sense 
that their requests are sacred.  6   Corcyra, however, is unmoved.  7   Although 
the Corcyraeans will later in the story fi ercely maintain their claim to 
Epidamnus, at this time they refuse to recognize the Epidamnians’ 
claim to help from their mother city, and send them away to likely 
extinction. Note the emphatic repetition of the Corcyraeans’ refusal 
contained in the last two clauses of 1.24.7. The fi rst clause would have 
completed the thought, but Thucydides pauses on the consequences for 

  5     Cf. Herodotus’ story of a successful request that a third party reconcile two factions in 
stasis is found at 5.28–29.  

  6     The universality and importance of the religious connections between colonies and 
founding cities is the main theme of Malkin ( 1987 ). As for the temple, it is the 
famous future site of Thucydides’ rhetorically charged descriptions of gruesome 
bloodshed (and perverted supplication) during the Corcyraean revolution. Cf. 
3.75.5, 3.79.1, and 3.81.2. The inhumanity shown to the Epidamnians in our present 
passage is the seed of the events that will lead to this revolution, since the events 
depicted here culminate in the Battle of Sybota, at which the Corinthians capture 
the 250 Corcyraean prisoners who later help to foment the revolution at Corcyra 
(1.55.1).  

  7     This refusal to help would likely make a negative impression on an Athenian reader. 
Cf. Bernek ( 2004 ) and Gould (1993) on the much fuller representation of supplication 
in the Athenian tragedies. In Athenian supplication tragedies, the refusal of supplica-
tion is the mark of a barbarian power, while the granting of supplication is above all 
typical of Athens, which enjoys praise as the most Greek, and therefore also the most 
compassionate, power. Cf. Crane ( 1998 ) 120.  
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the Epidamnians: the Corcyraeans refused the Epidamnians’ supplica-
tion  , which means that they sent them away empty-handed.  8   

 To whom shall the Epidamnian  demos    now turn for protection? The 
answer lies with the Corinthian ο9κιστ�ς, and the established line of 
connection to Corinth. If the Corcyraeans will not help, perhaps the 
Corinthians will. The Epidamnians take great care with this second 
application for help, and before they go to the Corinthians, they ask per-
mission of the god at Delphi to turn themselves over to Corinth (1.25.1). 
The god (Apollo  ) grants his permission, and the Epidamnians take his 
answer to Corinth.  9   Showing the Corinthians both that their founder was 
Corinthian and that the oracle   had instructed them to ask for help at 
Corinth, they repeat the formulas of supplication  . They ask the Corinthians 
“not to overlook their destruction, but to defend them” (1.25.2  ), and by 
contrast to the Corcyraeans, the Corinthians accept their supplication. 
“The Corinthians,” Thucydides says, “undertook to help the Epidamnians 
according to justice [κατ= τ8 δ	καιον], since they believed that the colony 
belonged to themselves no less than to the Corcyraeans” (1.25.3  ).  10   Thus 
both Apollo   and the Corinthians themselves recognize the Epidamnians’ 

     8     1.24.6–7 engage our sympathy for Epidamnus. The formulaic language of their 
supplication (repeated nearly verbatim at 1.25.2), the reasonableness of their 
request for reconciliation and aid, and the depiction of their situation in the temple
are cut off by the Corcyraeans’ refusal and fi nally by the sharp alliteration of 
>πρ"κτους >π6πεμψαν.  

     9     Note the character of this story, in which the god (not the oracle or the Pythia) is 
represented as if conversing with the Epidamnians. 1.25.1  : κα� π6μψαντες (ς ∆ελφο!ς 
τ8ν θε8ν (π�ροντο ε9 παραδο�εν Κορινθ	οις τ3ν π�λιν <ς ο9κιστα�ς κα� τιμωρ	αν 
τιν= πειρ0ντ& >π& α�τ/ν ποιε�σθαι. A δ& α�το�ς >νε�λε παραδο%ναι κα� #γεμ�νας 
ποιε�σθαι (And having sent [ambassadors] to Delphi they asked the god if they should 
hand over their city to the Corinthians, since they were their founders, and should 
try to receive some help from them. And he answered that they should hand over [the 
city] and make [the Corinthians] their leaders). The god’s defi nitive answer consti-
tutes a critique of Corcyra; moreover, Epidamnian acceptance of the god’s advice 
seems inevitable and necessary; no sense that they have deserted Corcyra colors the 
story. For another such conversation, cf. 1.118.3.  

  10     Translations of κατ= τ8 δ	καιον vary widely. Cf. Salmon  1984 , 282: “because they 
thought it legitimate to do so” or  CT  ad loc., “to vindicate their rights.” Thomas 
Hobbes’ translation (of 1629) is very interesting, since it implies that the “ justice” 
the Corinthians are thinking of is really their own interest in Corcyra: “And the 
Corinthians undertook their defense not only for the equity of the cause, as think-
ing them no less their own than the Corcyraeans’ colony, but also for hatred of the 
Corcyraeans…” (Hobbes [1989] 16). I prefer a direct transmission of the Corinthians’ 
reference to justice. Justice will be the stated theme and fi rst word of the Corcyraean 
speech at 1.32.1, and the Corinthians’ fi rst statement in response (1.37.1) is to deny 
the Corcyraean charge of injustice, so that the word itself has some symbolic status 
in the story. Cf. the fi nal result of these quarrels at 1.86.2, where Sthenelaidas presses 
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justice as an imperative of political responsibility to which the Spartans ought to 
respond: κα� το!ς ξυμμ"χους, ;ν σωφρον/μεν, ο� περιοψ�μεθα >δικουμ6νους (And 
we will not, if we are prudent, overlook the injustice done to our allies).  

claim to Corinth’s help, although Thucydides couches the Corinthians’ 
views in explicitly ethical terms: in his account, the Corinthians say that 
helping Epidamnus is a matter of justice, not religion. 

 The reader rightly suspects that the Corinthians’ high claim is spe-
cious: although they are themselves oligarchs  , the Corinthians treat the 
Epidamnian  demos      as entirely suffi cient representatives of Epidamnus. 
In other words, they have conveniently seen justice   in the claims of one 
side of a factional struggle. We are therefore not surprised to learn 
that the Corinthians have a second reason for extending help to the 
Epidamnians, namely, “at the same time” (pμα) as they are considering 
questions of justice, they also feel “hatred   of the Corcyraeans” (μ	σει 
τ/ν Κερκυρα	ων 1.25.3  ). In the next sentences, Thucydides explains in 
detail why the Corinthians hated their Corcyraean colonists. 

 Thucydides begins his remarks by saying that the Corinthians hated 
the Corcyraeans because although they were colonists, the Corcyraeans 
“treated them with contempt  ” (1.25.3  ). He then gives the following 
account of their behavior: 

 οFτε γ=ρ (ν πανηγ�ρεσι τα�ς κοινα�ς διδ�ντες γ6ρα τ= νομιζ�μενα οFτε 
Κορινθ	1 >νδρ� προκαταρχ�μενοι τ/ν �ερ/ν Bσπερ α� Hλλαι >ποικ	αι, 
περιφρονο%ντες δ� α�το!ς κα� χρημ"των δυν"μει Wντες κατ& (κε�νον τ8ν 
χρ�νον Aμο�α το�ς _λλ�νων πλουσιωτ"τοις κα� τL (ς π�λεμον παρασκευL 
δυνατQτεροι, ναυτικ0 δ� κα� πολ! προ�χειν �στιν +τε (παιρ�μενοι κα� 
κατ= τ3ν Φαι"κων προενο	κησιν τ?ς Κερκ�ρας κλ6ος (χ�ντων τ= περ� 
τ=ς να%ς (q κα� μ5λλον (ξηρτ�οντο τ8 ναυτικ8ν κα� dσαν ο�κ >δ�νατοι· 
τρι�ρεις γ=ρ εbκοσι κα� Dκατ8ν �π?ρχον α�το�ς +τε @ρχοντο πολεμε�ν). 

 For in the common assemblies, the [Corcyraeans] did not offer the cus-
tomary prerogatives, nor extend precedence at sacrifi ce to a Corinthian 
like the other colonists, but contemned the [Corinthians], since they were 
both as rich as the richest Greeks of that time, and also more powerful 
[i.e. than Corinth] in their resources for warfare. And lifted up [or per-
haps: excited] both because they were far superior in respect to their navy, 
and sometimes also because the Phaeacians, who had glory in naval mat-
ters, had lived on Corcyra before them, they had fi tted out their navy all 
the more, and were powerful. For they had 120 triremes when they began 
to make war. (1.25.4  )   

 The Corcyraeans refused to treat the Corinthians with the custom-
ary special consideration at intercity gatherings. This behavior is caused 
by the Corcyraeans’ certainty that they are richer   and militarily more 
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powerful than the metropolis that requires their respect. Thucydides’ 
description of Corcyra’s behavior toward Corinth complements his por-
trayal of the Corcyraeans’ treatment of the Epidamnian suppliants: the 
Corcyraeans have ignored their responsibilities to the Epidamnians and 
insulted Corinth, apparently without fear   of the consequences.  11   

 Thucydides’ explanation of this behavior emphasizes the role of Cor -
cyra’s  money   and large navy  , and describes the progress of Corcyra’s navy 
to its present size. Two factors – their initial naval superiority to Corinth, 
and second, the fact that they claim association to the Phaeacians   – have 
caused the Corcyraeans to continue to apply themselves to their navy. 
The result is a navy of 120 triremes, second only to Athens  ’ own. 

 Corcyra’s accumulation of wealth and war materials in such large 
amounts is having a deep psychological effect, and has caused the 
Corcyraeans to put aside the relationships recognized by other Greeks. 
Instead, an awareness of their independent capacity for naval warfare 
is determining not only how they treat other states, but also how they 
think about themselves, since the navy that founds their confi dence 
also realizes their similarity to the Phaeacians   and their claim to be 
continuing the Phaeacian tradition.  12   The large navy is the sign of a 
prestigious inheritance that is independent of the Corinthian founding 
of Corcyra.  13   Corcyra’s abundant war materials   are the basis for the rein-
terpretation of her history, and therefore identity, as a state. 

 The Phaeacians   are not the only Homeric forces at work here: like 
Achilles  , the Corcyraeans threaten the Corinthians in public assemblies, 

  11     Cf. Fischer ( 2000 ). The fact that the verb �βρ	ζειν does not appear in this story should 
not cause us to doubt that Thucydides is here depicting a display of hubris. Fischer 
shows convincingly that Thucydides more often depicts than names hubris.  

  12     Crane ( 1998 ) 101: “Material and symbolic power are symbiotic and reinforce each 
other.” The Phaeacians are a problematic source of glory in nearly every way, how-
ever. On the nature of the Phaeacians in Homer, cf. Rose ( 1969 ). It is no hindrance 
to Corcyraean claims that the Phaeacians may or may not have been extirpated by 
Poseidon in the  Odyssey  (cf. Bassett [ 1933 ] and Rusten [forthcoming]). As Thucydides 
points out, not the Phaeacians themselves but their προενο	κησιν, their previous resi-
dence, on Corcyra is important for the Corcyraeans: the Phaeacians lived on Corcyra 
and created their nautical κλ6ος there, and now the Corcyraeans dwell in this same 
place. On Phaeacian κλ6ος as seafarers and the potential signifi cance of the sanctu-
ary of Alkinoos at Corcyra (3.70.4), cf. Mackie  1996 , 103–104.  

  13     Cf. Howie ( 1989 ) 27–28 and Crane ( 1998 ) 104. Corcyra’s rejection of Corinth was a 
result of old history as well as new wealth. Herodotus had detailed various incidents 
of the cruel and continuous struggle between Corinth and Corcyra (Hdt. 3.48–53, cf. 
7.168). Salmon ( 1984 ) 272–279 provides a detailed description of the contest for preemi-
nence in northwestern Greece. Corcyraean behavior and their claim to the Phaeacian 
inheritance can be seen as defensive of the navy itself: to admit Corinth’s leadership of 
Corcyra would be to place Corcyraean war materials at Corinth’s service.  
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and the Corcyraeans’ emphasis on and identifi cation with their war 
materials is also recognizably Achillean.  14   At the same time, Thucydides’ 
Corinth, a deeply established power (1.13.2–5) that, despite its antiquity 
and dignity, cannot forbear to hate the upstart Corcyraeans and fear   
their power, seems to refl ect a psychological constitution familiar from 
the fi gure of Agamemnon  .  15   Whether or not we think these Homeric 
paradigms are at work here, the story that follows is entirely predict-
able in terms of the old Homeric ethos: unpunished Corcyraean hubris   
would entail an unbearable threat and loss of status for the Corinthians. 
The Corinthians will therefore now go to war to stop these demonstra-
tions and restore their own safety and honor  .  16   

 Thucydides has therefore written up the story to show that Corcyra’s 
hubris   – a response to the possession of copious materials of warfare – 
has set in motion the old cycle of insult  , anger  , and revenge  . The bel-
ligerents seem to be entirely unaware of the trap they are entering. The 
Corinthians happily (Hσμενοι 1.26.1  ) take the opportunity to respond 
to Corcyraean provocations, sending soldiers and settlers to occupy and 
fortify Epidamnus (1.26.1  ). The fi rst armed deployment in Thucydides’ 
story of the Peloponnesian War therefore results not from reasoned cal-
culation, but from the Corinthians’ passionate response to Corcyraean 
insults. 

 Passions also rule the reponse to Corinth’s actions. When the 
Corcyraeans perceive that the Corinthians have occupied Epidamnus, 
they become angry ((χαλ6παινον 1.26.3  ). They now pick sides in the 
Epidamnian quarrel, harshly (κατ& (π�ρειαν 1.26.3) requiring the 
exiled aristocracy of Epidamnus (the only side left to choose, as the 
 demos      is inside Epidamnus with their Corinthian supporters) to accept 
them as their patrons. They man forty ships and take the Epidamnian 
oligarchs   with them to Epidamnus. They offer the Epidamnians and 
Corinthians inside Epidamnus a chance to leave, and, when they do 
not do this, besiege the city (1.26.4–5). The ironic   situation would have 
been very evident to ancient readers: the oligarchic Corinthians are 
besieged with the Epidamnian  demos , while the Corcyraean democrats 
outside the city are supporting the Epidamnian oligarchy. 

  14     Like the Phaeacians’ ships, incidentally, Achilles’ armor was magical, including the 
original armor (i.e. the suit Hector strips from Patroclus before Hephaestus creates 
the famous armor of book 18). Cf.  Iliad  18.82–87. The Corcyraeans’ identifi cation of 
their real navy with the Phaeacians’ magical navy is surely just as unrealistic as if any 
individual identifi ed his armor with Achilles’ armor.  

  15     Cf. Bowie ( 1993 ) 144.  
  16     Cf. Lendon ( 2000 ) 14–15.  
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 In summation of the events so far, Corcyra’s weapons have emboldened 
public displays of contempt   for Corinth, and Corinth has responded 
with armed force. Now the two powers are settled in and around the 
hostage city of Epidamnus and are on the cusp of one of their habitual 
wars. Nothing restrains the passions of the combatants; on the contrary, 
in this story, social institutions such as supplication   or the meetings of 
the Corinthians and their allies have on each occasion been the instru-
ments of infl aming rather than settling the confl ict.  17   Furthermore, and 
as we shall see, negotiations   persistently fail. Thucydides’ story empha-
sizes the hatred   and anger   that overwhelm religious and political ties, 
and shows the origins of these passions in the dangerous arrogance 
caused by the possession of wealth and weapons.  18   

 As the confl ict grows ever larger and more serious, Thucydides will 
relate two accumulations of force and two battles. He will provide 
a short account of a battle fought previous to Athenian participation 
(which modern historians call the Battle of Leukimme  ), and a much 
more detailed account of a battle that takes place after the Athenians 
have become involved (called by historians the Battle of Sybota  ). 

   The First Battle between Corinth and Corcyra  

 In response to the Corcyraean siege of occupied Epidamnus, the 
Corinthians institute a second subscription for colonists, and begin 
to raise forces at home as well as among their allies and colonies  .  19   
Thucydides introduces the allies as substantial contributors to the accu-
mulations of war materials the Corinthians raise for each battle. For this 
fi rst battle, the Corinthians create a large military force of seventy ships 
and ten thousand hoplites: thirty of these ships and three thousand of 
the hoplites are their own, while forty ships and seven thousand hop-
lites are contributed by eight Peloponnesian allies and two of Corinth’s 

  17     Note the similar progress of the Harmodious and Aristogeiton story, which proceeds 
from insult to action, and in which religious rituals play a role in humiliating key 
principals (6.54–59).  

  18     Cf. Crane ( 1998 ) 99, who sees parallels between the breakdown of social institutions 
here and during the revolution at Corcyra.  

  19     The project to resettle Epidamnus – in other words, to replace the Corcyraean colony 
at Epidamnus with a Corinthian one – is popular at Corinth: it is evident that the 
oligarchy is enjoying the support of the people in its endeavor to punish Corcyra 
and gain Epidamnus (1.27.1). The fi rst call for colonists had involved Corinth’s allies, 
Ambracia and Leucas (1.26.1); the second call (1.27.1) seems to be directed toward 
Corinthian citizens, and is more formal. Equality of terms is promised to those who 
will go; interested parties who cannot leave immediately are able to secure a share in 
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northwestern colonies, Leucas and Ambracia  .  20   Thucydides lists the con-
tributors city by city, including in his list even cities that can contribute 
only one ship: 

 (δε�θησαν δ� κα� τ/ν Μεγαρ6ων ναυσ� σφ5ς ξυμπροπ6μψαι, ε9 Hρα 
κωλ�οιντο �π8 Κερκυρα	ων πλε�ν: ο� δ� παρεσκευ"ζοντο α�το�ς 'κτr 
ναυσ� ξυμπλε�ν, κα� Παλ?ς Κεφαλλ�νων τ6σσαρσιν. κα� lπιδαυρ	ων 
(δε�θησαν, οs παρ6σχον π6ντε, _ρμιον?ς δ� μ	αν κα� Τροιζ�νιοι δ�ο, 
Λευκ"διοι δ� δ6κα κα� .μπρακι/ται 'κτQ. Θηβα	ους δ� χρ�ματα uτησαν 
κα� Φλειασ	ους, vλε	ους δ� να%ς τε κεν=ς κα� χρ�ματα. 

 And the [Corinthians] asked the Megarians to join in escorting them with 
ships, in case they should be prevented from sailing by the Corcyraeans. 
And these prepared to accompany them with eight ships, and with four 
of Pale of the Kephalanians. And they asked the Epidaurians, who sup-
plied fi ve [ships], and Hermione [supplied] one, and Troizen two; the 
Leucadians [supplied] ten, and the Ambracians eight. They asked the 
Thebans and the Phliasians for money, and the Elians for empty ships and 
money. (1.27.2  )   

 The Corinthian allies are introduced as sources of ships  , men, and 
money  . Their contributions are characterized through a stripped-down 
version of the quantifi ed list   standard since the Homeric Catalogue of 
Ships   and Trojan Allies ( Il . 2.484–877  ).  21   Before the narration of the 
Battle of Sybota  , Thucydides will employ another list in this style, which 
refuses individualization of the allies, and characterizes them only by 
the relative size of their contribution.  22   The isolation of this unquali-
fi ed statistic makes it instantly evident to the reader that each ally is 
very small in comparison to Corinth, and certainly in comparison to 
Corcyraean power. Allies   will therefore of necessity obey the larger states 
whose power to punish them is so great.  23   At the same time, and despite 
the small size of each ally, the value of their collective contribution is 

the colony with a payment of fi fty drachmas. Here, as in the Athenian expedition to 
Sicily, individual citizens can hope to profi t (cf. 6.24.3).  

  20     These two cities also have men inside the besieged city, since they were involved in the 
original expedition. Thus their participation is understandable. It is also ultimately 
tragic. Except for the Corinthians, all foreigners inside Epidamnus will be sold into 
slavery when Corcyra wins the sea battle (1.29.5).  

  21     The verbs of this list, as Gomme points out ( HCT  ad loc.), are all aorists: “they asked, 
and they received.” Thucydides’ list is frank: it does not show the allies as volunteers, 
but rather as responding to Corinth’s request, where the consequences of refusal were 
well known.  

  22     Cf. 1.46.1. Individualization through ethnographic description was characteristic of 
Herodotean lists of allies, most famously at Hdt. 7.61–99.  

  23     On the “imperial intentions” of Corinth’s colonial hegemony, cf. Graham ( 1983 ) 151, 
and Salmon ( 1984 ) 279.  
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instantly evident: where the Corcyraeans must fi ght on their own, and 
furnish all of their own resources, over half of the Corinthian expedi-
tion comes from allied cities and colonies. 

 Upon learning about the expedition, Corcyraean emissaries go to 
Corinth with Spartan and Sicyonian ambassadors in an attempt to nego-
tiate   a settlement (1.28.1).  24   The Corcyraeans offer to refer the matter 
either to arbitrators or to Delphi   (1.28.2), and threaten to fi nd “allies 
other than the present ones” (1.28.3  ) if the Corinthians should force a 
war upon them.  25   They also propose a truce for the length of the negotia-
tions (1.28.5).  26   But neither threats nor promises interest the Corinthians, 
who “obeyed none of [the Corcyraean proposals]” (1.29.1  ). On the con-
trary, as soon as their ships   are manned, they send a herald to declare 
war and sail north toward Epidamnus with seventy-fi ve ships and two 
thousand hoplites, in order to make war on the Corcyraeans (1.29.1).  27   
The Corinthians have spurned the opportunity for negotiations, and are 
trusting to their own and allied military force to enforce their supremacy 
at Epidamnus. 

 The Corcyraeans, however, do not allow the Corinthians to pass 
Corcyra, much less approach Epidamnus, but send a herald to the 
Corinthians when they reach the temple of Apollo at Actium (which is 
about seventy nautical miles southeast of the nearest part of the island 
of Corcyra).  28   At the same time, they man their fl eet, “yoking [i.e. rein-
forcing with cables] the old ships so that they would sail, and outfi t-
ting the others” (1.29.3  ).  29   Although forty of the Corcyraeans’ ships are 

  24     On Sparta’s failure to control this widening confl ict, cf. Wilson ( 1987 ) 29.  
  25     This is an interesting way of speaking, since the Corcyraeans are not offi cially allied 

to anyone. Their words are a threat to turn to Athens, since although they were not 
allied, their dependence on Corinth aligned them with the Peloponnesians. Cf.  HCT  
ad loc. The Corinthians deploy this same threat against the Spartans at 1.71.4–5.  

  26     Salmon ( 1984 ) 284: “There was no reasonable grounds for rejecting the fi nal sugges-
tion: that both sides should remain as they were under truce until the arbitration had 
been completed … since [Corinth could negotiate] without even putting herself into 
a position in which she would have to accept the decision of the arbitrators, whatever 
it was.” Cf. Stahl ( 2006 ) 305. However, Wilson ( 1987 ) 34 argues the following: “…all 
[Corcyraean proposals] … tacitly ceded at least some rights of intervention and nego-
tiation to Corcyra, something the Corinthians could not allow…” In other words, the 
reason that Corinth will not negotiate is not that the terms are unreasonable, but that 
she will not treat Corcyra as an equal.  

  27     On the differing numbers of ships at each stage of this account, cf.  HCT  ad loc.  
  28     For approximate measurements of nautical distance in this area of Greece, see J. S. 

Morrison, Coates, and Rankov ( 2000 ) 62–79.  
  29     A large variety of tasks accomplished with ropes is called “yoking” in the prose of this 

period. Cf.  CT  ad loc.  
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besieging Epidamnus, the Corcyraeans manage to put together the rest 
of their navy (eighty ships) in time to meet the Corinthians  . One might 
suspect that a navy put together in this improvised   way would not win 
a sea battle. However, the Corcyraeans defeat the Corinthians “by far” 
(1.29.5  ), destroying fi fteen Corinthian ships.  30   

 In addition to insult  s, the Corinthians have now suffered a humiliat-
ing defeat   at the hands of their colonists.  31   Thucydides once again attri-
butes the ensuing accumulation of weapons to passion: 

 τ8ν δ& (νιαυτ8ν π"ντα τ8ν μετ= τ3ν ναυμαχ	αν κα� τ8ν \στερον ο� 
Κορ	νθιοι 'ργL φ6ροντες τ8ν πρ8ς Κερκυρα	ους π�λεμον (ναυπηγο%ντο 
κα� παρεσκευ"ζοντο τ= κρ"τιστα νε/ν στ�λον. 

 For the whole year after the sea battle, and for the next year, the Corinthians, 
furious over the war with the Corcyraeans, were building ships and very 
energetically preparing a naval expedition. (1.31.1  )   

 Just as the Corcyraean navy was at the basis of the initial confl ict between 
Corinth and Corcyra, this new Corinthian buildup will be the catalyst for 
the next stage of the confl ict. Before going on to describe this buildup 
and its consequences, however, Thucydides records Corcyra’s reaction to 
the victory   at Leukimme. His depiction focuses on Corcyra’s treatment of 
those who now fall within the reach of her power. Epidamnus falls to the 
Corcyraeans on the same day as the Corinthians lose the sea battle. The 
Corcyraeans hold the Corinthians in the city as prisoners, whereas the 
other foreigners ((π�λυδας) are sold (1.29.5  ). The results of the sea battle 
are similar, but more drastic for Corinth’s allies  : the Corcyraeans keep the 
Corinthians captive, but kill the allied prisoners (1.30.1).  32   

  30     Much later, the Corinthians will turn such improvisation against the Athenians them-
selves, and also win (7.36.2). In Thucydides, “ordinary” (φα%λος) and/or improvised 
weapons can be an actual advantage to their possessors: weapons do not need to look 
good in order to do the job. As we learned from the Archaeology, people are vul-
nerable to appearances, so that beautiful weapons, like an accumulation of weapons 
the possessor considers to be large, can cause unwarranted overconfi dence. Weapons 
considered ordinary do not have this effect, but are just as useful in battle. φα%λος 
with war materials in Thucydides: 4.9.1, 4.115.1, 6.21.1, 6.31.3. An important illustra-
tion of the effect of beautiful weapons can also be found at 6.31.  

  31     This defeat was not unpredictable: in fear of Corcyraean sea power, the Corinthians 
had walked from Corinth to Apollonia (several hundred kilometers) when they fi rst 
occupied Epidamnus (1.26.2), and before this battle had asked the Megarians to 
accompany them “in case the Corcyraeans would prevent them from sailing” (1.27.2). 
Thus, although they knew that the Corcyraeans were a strong sea power, they rushed 
to attack them. Salmon ( 1984 ) 283 emphasizes that Corinthian confi dence that an 
enemy this large would be easy to defeat was poorly founded from the beginning.  

  32     Wilson ( 1987 ) 31 (contra  HCT  ad loc) argues that no formal reasons existed why the 
Corcyraeans would kill these prisoners. He refers to 1.53.3 to support his view that 
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 During the next summer, the Corcyraeans “rule the whole sea in that 
area” (1.30.2). They use their power to take violent   revenge on the coastal 
cities, ravaging Leucadian land, and sacking the harbor of Elis “because 
they supplied ships and money   to the Corinthians” (1.30.2  ). They also 
sail against any other Corinthian allies they can reach (1.30.3), showing 
no sympathy for the fact that the Corinthian colonies and allies were 
compelled to contribute to a party they themselves are fi ghting a war to 
escape.  33   

 Thucydides’ account of the fate of the smaller cities and their citi-
zens brings the problem of force into sharp focus. Epidamnus is a hos-
tage to the power interests of the mother cities. Corinth’s allies are 
compelled to fi ght Corinth’s imprudent wars, and harshly abused by 
Corcyra when Corinth loses. To make matters worse, their lands are 
destroyed when Corcyra decides to send a message about the price of 
aiding Corinth. The allies can escape neither Corinth nor Corcyra.  34   
Their predicament vividly demonstrates why cities struggle to accu-
mulate the men, money, and weapons they hope   will secure for them 
the independence the Corcyraeans now claim.  35   

   Corinth and Corcyra at Athens  

 Corcyraean independence   is now threatened, however. When the pro-
portions of the second, much larger Corinthian naval buildup become 
evident, the Corcyraeans take belated fright ((φοβο%ντο 1.31.2  ). 
Although they themselves provoked Corinth’s hatred  , they must now 
fear   the consequences. They had long since threatened to go to Athens 
for help in this situation (cf. 1.28.3). 

 The Corinthians also go to Athens “in order to prevent that the 
[Athenian] navy, coming in addition to the Corcyraean navy  , would 

the action displays the Corcyraeans as “bloodthirsty” (31). Perhaps, however, they are 
simply determined to instill terror in Corinth’s smaller allies.  

  33     The Corcyraean treatment of these smaller powers is consistent with her original 
impolitic treatment of Epidamnus: despite the opportunity, the Corcyraeans trust to 
their own power, and make no attempt to attach these cities to themselves.  

  34     Cf. Corinth’s argument (1.38.5) that the allies should yield to the Corinthians even 
when they make mistakes, and her argument at 1.40.5 that it is every established pow-
er’s right to punish their allies. The Corinthians also claim that their allies love them 
(1.38.3).  

  35     The Corcyraeans are not exceptional in their behavior toward smaller powers, but are 
merely passing along to others what the Corinthians did to them. On past Corinthian 
cruelty to the Corcyraeans, cf. Hdt. 3.48–53.  
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become a hindrance to managing the war in the way they wanted” (1.31.3  ). 
Thus the Corcyraeans will compete to include and the Corinthians to 
exclude the Athenian navy   from entering the coming struggle: neither 
side seems to consider that the Athenians might use the situation to 
achieve their own aims. 

 The speeches at Athens contrast to the explanatory narrative con-
text Thucydides has provided in one important way, namely in that the 
Corinthians never mention their naval buildup, although it is the reason 
why the Corcyraeans, a strong naval power, must make a request for help.  36   
As we shall see, despite Corinth’s motivated silence, the Corinthian naval 
effort is a dominant issue and has a marked effect on the Athenians  ’ 
response to Corcyra’s request and Corinth’s argument.  37   

 The Corcyraeans speak fi rst. They begin their speech by arguing 
that it is only just for them to show that fulfi lling their request will be 
expedient, or at least not harmful, for Athens (1.32.1; cf.1.35.5).  38   The 
substance of this expedience turns out to be their navy  , for as even the 
Corcyraeans are unable to conceal, what they bring otherwise is mostly 
enemies.  39   They repeatedly emphasize, however, that the enemies they 
bring are really Athens’ enemies already (1.33.3, 1.35.4 and 5, 1.36.1). 
Moreover, they promise that they themselves will be the most faithful 
of allies; they will remember it forever, they claim, if the Athenians now 
preserve them from the Corinthian attack (1.33.1). They thus claim the 
standpoint of an abused smaller city that seeks protection with a larger 
power (1.32.5, 1.33.1, 1.35.3–4). 

 This plea bears an ironic   similarity to the plea the Epidamnian fac-
tions made to them. However, there is an important difference between 
Corcyra’s plea to Athens and Epidamnus’ plea to Corcyra, namely, 
Corcyra’s expectation that Athens will recognize the value of Corcyra’s 
navy  .  40   Corcyra has no previous treaty, alliance  , or relationship of any 
kind to Athens (1.31.2). Rather, the similarity in the military forces and, 

  36     On the relation of speech and narrative, particularly at the beginning of the history, 
cf. Dewald in  OCRST  139: “…the way that the initial narratives are constructed in 
Thucydides sets up a fi ssured consciousness, split absolutely between the viewpoint 
of the Thucydides’ narrator, who understands the full range of the factors involved 
in events, and those of the various speakers whose partial and highly engaged albeit 
intelligent arguments he allows the speeches to focalize.” Cf. Stahl ( 2006 ) 310.  

  37     Cf. Legon ( 1973 ) 162.  
  38     Cf. Crane ( 1998 ) 106–108 on justice and expedience in both speeches.  
  39     Cf. Stahl ( 2006 ) 307.  
  40     Cf. the apt summary of the Corcyraean speech in Kitto ( 1966 ) 293–294: “War is com-

ing for certain. We Corcyraeans are in danger from Corinth; if you help us now you 
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in fact, of the military materials   of the two cities is the basis for Corcyra’s 
argument that Athens should do for Corcyra what Corcyra did not do 
for the Epidamnians. 

 In order to make their argument, the Corcyraeans stress the size 
of their navy, introducing it as an element of power early on in their 
speech, when they remind the Athenians that in the recent sea battle 
they defeated the Corinthians by themselves (1.32.5). Their tone is mate-
rialistic: they treat the size of their navy as the power of their navy, and 
stress that Athens is lucky to be offered such a valuable navy as a gift. 
They imply that the Athenians would sooner or later have made efforts 
to acquire this navy; by good fortune, however, the Corcyraeans have 
themselves arrived at Athens   and will spare the Athenians from expend-
ing resources to harness Corcyra’s power: 

 …ναυτικ�ν τε κεκτ�μεθα πλ3ν το% παρ& �μ�ν πλε�στον. [2] κα� 
σκ6ψασθε: τ	ς ε�πραξ	α σπανιωτ6ρα ; τ	ς το�ς πολεμ	οις λυπηροτ6ρα, 
ε9 `ν �με�ς Gν πρ8 πολλ/ν χρημ"των κα� χ"ριτος (τιμ�σασθε δ�ναμιν 
�μ�ν προσγεν6σθαι, α\τη π"ρεστιν α�τεπ"γγελτος Hνευ κινδ�νων κα� 
δαπ"νης διδο%σα Dαυτ�ν, κα� προσ6τι φ6ρουσα (ς μ�ν το!ς πολλο!ς 
>ρετ�ν, οfς δ� (παμυνε�τε χ"ριν, �μ�ν δ& α�το�ς 9σχ�ν· z (ν τ0 παντ� 
χρ�ν1 'λ	γοις δ3 pμα π"ντα ξυν6βη, κα� 'λ	γοι ξυμμαχ	ας δε�μενοι οfς 
(πικαλο%νται >σφ"λειαν κα� κ�σμον ο�χ {σσον διδ�ντες ; ληψ�μενοι 
παραγ	γνονται. 

 …and we have acquired the biggest navy except for yours. Only con-
sider: what good luck is more unusual, or more painful to your enemies, 
than if that power which you would have valued over much money and 
good will to be added to you comes by itself, self-announced, giving itself 
without danger and expense, and bringing in addition courage to the 
many, joy to those whom you defend, and strength to yourselves. And in 
all of time, all of these things at the same time have been available for few 
men, and few who ask for an alliance arrive among those to whom they 
appeal giving safety and honor no less than taking it. (1.33.1–2  )   

 Corcyraean rhetoric in this passage is classicizing and sublime. 
Responding tricolon constructions emphasize the courage  , joy  , and 
strength Athens will receive without any effort, since the big navy   comes 
by itself, self-announced, giving itself without danger and expense. 
Likewise, a triple dose of absolute claims (cf. all of time, all of these things, 
at the same time) emphasizes the uniqueness of the opportunity.  41   

will win our everlasting gratitude; you will also have on your side the second biggest 
navy in Greece.”  

  41     Note also the parallel comparatives σπανιωτ6ρα and λυπηροτ6ρα of the Corcyraeans’ 
fi rst statement, emphasizing that rare good luck for Athens corresponds to a rare 
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 In this passage, the Corcyraeans willingly identify their entire power 
as their navy, which they lay at the Athenians’ feet as a gift unique in 
history. In the Corcyraean presentation, the possession of a sizable 
navy is an unparalleled advantage, and they argue that the Athenians 
are incomparably lucky to be offered such a gift: the Corcyraean navy, 
which brings advantages (security  , courage, joy, safety, and honor  ) for 
which the Athenians might otherwise supplicate the gods, is a nearly 
divine thing.   

 Thucydides’ presentation of Corcyra’s defeat at Sybota   will constitute 
the most vivid possible repudiation of the claims made here. By con-
trast, in the previous passage, the Corcyraeans take victory   for granted, 
and see themselves and the Athenians as sharing “safety and honor” 
when they combine their naval forces. Thus Corcyraean rhetoric shares 
with Periclean rhetoric the tendency to describe navies   as reliable   
guarantors of security. But Pericles was never compelled to make such 
claims to a larger power, as the Corcyraeans must do here: Corcyra’s 
claims are corrected not only by their refutation in Thucydides’ descrip-
tion of the Battle of Sybota  , but also by their immediate reception at 
Athens. Thucydides sets up this correction in an ironic   way, giving to 
the Corcyraeans words suggestive of the plan the Athenians ultimately 
adopted.  42   

 According to the Corcyraeans, the possession of a large navy   sets its 
possessors far above those who have no navy, or only a smaller one. This 
advantage is to be guarded by any means, they argue, and they go so 
far as to state that Athens   should aim at either the exclusive possession 
of all signifi cant Greek navies, or the elimination of all navies besides 
their own: 

 κα� ναυτικ?ς κα� ο�κ MπειρQτιδος τ?ς ξυμμαχ	ας διδομ6νης ο�χ Aμο	α # 
>λλοτρ	ωσις, >λλ= μ"λιστα μ6ν, ε9 δ�νασθε, μηδ6να Hλλον (5ν κεκτ?σθαι 
να%ς, ε9 δ� μ�, +στις (χυρQτατος, το%τον φ	λον �χειν. 

 And since we offer a naval rather than a land alliance, the alienation of our 
forces would be a more important problem [i.e. more important than the 
alienation of a land power], but rather [i.e. rather than endure the alien-
ation of a naval power], it would be best, if you are able, to allow no one 
else to possess ships, but if you do not do this, to have the strongest [naval] 
powers as your allies. (1.35.5  )   

chance to cause Athens’ enemies (Corinth, for instance) pain and frustration, and 
the emphatic repetition of 'λ	γοι in the fi nal clauses.  

  42     Cf. Stadter ( 1983 ) 134.  
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 In dense and elusive language, a contrast to the beautiful order and 
noble terms of the passage just reviewed, the Corcyraeans argue that 
the Athenians should seek to monopolize naval power. The best course 
of action would be for Athens to eliminate other navies. Failing this, 
they should absorb them. It follows from their argument that Athens’ 
securest course of action would be to crush Corcyra, with absorption 
(which is Corcyra’s whole policy, seen from the Athenian point of view) 
being only the second-best plan  . 

 The Corcyraeans seem to take for granted that the Athenians will not 
try to realize this recommendation at their expense. They likely believe 
that their navy   is too attractive, since they see it as power that can be 
instantly added to Athens’ power, for the Athenians to think of destroy-
ing it. Their fascination with their own power has misled them, there-
fore, into suggesting to the bold Athenians the plan they will ultimately 
attempt to realize, not only against the Corcyraeans, but simultane-
ously against Corinth. As Thucydides’ narration of the battle of Sybota   
will reveal, the Athenians   are far less impressed with Corcyra’s power 
than the Corcyraeans themselves. They have contempt   for Corcyra’s 
old-fashioned navy (cf. 1.49.1–4), and Corcyraean delusions   of power 
and greatness in this speech may well have struck them as ludicrous.  43   

 The Corcyraeans, however, believe that they are making the Athenians 
an offer of present power that will be almost impossible to refuse. The 
conclusion of the Corcyraean speech states their view as frankly as 
possible: 

 βραχυτ"τ1 δ& Gν κεφαλα	1, το�ς τε ξ�μπασι κα� καθ& Pκαστον, τ0δ& Gν μ3 
προ6σθαι #μ5ς μ"θοιτε· τρ	α μ�ν Wντα λ�γου Hξια το�ς Jλλησι ναυτικ", τ8 
παρ& �μ�ν κα� τ8 #μ6τερον κα� τ8 Κορινθ	ων· το�των δ� ε9 περι�ψεσθε τ= 
δ�ο (ς τα�τ8ν (λθε�ν κα� Κορ	νθιοι #μ5ς προκαταλ�ψονται, Κερκυρα	οις 
τε κα� Πελοποννησ	οις pμα ναυμαχ�σετε, δεξ"μενοι δ� #μ5ς Pξετε πρ8ς 
α�το!ς πλε	οσι ναυσ� τα�ς #μετ6ραις >γων	ζεσθαι. 

  43     While fewer members of the Athenian assembly of 433 BCE may have been famil-
iar with Herodotus, many would have been aware of Corcyraean nonparticipation at 
Salamis. Herodotus reports that the Corcyraeans already had a sizable fl eet of sixty 
triremes in 480 BCE, when they were called upon to join the Greeks at the Battle of 
Salamis (7.168.2  ). However, because they were expecting that the Persians would be 
victorious, they did not send these ships to the battle. According to Herodotus, the 
Corcyraeans expected to claim their nonparticipation in the battle as a deliberate 
favor to Xerxes. He provides a short account of the speech they had planned to speak 
to the victorious Persian king: “‘O King [they think of saying] we, although the Greeks 
were inviting us to participate in this war, since we have no small power, nor supply 
the smallest number of ships, but rather, the most [ships] next to the Athenians, did 
not wish to oppose you or to displease you in any way.’ By saying these things they 
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 To sum up the whole and the individual points in the shortest way, learn 
why you should not cast us aside. There are three navies worth mention-
ing in Greece: yours, ours, and the Corinthian navy. If you disregard that 
two of these become one, and the Corinthians take us before you do, you 
will fi ght the Corcyraeans and the Peloponnesians at the same time. But if 
you accept us, you will be able to fi ght them with more ships, namely ours. 
(1.36.3  )   

 Here are words the dullest member of the Athenian assembly   could 
be expected to understand. Our navy  , the Corcyraeans argue, is a threat 
if the Corinthians gain it, but an advantage if you absorb it now. The 
conclusion to the Corcyraean speech enshrines the view that war with 
the Peloponnesian League   is inevitable, and treats navies   as weapons 
in which size is equivalent to power. Since the Corcyraean navy is large, 
they argue, it would obviously be a benefi t to Athens in the coming war, 
and its alienation would be an obvious disadvantage. Before comparing 
these contentions to Thucydides’ explanations of Athens’ decision, we 
are invited to compare the Corcyraean view to the Corinthians’ oppos-
ing speech. 

 In Thucydides, every Corinthian speech, including even the short-
est one (1.53.2  ), begins with blame   or praise   of someone. In this fi rst 
speech, the Corinthians begin by condemning Corcyraean materialism   
and greed.  44   They mention what the narrative has already shown, namely 
that wealth   has led the Corcyraeans to behavior that the Corinthians 
think is brazenly hubristic (1.38.2–5, cf. 1.25.3–4). Moreover, they argue 
that Corcyraean wealth is ill-gotten and that the Corcyraeans’ general 
isolation from other Greeks is the result of their desire to have privacy in 
which to pursue criminal activities (1.37.2–4).  45   Corinthian jealousy of 
Corcyraean wealth seems evident in this opening attempt at character 
assassination, but the Corinthians also make more substantial points, 
arguing, for instance, that if the Corcyraeans had wanted to offer 
the Athenians a share of their power, they should have come forward 
when that power was not compromised by involvement in a war with a 

hoped to get something more than the others” (Hdt. 7.168.3). Herodotus imputes 
to his Corcyraeans materialistic priorities similar to those we fi nd in Thucydides. 
Furthermore, like Thucydides’ Corcyraeans, Herodotus’ Corcyraeans present their 
navy as valuable because of its number of ships, and also boast that it is second in size 
to the Athenian navy.  

  44     Corcyraean πλεονεξ	α in this speech: 1.37.4; hubris and too much money: 1.38.5; vio-
lent πλεονεξ	α: 1.40.1.  

  45     The Corinthians are essentially accusing the Corcyraeans of piracy. The difference 
between the extortion practiced by powers such as Corinth and Athens, and outright 
robbery, such as the Corinthians are here suggesting is practiced by the Corcyraeans, 
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better-established power whom they have insulted, but rather when it 
was available to use without dragging Athens into enmities with other 
major powers (1.39.3). 

 This is a strong argument. The Corinthians   argue further that the 
Athenians should consider the political context of the choice that lies 
before them. They maintain that Athens’ advantage lies in not making 
mistakes (1.42.2); war with the Peloponnesians could be forestalled or 
prevented with good decisions, such as the decision to support Corinth 
in the matter of punishing (1.43.1) Corcyra. The Athenians: 

 …μηδ’ +τι ναυτικο% ξυμμαχ	αν μεγ"λην διδ�ασι, το�τ1 (φ6λκεσθαι· τ8 
γ=ρ μ3 >δικε�ν το!ς Aμο	ους (χυρωτ6ρα δ�ναμις @ τ1 α�τ	κα φανερ1 
(παρθ6ντας δι= κιν�νων τ8 πλ6ον �χειν. 

 …should not be dragged along by this, [namely] that [the Corcyraeans] 
offer the great alliance of a navy. For not wronging similar [states] is a 
securer power than to have more (πλ6ον �χειν), [taking it] because you are 
excited by that which is presently visible, despite the risks. (1.42.4  )   

 If the Athenians decide for Corcyra, they will be displaying that they 
can be “dragged along” ((φ6λκεσθαι) by a bribe, namely, Corcyra’s navy  , 
and that like children, they forget prudent policy toward similar pow-
ers (as the Corinthians claim to be) because they become excited when 
someone dangles a prize in front of them. These contemptuous sug-
gestions are supported by a verbal trick that displays the Corinthians’ 
scorn for Corcyra: the Corinthians transfer the epithet “great” from the 
word “navy” to the word “alliance,” producing the phrase “great alli-
ance of a navy.” The phrase points out that the entire substance of the 
Corcyraeans’ alliance is their navy, since they have nothing else to offer. 
According to the Corinthians, the Athenians should resist the temp-
tation to absorb this navy. “That which is presently visible,” the 120 
Corcyraean ships  , are a bribe the Corcyraeans are offering to entice 
the Athenians to break the pan-Hellenic agreements. They seem to the 
Corinthians a less reliable guarantor of safety than an invisible concord 
within the traditional political context of the Greek  poleis  (cf. “…the laws   
of the Greeks” 1.41.1  : κατ= το!ς _λλ�νων ν�μους). 

 The Corinthian speech would be more convincing to the reader if the 
narrative had shown that the Corinthians themselves trust the  nomoi  of 

is important in the minds of Greek powers that practice extortion (cf. 1.77.3–4). 
However, Thucydides seems to question whether the distinction is justifi ed (cf. the 
explanations of 1.8.3 and 1.98.4–99.1, which both speak of the enslavement of those 
from whom income is extorted).  
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the Greeks. Instead, Thucydides has shown that the Corinthians rely 
on armed force. They rushed to apply force at Epidamnus, and then 
refused arbitration   before the Battle of Leukimme. As they speak, they 
are angrily engaged in building up the largest possible fl eet in order to 
correct their initial defeat. Corinthian condemnations of Corcyraean 
and Athenian materialism   are therefore not matched by an equally 
frank explanation of their own behavior, since the Corinthians’ mas-
sive buildup of men and materials goes entirely unmentioned in their 
speech. While the Corinthians argue that it is their right to punish 
Corcyra (1.40.5, 1.43.1), their self-serving silence   is meaningful to the 
reader, who, along with the Athenians, will suspect that their empha-
sis on preserving the status quo has an ulterior motive. For as the 
Corcyraeans have already made plain (1.36.3), if the Corinthians defeat 
Corcyra, they themselves will acquire the navy   they are advising the 
Athenians to reject.  46   

 Thucydides reports that the Athenians held two assembly   meetings 
after the Corinthians and Corcyraeans spoke. In the fi rst assembly, they 
tended more toward the Corinthian argument. But in the second meet-
ing, they decided to close a defensive alliance ((πιμαχ	α) with Corcyra 
(1.44.1  ). 

 Just as neither Corinth nor Corcyra had the interests of Epidamnus 
in mind when they sponsored one side or the other in the Epidamnian 
struggle, so the Athenians have no thought of benefi ting Corcyra with 
this alliance  . On the contrary, they intend that the Corcyraeans will 
continue to suffer from Corinthian aggression for as long as possible, 
since the continued fi ghting will wear down both sides: 

 (δ�κει γ=ρ A πρ8ς Πελοποννησ	ους π�λεμος κα� |ς �σεσθαι α�το�ς, κα� 
τ3ν Κ6ρκυραν (βο�λοντο μ3 προ6σθαι το�ς Κορινθ	οις ναυτικ8ν �χουσαν 
τοσο%τον, ξυγκρο�ειν δ� +τι μ"λιστα α�το!ς >λλ�λοις, Kνα >σθενεστ6ροις 
οEσιν, @ν τι δ6O, Κορινθ	οις τε κα� το�ς Hλλοις ναυτικ8ν �χουσιν (ς π�λεμον 
καθιστ/νται. pμα δ� τ?ς τε [ταλ	ας κα� Σικελ	ας καλ/ς (φα	νετο α�το�ς 
# ν?σος (ν παρ"πλ1 κε�σθαι. 

 For they thought it likely that there would be a war with the Peloponnesians, 
and they did not want to throw away Corcyra to the Corinthians when she 
possessed such a big navy, but as much as possible to wear them down 

  46     Cf. 1.68.4, where the Corinthians advertise to the Spartans that when the Athenians 
“took Corcyra by fraud,” they captured the power “that supplied the most ships 
to the Peloponnesians.” They are chastising the Spartans for losing control of the 
Corcyraean war materials they advised the Athenians to ignore, and it seems most 
likely that they recognized their potential value all along.  
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upon each other, so that both the Corinthians and also the other powers 
possessing navies would be weaker, if it could be done, when they began 
the war. And at the same time, the island seemed to lie conveniently for the 
crossing to Italy and Sicily. (1.44.2–3  )   

 The Athenians have responded not so much to the speeches as to 
the coming war and the material preparations of each side.  47   They do 
not particularly value the Corcyraean navy  , which they are prepared 
to see destroyed, but do not want to see the Corinthians strengthened 
by the addition of this navy   to their own. Thus they will support the 
Corcyraeans against the Corinthians because they believe it is in their 
own interest to weaken the navies of both sides as much as possible.  48   
The (πιμαχ	α allows Athens to accomplish this aim without breaking 
the letter of the thirty-year treaties   by which the Spartan and Athenian 
alliances were at that time governing their affairs. 

 Athens  ’ policy seems “fi endishly clever,”   49   but it shares some princi-
ples with the much less clever Corcyraean argument: Athenian policy in 
this matter, be it ever so subtle, is founded on the idea that weakening 
the naval power of Corinth and Corcyra will make the Peloponnesians 
less dangerous adversaries in the coming war. As we shall see, events will 
prove that this assumption is less valid than the Athenians believe.  50   

 The Athenians  ’ similar attitudes toward war materials constitute one 
aspect of their similarity to the Corcyraeans; others are not far to seek. 
The Athenian view that war with Sparta is inevitable is not a result of the 
Corcyraean speech. Nevertheless, the Athenians have concluded that war 
is on its way. Clearly, they believe that they can win this war, since their 
decision shows that they feel suffi cient to provoking Corinth  , an impor-
tant Peloponnesian ally, to this extent. This attitude is strongly reminis-
cent of Corcyraean over-confi dence; moreover, Thucydides tells us that 
for the Athenians “the [Corcyraean] island seemed to lie conveniently for 
the crossing to Italy and Sicily  .” Their plan for Corcyra refl ects long-term, 

  47     Cf. Crane ( 1998 ) 123: “They neither value Corinth’s services in the past, nor seek 
future  charis  from either Corinth or Corcyra.”  

  48     Hornblower ( 1994 ) following Badian ( 1993 ), argues that “Thucydides systematically 
understated Athenian aggressiveness in the run up to the war.” I agree with Stahl 
( 2006 ) 331 that this is not the case. Athens’ motivations in this matter are clearly 
delineated by the narrator.  

  49     Stahl ( 2006 ) 314; “Machiavellian”: Stadter ( 1983 ) 131. On the opposing idea (i.e. 
that the (πιμαχ	α was a moderate Periclean policy designed to encounter Corinthian 
aggression) cf. Bloedow ( 1991 ) 193–196, with note 21.  

  50     Thus, if it is correct that this policy was Periclean, the reader may recognize even 
here a reference to Periclean materialism going awry. Cf. e.g. Salmon ( 1984 ) 288 or 
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post victoriam imperial ambitions  . These imperial ambitions depend on 
Athens’ navy  . The Athenians may therefore see through Corcyra’s delu-
sion  s of naval grandeur when they formulate their (πιμαχ	α, but their 
own similar dreams of naval glory   persist unabated.  51   

   νε/ν πλ�θει μεγ	στη (Biggest in its Multitude of Ships): 
The Naval Battle between Corinth and Corcyra  

 Two hundred and sixty triremes   fi ght at the Battle of Sybota  . One hun-
dred are disabled or destroyed; seventy of these are Corcyraean ships. 
Athenian policy, which was founded on material considerations, back-
fi res; as a result of the battle, Corinth is infl amed against Athens  , and 
her navy   is barely weakened. This slight weakness is unimportant for 
Corinth’s ability to raise the larger war against Athens: her true power, 
which she will now energetically use, lies in her infl uence with Sparta   
and Sparta’s allies. At the same time, the Corcyraeans’ violent improvi-
dence costs them their navy. They become weak Athenian dependents, 
and the Corinthian capture of important Corcyraean prisoners (1.55.1) 
begins Corcyra’s slide into self-annihilation. 

 Thus if any victor emerges from this battle, it is Corinth, but the 
victory is gained at the immediate cost of the inhuman murder of 
Corinthian allies, and a deeper commitment to the hatred  s that cause 
Corinth to become the most energetic proponent of the destructive war 
with Athens. The consequences of the Battle of Sybota   are therefore 
catastrophic for every party; moreover, Thucydides frames his account 
of the battle itself in a tragic   mode that stresses the blindness of the 
combatants and the waste of lives their actions cause. 

 Thucydides’ presentation of the sea battle that was “biggest in its 
multitude of ships” of any Greek-on-Greek naval battle   to that date 
(1.50.2  ) begins with an explanation of the numbers of these ships. He 
fi rst describes the small Athenian force and its mission (1.45), and next 
provides a breakdown of the huge Corinthian navy  , which he follows out 
to the coast of western Greece (1.46). A description of the Corcyraean 
forces and the supporting infantry of both sides precedes the relation of 
the battle itself (1.47). Thucydides’ account of the number and position 

Badian ( 1993 ) 160 and note 62. However, the notion that the policy is Periclean relies 
on Plutarch ( Per.  29.1–2). Cf. Stadter ( 1983 ) 135 note 7 and Will ( 2003 ) 171 on the 
weakness of Plutarch’s attribution of this policy to Pericles.  

  51     Cf. Connor ( 1984 ) 35–36 on the foreshadowing of the Sicilian disaster in this 
passage.  
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of the ships each city is sending to the battle shows how the combatants 
fulfi lled the policies and passions described in the preceding narrative; it 
also closes his depiction of the decisions over which the combatants had 
some control. At the same time, the passage naturally provides informa-
tion necessary for understanding the battle. To view such sections of the 
text as simply informational, however, passes over their important func-
tion as transitions between the narrative of relations between states and 
the narrative of the physical contest between armed forces (i.e. battle 
narrative  ).  52   

 The Athenians are sending ten triremes   (1.45.1  ). Athenian numbers 
refl ect their chosen policy of provoking the two parties to further debili-
tating warfare while appearing not to attack Corinth or break the trea-
ties   (1.44.2).  53   In order not to break the treaty, the captains of the ten 
triremes have been commanded not to attack the Corinthians unless 
they disembark on Corcyra or her properties (1.45.1–3). The small 
Athenian numbers also refl ect Athenian confi dence (which is revealed 
to be overconfi dence  , cf. 1.50.5) that ten Athenian ships will be able to 
defend themselves and potentially also the Corcyraeans in a very large 
battle. 

 Corinthian numbers, by contrast, are apparently limited only by neces-
sity. The Corinthians are sending a huge force of 150 ships   to Corcyra 
(1.46.1). The size of Athens’ meager addition to the Corcyraean cause is 
quickly set in the context of the Corinthian allies  ’ contributions: Athens 
is sending as many ships to Corcyra as very small cities such as Elis and 
Leucas bring to Corinth.  54   “…and the Corinthians, when everything was 
ready, sailed to Corcyra with 150 ships. There were ten of the Elians, 
twelve of the Megarians, and ten of the Leucadians, twenty-seven of 
Ambracians and one of the Anactorians…” (1.46.1  ). Allied contribu-
tions have grown substantially since the muster for Leukimme; however, 
Corinth herself has made the supreme effort, and has built up a fl eet 
of ninety ships   (1.46.1).  55   Corinth’s numbers expose a determination 

  52     Cf. de Romilly’s extensive treatment of the organization of Thucydidean battle narra-
tive in  OCRST  359–380.  

  53     Cf. Wilson ( 1987 ) 52–53.  
  54     The small size of the Athenian contingent contrasts sharply to Corcyraean pride in 

the grand size (as they see it) of their own navy. If numbers are glorious, then the 
Athenian contribution is inglorious.  

  55     This huge increase in Corinthian forces was accomplished in a short time. Cf. Legon 
( 1973 ) 162: in two years, the fi fteen Corinthian triremes that survived Leukimme 
became ninety. The allied increases listed here are tragic, since the allies will endure 
the disastrous Corinthian murders recorded at 1.50.1–2.  
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to outdo Corcyraean numbers by a large margin, and by doing this to 
ensure the victory that escaped them at Leukimme. 

 We expect, at this point in the narrative, to hear about the numbers 
and divisions of the Corcyraean navy. Instead, Thucydides interrupts 
his description of the competing navies to bring the Corinthians to the 
west coast. A description of the topography of Chimerium  , the site at 
which the Corinthians lay anchor and make camp, follows: 

 (πειδ3 δ� προσ6μειξαν τL κατ= Κ6ρκυραν Mπε	ρ1 >π8 Λευκ"δος 
πλ6οντες, Aρμ	ζονται (ς Χειμ6ριον τ?ς Θεσπρωτ	δος γ?ς. �στι δ� λιμ�ν, κα� 
π�λις �π�ρ α�το% κε�ται >π8 θαλ"σσης (ν τL lλαι"τιδι τ?ς Θεσπρωτ	δος 
lφ�ρη. (ξ	ησι δ� παρ& α�τ3ν .χερουσ	α λ	μνη (ς θ"λασσαν· δι= δ� τ?ς 
Θεσπρωτ	δος .χ6ρων ποταμ8ς e6ων (σβ"λλει (ς α�τ�ν, >φ& οZ κα� τ3ν 
(πωνυμ	αν �χει. eε� δ� κα� Θ�αμις ποταμ�ς, Aρ	ζων τ3ν Θεσπρωτ	δα κα� 
Κεστρ	νην, ~ν (ντ8ς # Hκρα >ν6χει τ8 Χειμ6ριον. ο� μ�ν οEν Κορ	νθιοι τ?ς 
Mπε	ρου (ντα%θα Aρμ	ζοντα	 τε κα� στρατ�πεδον (ποι�σαντο. 

 And when, sailing from Leucas, the [Corinthians] had reached the con-
tinent across from Corcyra, they anchored at Thesprotian Chimerium. It 
is a harbor, and a city lies above it away from the sea, namely, Ephyre, in 
Thesprotian Elaiatis. Through this harbor the Acherusian marsh empties 
into the sea. The Acheron River empties into [this marsh] as it fl ows through 
Thesprotis, which is how the marsh gets its name. The Thyamis River also 
fl ows there, bordering Thesprotis and Kestrine, between which [rivers] the 
Chimerium promontory rises. And so the Corinthians anchored in this 
part of the continent, and made camp (1.46.3–5  ).   

 This description, which is dense with names and details, is some-
thing of a mystery, particularly as the area described plays no role in 
the battle.  56   The description shows a promontory of land rising amid 
marshes and rivers in the Greek northwest.  57   This highland is close to 
the coast, and likely windy enough. This perhaps accounts for the name 
Χειμ6ριον, which means “stormy or wintery.” The implications of this 
are bad enough, considering that the Corinthians are present with such 

  56     If the Corcyraean attack on the Corinthian camp (1.49.5) was an attack on Chimerium, 
Thucydides does not say so. Contra Wilson ( 1987 ) 46–47.  

  57     Poppo (ad loc.) calls this passage (beginning with �στι δ� λιμ�ν)  ekphrasis . The 
description is fully elaborated. It has a complete narrative frame, i.e. the statements 
at the beginning and the end that the Corinthians laid anchor. Three successive sen-
tences begin with verbs (�στι, (ξ	ησι, eε�) and each sentence provides new natural or 
topographical information; the description is therefore very dense. The announce-
ment of the name of the city Ephyra is delayed by hyperbaton; by contrast, the names 
of physical features (the Acherusian marsh, Acheron River, and Thuamis River) 
are conjoined. Cf. Rusten (forthcoming), who mentions  Iliad  6.152. The passage is 
not mentioned by Funke and Haake ( 2006 ), who are unnecessarily disappointed in 
Thucydides’ geographical descriptions.  
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a large navy  , but worse is that the Corinthians are parked in waters from 
the Acherusian marsh, which is fed by the Acheron   River. Notice that 
Thucydides anchors his reference to the Acherusian marsh with an expla-
nation of the name that allows for no mistakes: this really is the water of 
the Acheron, fl owing out to sea. Thucydides and his readers might have 
been very unfamiliar with the topography of the Greek northwest.  58   
But he could certainly count on readers to recognize the name of the 
Acheron River, whose waters fl owed from Hades.  59   The strong sugges-
tion of ill omen seems to be the purpose of this description. 

 Thucydides tells us that once the Corinthians make camp, the 
Corcyraeans perceive that they have arrived and man a fl eet of 110 ships   
(1.47.1). Corcyra’s numbers have sunk somewhat, but not much, since the 
beginning of the confl ict with Corinth, when she had 120 ships (1.25.4). 
One hundred and ten ships is an enormous number for any one city to 
bring to sea  . Nevertheless, one might have expected the Corcyraeans 
to have built up their forces in response to the Corinthian threat. 
Had they been counting on more Athenian support?  60   Counting the 
ten ships of the Athenians – but these have been ordered not to attack 
unless the Corinthians threaten to disembark on Corcyra (1.45.3) – the 
Corcyraeans again have 120 ships. They make their battle camp across 
from the Corinthians on “one of the islands called Sybota  ” (1.47.1  ).  61   

  58     Certainly, this description is so inaccurate as to be mostly unrecognizable to scholars. 
Cf. Wilson ( 1987 ) 37–39.  HCT  ad loc. claims that the description of Chimerium is “the 
chief error in Thucydides.”  

  59     Better-educated ancient readers might also have been familiar with some of the fol-
lowing facts: the only  necromanteion  (oracle of the dead) in Greece was nearby. On this 
oracle and its practices, cf. Luck ( 2006 ) 11–13. In Herodotus (5.92.2), the Corinthian 
tyrant Periander, that arch-foe of the Corcyraeans, had consulted this oracle of the 
dead. Furthermore, a (non-Homeric) tradition is recorded that the Phaeacians, whose 
inheritors the Corcyraeans claimed to be, had been ferrymen of the dead (cf. Howie 
[ 1989 ] 29). According to Pausanias’ description (10.28.1–29.1  ) Polygnotus’ painting, 
the  Nekuia , situated in the Cnidian lounge at Delphi, gave the river Acheron central 
prominence. The area was thus associated with the threshold of death and contact 
with Hades.  

  60     Or did they never suspect that the Corinthian navy could grow so large in so short a 
time? Whatever the reason may be, the Corcyraeans have not translated their wealth 
into defensive capacity. Contrast the Athenians under Themistocles (1.14.3, Hdt. 
7.144). Expecting an attack, as the Corcyraeans do here, they turned available wealth 
into ships.  

  61     On the places called Sybota, another potentially symbolic element of the topo-
graphical information offered for this battle, cf. note 78. As for infantry forces at 
the competing camps, the Corcyraeans are supported by one thousand Zakynthian 
hoplites stationed on Point Leukimme on Corcyra island. Allied infantry forces on 
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 Thus Thucydides has set up his combatants. The Corinthians, with 
their huge home force and many allies, are opposed to the Corcyraeans, 
who are large, but perhaps not large enough. The Corcyraeans are 
helped only by the Athenians, who, as we know, and the Corcyraeans 
must surely at this point suspect, are neither suffi cient nor aiming to 
help them. 

   The Battle: Navies Deployed  

 The Corinthians put out from Chimerium   by night.  62   At dawn, the two 
parties see each other on the open water and take up positions that 
represent plans and strategies.  63   Once the battle begins, however, these 
positions all but disappear from the reader’s mind, since Thucydides 
does not begin his account with a tale of events, but rather describes the 
nature of the fi ghting, assimilating the Corinthians and Corcyraeans to 
one character: seen from the Athenian point of view, the belligerents 
have the same equipment, the same defi ciencies and diffi culties, and 
the same experience of the “huge din and confusion” of the battle.   

 ξυμμε	ξαντες δ6, (πειδ3 τ= σημε�α Dκατ6ροις @ρθη, (ναυμ"χουν, πολλο!ς 
μ�ν Aπλ	τας �χοντες >μφ�τεροι (π� τ/ν καταστρωμ"των, πολλο!ς 
δ� τοξ�τας τε κα� >κοντιστ"ς, τ0 παλαι0 τρ�π1 >πειρ�τερον �τι 
παρεσκευασμ6νοι. dν τε # ναυμαχ	α καρτερ", τL μ�ν τ6χνO ο�χ Aμο	ως, 
πεζομαχ	] δ� τ8 πλ6ον προσφερ3ς οEσα. (πειδ3 γ=ρ προσβ"λοιεν 
>λλ�λοις, ο� e]δ	ως >πελ�οντο �π� τε το% πλ�θους κα� Wχλου τ/ν νε/ν, 
κα� μ5λλ�ν τι πιστε�οντες το�ς (π� το% καταστρQματος Aπλ	ταις (ς τ3ν 
ν	κην, οs καταστ"ντες (μ"χοντο #συχαζουσ/ν τ/ν νε/ν: δι6κπλοι δ& ο�κ 
dσαν, >λλ= θυμ0 κα� eQμO τ8 πλ6ον (ναυμ"χουν ; (πιστ�μO. πανταχL 
μ�ν οEν πολ!ς θ�ρυβος κα� ταραχQδης dν # ναυμαχ	α… 

 And they met, once the standards had been raised for each side, and both 
sides were fi ghting at sea with many hoplites on their decks, and many 
archers and javelin throwers, since they were still equipped in a more 

the continent support the Corinthians: these are non-Greeks, who have come to help 
“since they have always been friendly to the Corinthians” (1.47.3).  

  62     The narrator marks the progressing time of day carefully: on the fi rst night the 
Corinthians rest in the waters of the Acheron; they leave Chimerium while it is still 
night (1.48.1); the combatants see each other at dawn (1.48.2); it is late afternoon 
when they see the Athenian reinforcements approaching (1.50.5); then it is dark 
(1.51.3), and fi nally it is night once again (1.51.5).  

  63     The Corcyraeans place their boats in three groups, apparently one behind the other, 
and place the ten Athenian ships on the extreme right (1.48.3). The Corinthians 
adopt a crescent formation. They place their own (i.e. strongest) forces opposite the 
Athenians, and position their strongest allies against the Corcyraeans’ left (1.48.4).  
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inexperienced old-fashioned way. And it was a fi erce sea battle, but not 
similarly strong in terms of skill, since it was more like an infantry battle. 
For whenever they would ram one another, they could not easily get free 
because of the number and crowding of the ships, so that trusting rather 
more to the hoplites on the deck [i.e. than to naval maneuvers] for vic-
tory, once they had established themselves, they fought from stationary 
ships. And there were no  diekploi , but rather they fought more with spirit 
and energy than understanding. And so the sea battle was a huge din and 
confusion on every side… (1.49.1–4  )   

 All of the sentences in this paragraph deploy comparisons, and all 
of the comparisons indicate defi ciencies in the combatants. Besides 
accumulating these comparisons, the passage accumulates repeti-
tions that emphasize important details. The large numbers of vari-
ously armed  epibatai      are emphasized by anaphora (πολλο!ς μ�ν, 
πολλο!ς δ�, τε κα�). The negative reason for the presence of these 
hoplites, archers, and throwers is stated in two ways (τ0 παλαι0 
τρ�π1 >πειρ�τερον). Vivid noun doublings characterize the crowd-
ing, noise, and confusion (cf. πλ�θους κα� Wχλου, θυμ0 κα� eQμO, 
πολ!ς θ�ρυβος κα� ταραχQδης). 

 Thucydides’ elaborate fi rst paragraph of battle narrative seeks to 
demonstrate the counterintuitive fact that the Corcyraeans and the 
Corinthians, by his own account the oldest sea powers in Greece (cf. 
1.13.4), are incompetent   to fi ght a sea battle. For all their courage and 
spirit, from the Athenian point of view, they lack the skill to handle 
their navies.  64   Instead, in their inexperience, the combatants are fi ght-
ing an old-fashioned infantry battle   from the decks of their ships.  65   
Neither are their ships the impressive weapons that the Corcyraean 
speech, in particular, has led us to expect. In fact, they are hardly 
weapons at all. Since the combatants are unable to use their ships as 
weapons (cf. the remark on  diekploi ), the ships rest (#συχαζουσ/ν τ/ν 

  64     The Athenian point of view is evident in the mention of the  diekplous , the unusu-
ally dense employment of judgments, and the descriptions of inadequate naval tech-
niques. The  diekplous  was a complicated naval maneuver, which required the attacking 
party to cross enemy lines and outfl ank an enemy ship by maneuvering it into a posi-
tion where it could be rammed in the side. It required speed and great skill, and was 
a signature move of the Athenian navy at its height. Cf. Warry ( 1995 ) 40–53. On the 
disadvantages of unskilled numbers of boats as opposed to the possession of skill, cf. 
Phormio’s speech at 2.89.  

  65     Thucydides’ emphasis on the combatants’ incompetence might also be seen as a 
reminder that neither of these parties was accustomed to fi ghting the more advanced 
navies of the Aegean. If they had fought at the Battle of Salamis, things might be dif-
ferent. Note that not only the Corcyraean contribution to this battle is in question (cf. 
Hdt. 7.168). On the Corinthians, cf. Hdt. 8.94.  
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νε/ν) and become fl oating platforms for the hoplites who do the actual 
fi ghting.  66   It is astonishing to think through what Thucydides is claim-
ing here, since he is saying that these states paid for, built, and manned 
about 260 triremes, and then brought them out to an important battle 
without learning how to exploit their potential. The furious   haste   that 
impels the Corinthians therefore waste  s the weapons upon which they 
rely for their victory. Moreover, the Corcyraeans cannot handle the 
navy   upon which they have pinned their entire identity. 

    The result was a chaotic melee of ships. In the next section of the bat-
tle narrative, Thucydides separates the combatants back out and devotes 
a story to showing how passions exacerbate the already overwhelming 
diffi culties of each side, simultaneously following the Athenians as they 
become entangled in events. 

 The Athenians   are particularly vulnerable to actions taken by their 
new allies, the Corcyraeans. During the initial phases of naval action, 
they manage to stay more or less disengaged: obedient to their com-
mands not to attack, they confi ne their activities to feints toward the 
Corinthians (1.49.4). However, the Corcyraeans soon prove to be as 
imprudent as any warring party could possibly be. Despite their disad-
vantage in numbers, twenty of the Corcyraean ships manage to turn 
the forces on the right (i.e. allied) side of the Corinthian line. Instead 
of continuing the battle, these Corcyraean ships sail to the Corinthian 
camp, where they disembark, burn the deserted tents, and plunder   the 
Corinthians’ property: 

 μ"λιστα δ� τ8 δεξι8ν κ6ρας τ/ν Κορινθ	ων (π�νει: ο� γ=ρ Κερκυρα�οι 
εbκοσι ναυσ�ν α�το!ς τρεψ"μενοι κα� καταδιQξαντες σπορ"δας (ς τ3ν 
@πειρον κα� μ6χρι το% στρατοπ6δου πλε�σαντες α�τ/ν κα� (πεκβ"ντες 
(ν6πρησ"ν τε τ=ς σκην=ς (ρ�μους κα� τ= χρ�ματα δι�ρπασαν. 

 Especially the right fl ank of the Corinthians was in trouble. For the 
Corcyraeans, having turned the [Corinthian] line with twenty ships and 
chased the ships to land in small groups, sailed to their camp and disem-
barked, and [then] burned the empty tents and plundered their property. 
(1.49.5  )   

 The Corcyraeans have achieved an advantage in the battle – but they 
sacrifi ce that advantage for the sake of petty revenge   or theft. Once 
these ships are gone, their colleagues out on the water, who had fewer 

  66     By contrast, the magical ships of the Phaeacians from whom the Corcyraeans claim 
inherited naval glory sail “swifter than a falcon fl ies.”  Od . 13.84–89  .  
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ships to start with and are now, as Thucydides says, lacking twenty 
from this smaller number (τ/ν εbκοσι νε/ν >π8 (λ"σσονος πλ�θους 
(κ τ?ς διQξεως ο� παρουσ/ν 1.49.6  ), are soundly defeat  ed by the 
Corinthians. 

 The defection of these twenty ships shows an astonishing lack of dis-
cipline (or a reckless overconfi dence  ) among the Corcyraeans, who 
are forgetting that their island will be defenseless if their navy   fails (cf. 
1.50.4). Corcyra’s “great alliance   of a navy” thus fragments and fails for 
the slightest of causes, and rather than bringing victory to Athens has 
now caused a situation in which the Athenians are compelled to defend 
it, and therefore to fi ght the Corinthians: 

 ο� δ� .θηνα�οι Aρ/ντες το!ς Κερκυρα	ους πιεζομ6νους μ5λλον @δη 
>προφασ	στως (πεκο�ρουν, τ8 μ�ν πρ/τον >πεχ�μενοι Bστε μ3 
(μβ"λλειν τιν	· (πειδ3 δ� # τροπ3 (γ	γνετο λαμπρ/ς κα� (ν6κειντο ο� 
Κορ	νθιοι, τ�τε δ3 �ργου π5ς εbχετο @δη κα� διεκ6κριτο ο�δ�ν �τι, >λλ= 
ξυν6πεσεν (ς το%το >ν"γκης Bστε (πιχειρ?σαι >λλ�λοις το!ς Κορινθ	ους 
κα� .θηνα	ους. 

 Since the Athenians saw that the Corcyraeans were hard pressed, accord-
ingly they helped them with less hesitation, at fi rst restraining themselves 
from ramming anyone. But once all could see that the Corcyraean line 
had been turned and the Corinthians were pressing forward, then all went 
to work and there was no distinguishing anyone any longer, but rather it 
came to this (i.e. this familiar, or this expected, or this inevitable?) point 
of necessity that the Corinthians and Athenians fought one another. 
(1.49.7  )    

 Thus avoidable Corcyraean imprudence   drags the Athenians   into the 
battle, and in order to prevent a Corcyraean defeat and their own likely 
destruction, the Athenians must fi ght the Corinthians. Driven by neces-
sity, they cross a threshold from which there will be no return. 

 The Corcyraean navy   is now disappearing into the waters of the north-
western sea, its much advertised glory   and Phaeacian   legacy crumbling 
into the shipwrecks   that will become a prominent feature of the conclud-
ing portions of Thucydides’ narrative. Moreover, had the Corinthians 
handled themselves well in the next phase of the battle, the Athenians 
might have paid on the spot for their cynical policy of encouraging 
warfare among neighboring states. However, the Corinthians deny 
themselves the clear victory in which they have invested such massive 
resources. Thucydides relates that on the side of the battle where the 
Corinthians themselves were fi ghting, they were winning “by far,” and 
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set the Corcyraeans to fl ight (1.49.6, 1.50.1). Once they have turned the 
Corcyraean line, however, they forget long-term necessities. Instead of 
dragging off the valuable hulls   of the ships they have defeated, “sailing 
across enemy lines they turned toward the men, to murder   them, rather 
than to take them alive” (1.50.1  ).  67   Neither side in this battle can sustain a 
battle plan: just at the point when they should prosecute their victory  , the 
Corcyraeans allow themselves to turn to plunder   and the Corinthians are 
overwhelmed by hatred  .  68   

 The Corinthians’ revenge   goes horribly wrong when they mistakenly 
kill some of their own allies:  69     

 τ?ς δ� τροπ?ς γενομ6νης ο� Κορ	νθιοι τ= σκ"φη μ�ν ο�χ εfλκον 
>ναδο�μενοι τ/ν νε/ν zς καταδ�σειαν, πρ8ς δ� το!ς >νθρQπους 
(τρ"ποντο φονε�ειν διεκπλ6οντες μ5λλον ; ζωγρε�ν, το�ς τε α�τ/ν 
φ	λους, ο�κ �σθημ6νοι +τι Rσσηντο ο� (π� τ0 δεξι0 κ6ρ], >γνοο%ντες 
�κτεινον. πολλ/ν γ=ρ νε/ν ο�σ/ν >μφοτ6ρων κα� (π� πολ! τ?ς θαλ"σσης 
(πεχουσ/ν, (πειδ3 ξυν6μειξαν >λλ�λοις, ο� e]δ	ως τ3ν δι"γνωσιν 
(ποιο%ντο Aπο�οι (κρ"τουν ; (κρατο%ντο· ναυμαχ	α γ=ρ α\τη Jλλησι 
πρ8ς Jλληνας νε/ν πλ�θει μεγ	στη δ3 τ/ν πρ8 α�τ?ς γεγ6νηται. 

 When they had routed their enemy, the Corinthians did not tow away the 
hulls of the ships they had sunk, binding them [to their own ships], but 
sailing across enemy lines they turned toward the men, to murder them, 
rather than to take them alive, and their own allies, since the Corinthians 
had not perceived that those [allies] on the right side of the line had been 
defeated: not recognizing them, they killed them. For since both sides had 

  67     They are far from home and need these hulls, as will become evident later on, when 
they must fear for their ability to accomplish the voyage back to Corinth because 
they have nothing with which to repair their ships (1.52.2). On tying up captured ves-
sels: 2.90.6, 4.14.1.  

  68     In each case, it is interesting to note, Thucydides shows a characteristic response 
to available materials: the Corcyraeans grasp at the fi rst plunder that comes within 
their reach, whereas the Corinthians forget material advantages (i.e. the hulls of the 
defeated ships) in favor of achieving violent revenge. These responses are consistent 
with the attitudes the combatants had expressed in their speeches: Corcyra’s rever-
ence for wealth and naval power was opposed by Corinth’s (perhaps disingenuous) 
contempt for materialism.  

  69     The murder of friends and allies, whether by mistake or not, causes pollution. Cf. 
Parker (1996) 104–143. In respect to pollution, it is appropriate to be slightly wary of 
Parker (1996) 13: “The noun  miasma , ubiquitous in the tragedians, does not occur at 
all in Herodotus, Thucydides, or Xenophon.” The verb certainly occurs, e.g. 2.102.5, 
and concerns of purity are important: cf. e.g. in the plague story (pollution of temples 
and other buildings at 2.52.2–3); the story of Alcmeon at 2.102.5, the accusations and 
counteraccusations surrounding the Athenian occupation of the Boeotian temple at 
Delium (4.97.1–99.1); the purifi cation of Delos (1.8.1, 3.104); and many references in 
the latter part of book one (1.126–138), in which the Spartans and Athenians chal-
lenge each other to purify their cities of curses.  
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many ships stretching over a large expanse of the sea, when they met one 
another it was not easy to tell who was winning or losing. For this naval 
battle of Greeks against Greeks was the biggest so far in terms of the num-
ber of ships. (1.50.1–2  )   

 Thucydides begins the fi rst sentence of this passage by mentioning 
the prudent thing the Corinthians might have done (i.e. tow away the 
hulls), had their heads been clear: this is not history, but an imaginary 
ethical example that sets off the contrasting passionate behavior the 
Corinthians did in fact display. Next, in the phrase “to murder them, 
rather than to take them alive,” the words “to murder them” would 
have been suffi cient, since whoever is going to murder   someone does 
not intend to take him alive. But again, the extra clause reveals the 
Corinthians’ alternatives, had they been less passionate: they could have 
taken the men alive. Finally, Thucydides provides a double statement 
of the human limitations that cause the Corinthians’ physical blind-
ness  : the Corinthians did not perceive (ο�κ �σθημ6νοι) that their right 
wing was being defeated; they did not recognize (>γνοο%ντες) their 
allies on the other side of the line. In fact, no one could easily recog-
nize anyone (ο� e]δ	ως τ3ν δι"γνωσιν (ποιο%ντο) in such a mass of 
boats   (1.50.1–2  ). The Corinthians kill   as much from confusion and igno-
rance as from passion. The number of ships on the water, once again 
depicted as a disadvantage (cf.1.49.1–4), overwhelms human capacities 
of discrimination. 

 Thus hatred   and confusion blind the Corinthians, who unwittingly 
kill their allies. It is at this point in the narrative, when he has described 
the lack of skill   characteristic of the main parties, the chaotic battle 
that ensues, Athenian entanglement, Corcyraean plunder  ing, and 
Corinthian murder  , that Thucydides states that this is the biggest Greek 
naval battle so far in terms of the number of ships. His presentation 
leaves no room for calling these navies or this battle glorious   because of 
its size.  70   On the contrary, his description of the battle has emphasized 
its incompetence  , confusion, error  s, and crimes  . 

   Blindness and Death in the Waters of Acheron  

 Thucydides provides this battle narrative with a long and remarkable 
coda that emphasizes both this battle’s destruction of lives and also the 

  70     At the same time, this statement puts the battle in pan-Hellenic context, and helps 
to defi ne the size of pan-Hellenic affairs in proportion to the presentation of the 
Athenian acme of materials. Even Corinth’s mightiest efforts and the deployment of 
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blindness and uncertainty of the combatants as night falls on their day 
of combat. His statement that the battle was the largest Greek naval 
encounter to that date in fact signaled the end of the fi ghting. However, 
neither the reader nor the combatants realize this yet. In the next sen-
tence (1.50.3), we hear that the Corinthians chase the Corcyraeans to 
land, and turn to pick up their shipwrecks   and corpses  . They get “most 
of them,” and bring them over to an uninhabited harbor on the main-
land, which, like the island upon which the Corcyraeans have their base, 
is called Sybota  . Here, the Corinthians and their allies regroup and sail 
back out (1.50.3  ). The Corcyraeans, fearing that the Corinthians intend 
to land on Corcyra, come out to meet them with “as many of their ships   
as could still sail, together with the Attic boats” (1.50.4). 

 It therefore looks as if the battle will continue, but at the last minute, 
just as the Corinthians are about to begin their second attack, events 
inexplicable to the belligerents begin to take place. Thucydides identi-
fi es to the reader the Athenian reinforcements that unexpectedly appear, 
and which the combatants cannot recognize. The reader is thus able to 
observe all sides as they react to the unexpected close of the battle: 

 @δη δ� dν 'ψ� κα� (πεπαι"νιστο α�το�ς <ς (ς (π	πλουν, κα� ο� Κορ	νθιοι 
(ξαπ	νης πρ�μναν (κρο�οντο κατιδ�ντες εbκοσι να%ς .θηνα	ων 
προσπλεο�σας, zς \στερον τ/ν δ6κα βοηθο!ς (ξ6πεμψαν ο� .θηνα�οι, 
δε	σαντες, +περ (γ6νετο, μ3 νικηθ/σιν ο� Κερκυρα�οι κα� α� σφ6τεραι 
δ6κα ν?ες 'λ	γαι >μ�νειν �σιν. 

 It was already late and the paean to attack had been sung, but the Corinthians 
suddenly began backing water, because they saw twenty Athenian ships sail-
ing toward them, which the Athenians had sent out later to help the ten ships 
they had sent in assistance, since they [i.e. the Athenians] had come to fear 
exactly what happened, namely that the Corcyraeans would be defeated, 
and that their ten ships would be few to defend them. (1.50.5  )  71     

 The Athenians have sent twenty belated ships   to reinforce the origi-
nal ten. At fi rst it seems that the Corinthians know who and what they 
are looking at, just as the reader knows. In the next sentences, how-
ever, Thucydides shows at length that neither combatant is able to rec-
ognize reliably whose ships these are or how many ships are coming.  72   

her massed allies have achieved a naval force that is half the size of Athens’ navy (cf. 
2.13.8) before she calls on any allies.  

  71     Note the unnecessary repetition of the number ten. The small size of the Athenian 
contribution is focalized through both the narrator and the Athenians.  

  72     The delayed deployment of discrepant awareness (the author apparently grants, but 
then denies, reliable knowledge to the Corinthians) supports the narration of the 
sudden and unexpected reversal of events.  
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First, the Corinthians cannot recognize them; then, the Corcyraeans 
have the same experience. This uncertainty leads to a quick cessation 
of hostilities: 

 τα�τας οEν προϊδ�ντες ο� Κορ	νθιοι κα� �ποτοπ�σαντες >π& .θην/ν 
εNναι ο�χ +σας DQρων >λλ= πλε	ους �πανεχQρουν. το�ς δ� Κερκυρα	οις 
(π6πλεον γ=ρ μ5λλον (κ το% >φανο%ς ο�χ Dωρ/ντο, κα� (θα�μαζον το!ς 
Κορινθ	ους πρ�μναν κρουομ6νους, πρ	ν τινες 9δ�ντες εNπον +τι ν?ες 
(κε�ναι (πιπλ6ουσιν. τ�τε δ� κα� α�το� >νεχQρουν· ξυνεσκ�ταζε γ=ρ @δη, 
κα� ο� Κορ	νθιοι >ποτραπ�μενοι τ3ν δι"λυσιν (ποι�σαντο. ο\τω μ�ν # 
>παλλαγ3 (γ6νετο >λλ�λων, κα� # ναυμαχ	α (τελε�τα (ς ν�κτα. 

 Seeing these ships ahead of them, and suspecting that they were from 
Athens, and that there were more of them than they could see, the 
Corinthians retreated. As for the Corcyraeans, they did not see the ships, 
which were sailing toward them from a less visible quarter, and they were 
astonished that the Corinthians were backing water, until some who 
saw them reported that the ships were sailing toward them. And then 
the Corcyraeans also withdrew. For it was already getting dark, and the 
Corinthians had made an end of the battle by turning away. Thus they were 
separated from one another, and the sea battle ended at night. (1.51.1–3  )   

 Thucydides lavishes words on the perplexities of each side, and the 
narrated light fades to black. He is not quite fi nished with his story, 
however, but shows the fi nal arrival of the Athenian reinforcements, and 
the consequences of the battle. Corpses   and wrecks   fl oating in the water 
greet the late arriving Athenian newcomers: 

 α� εbκοσι ν?ες α� (κ τ/ν .θην/ν αZται, … δι= τ/ν νεκρ/ν κα� ναυαγ	ων 
προσκομισθε�σαι κατ6πλεον (ς τ8 στρατ�πεδον ο� πολλ0 \στερον ; 
hφθησαν. ο� δ� Κερκυρα�οι (dν γ=ρ ν�ξ) (φοβ�θησαν μ3 πολ6μιαι �σιν, 
�πειτα δ� �γνωσαν· κα� <ρμ	σαντο. 

 These same twenty ships from Athens … carried forward through the 
corpses and the shipwrecks, sailed into the Corcyraean camp [at Leukimme] 
not much later than they were seen. And the Corcyraeans (for it was night) 
were afraid that they were hostile, but then they recognized them, and [the 
Athenians] laid anchor. (1.51.4–5  )   

 The Athenians are drawn forward (προσκομισθε�σαι) by waters pol-
luted with Corcyraean corpses no one could rescue during the day.  73   In 
this situation of death, defeat  , and darkness  , Thucydides extends the 
Corcyraeans’ suspense for as long as possible; they fear   the incoming 

  73     Cf. προσκομ	σαι at 1.50.3 and προσκομ	σασθαι at 1.54.2, the verb the Corinthians use 
to describe their carrying of corpses to land, and +πO κομισθ�σονται at 1.52.3: the 
Corinthians do not know how they can be carried across, i.e. away from the waters in 
which they are trapped.  
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ships in the dark until the last minute, but then are relieved of their fears 
when they fi nally recognize them.  74   Thus their lack of control over the 
events of this disastrous day is extended to the very end. The Corcyraeans 
have suffered severely in the battle; as shall be confi rmed in Thucydides’ 
fi nal tabulations (1.54.2), the corpses and wrecks through which the 
Athenians sail are those lost from seventy Corcyraean vessels  . At a low 
estimate, between seven and ten thousand corpses are in the water. 

 From the modern point of view, the historical imperative for writing 
the passages we have just reviewed seems slight. Thucydides could have 
told us that the battle cost many lives and ended when the Athenian rein-
forcements appeared in the evening. From the beginning of this battle 
narrative, however, Thucydides has emphasized that the experience of 
the battle overwhelmed the physical capacities of human beings: it was 
clear from his initial description that any individual trapped in the con-
fusion of helpless ships stuck fast to one another in a raging battle would 
be trusting his survival to chance. Thucydides’ subsequent account of 
events sustained the sense that human capacities were overpowered, 
foregrounding, for instance, the unpredictable events that led to Athens’ 
confrontation with Corinth, and the uncertainties of visibility   and iden-
tifi cation that had earlier in the day confused the Corinthians, with the 
result that they killed their own allies. At the conclusion of the battle, 
the unexpected arrival of the Athenians, the dark, and the distances 
over the water once again thwart the combatants’ powers of recognition. 
Thus natural conditions, such as darkness   and distance, or battle condi-
tions, such as noise and confusion, had overwhelmed human capacities 
throughout the day. Equally dangerous, however, were the passions that 
brought the combatants to the battle and determined their behavior at 
the moment when they had an advantage, and therefore, freedom of 
movement. These passions had derailed any possibility of planning or 
reliable action. 

  Thucydides therefore displays some primordial facts about naval 
battles and human limitations in his depiction of the Battle of Sybota. 
Nor was the situation resolved by the arrival of the Athenian reinforce-
ments, but rather events threaten to rekindle anew the next morning, 
as everyone embarks into their ships and returns to the high water 
(1.52.1). Thucydides endows the already lengthy conclusion of this story 
with a further and complex messenger scene, which ensues when the 

  74     For another description of the role of focalization in this battle narrative, cf. J. V. 
Morrison ( 2006 ) 39–41.  
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exhausted and shaken (1.52.1–2) Corinthians, who no longer wish to 
fi ght, test whether the Athenians will allow them to pass unmolested 
back down the coast.  75   As their test, they send out messengers without a 
herald’s wand, to see if the Athenians and Corcyraeans will kill them. 
The Corcyraeans want to do this (1.53.3), but the Athenians, attempting 
in vain to preserve the appearances of peace, send the messengers back 
to the Corinthians and allow them to head home (1.53.4  ). 

 With this, the battle is offi cially over, and the Corcyraeans are free 
to “take up the shipwrecks and corpses that had been carried in their 
direction by the current and the wind, since [the wind] that had come 
up during the night had dispersed them in every direction, and they set 
up a trophy of victory on the island of Sybota” (ο� δ� Κερκυρα�οι τ" τε 
ναυ"για κα� νεκρο!ς >νε	λοντο τ= κατ= σφ5ς (ξενεχθ6ντα �π� τε το% 
eο% κα� >ν6μου, �ς γεν�μενος τ?ς νυκτ8ς διεσκ6δασεν α�τ= πανταχL, κα� 
τροπα�ον >ντ6στησαν (ν το�ς (ν τL ν�σ1 Συβ�τοις <ς νενικηκ�τες 1.54.1  ). 
The current and the wind, the two natural characteristics of Chimerium, 
had begun to disperse the remainders of the proud Corcyraean navy   
into nature.  76   The Corcyraeans are able to reclaim whatever corpses have 
drifted over to their own coastline; they gather up these dead, and then, 
as the Corinthians had also done, set up a trophy of victory. 

 Thucydides therefore pairs his description of the Corcyraeans’ par-
tial success at rescuing their dispersing corpses   with the news that the 
Corcyraeans will also erect a victory trophy. This ironic   juxtaposition 
of the facts of defeat with a contrived claim of victory is supported by 
his persistent emphasis on death and corpses in this story, and by the 
perhaps historical but nevertheless striking report that the two sides set 
their trophies in places with the same name.  77   He ends the story of the 
Battle of Sybota   by outlining each party’s assertions of victory   (1.54). 

  75     The Corinthians perceive that the Athenians have fresh ships, but that “for themselves 
there are many problems”: the sudden Athenian reinforcements, the previous day’s 
unexpected events, the prisoners they must guard on board, and the lack of supplies 
to repair their ships in the uninhabited harbor (1.52.1–2). They had, we remember, 
neglected to carry off the hulls of the Corcyraean vessels.  

  76     Cf. notes 57, 59, and 77 on the mythological frame of this battle story. The adver-
bial πανταχL emphasizes that the corpses have dispersed everywhere, and therefore 
contrasts with the restriction in κατ= σφ5ς. The Corcyraeans have picked up what-
ever corpses they could fi nd on the coast of the island of Corcyra, and perhaps on 
surrounding islands. Cf. the repetition of κατ= σφ5ς at 1.54.2. Unburied corpses in 
Thucydides: e.g. 2.52.2 (the plague at Athens), 7.87.2 (the quarries at Syracuse), and 
cf. Lateiner  1977 . On “tragic akribeia” as used here, cf. Hornblower  1994 , 138.  

  77     As for the two Sybotas, the doubling of names, along with the similar behaviors of 
each side, deserves some mention. The combatants, who are related, do the same 
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Since any claims to victory the Corcyraeans can put forward depend 
on the Athenian intervention, it becomes evident that the Athenians   
prevented a clear Corinthian victory in this battle, a fact that will have 
devastating consequences for Greece. 

 In the story of the quarrel between Corinth and Corcyra, Thucydides 
shows that the mere possession of a navy   moves human beings to irra-
tional recklessness, the consequences of which quickly escape their con-
trol. The story shows that the Corcyraeans had invested their sense of 
glory   and their very identity in their navy  , and that because of it, they felt 
confi dent to insult and neglect other states. This navy is now destroyed; 
moreover, the stance of the Athenian narrator, for whom the Corcyraean 
navy seemed old-fashioned and ineffi cient, had even before the outcome 
of the battle shown that Corcyra’s hubristic attitude was misplaced. 
However, not even the best navy would have suffi ced to make Corcyraean 
warfare glorious. Once the Corcyraeans are fi ghting, their lack of skill   
and restraint waste  s their resources and leads to their defeat. 

 For their part, the Corinthians   hasten into a battle over an issue that 
might twice have been resolved through negotiation  . However, their 
hatred   is too strong, and motivates not only their two attacks on Corcyra, 
but also the error  s they make during the Battle of Sybota. They will 
now turn this hatred against the Athenians, who have prevented them 
from winning the demonstrative victory they crave. Thus the immedi-
ate result of the battle between Corinth and Corcyra, in Thucydides’ 
description, is the transformation of Corcyra’s naval acme into wrecks   
and corpses   in the water. The long-term result is more warfare, from 
which the Athenian meddlers will ultimately suffer defeat. 

 The pace of the events leading to this war immediately (1.56.1) picks 
up as Athens and Corinth subsequently compete over another small 
hostage city, Potideia  . This confl ict is a further demonstration of the 
Archaeology  ’s analysis of the stagnation, in continuous unproductive 
and competitive warfare, of the coastal powers, but this time Athens is 
directly involved. Suddenly, Athens is compelled to defend her interests 
against determined adversaries, and everything changes. Gone are the 
oversubtle calculations of the Corcyra episode; instead, Athens sends 
army after army to Potideia, each one responding to a challenge to her 

thing in two places with the same name. The doubling creates the sense of an inescap-
able sameness. Cf. the discussion in this chapter of the opening section of the battle 
narrative.  
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power.  78   Consistent with this, the price for Athens of the confl ict over 
Potideia is of an altogether different order from the price of interfer-
ence at Sybota  . At Sybota  , the Athenians lost no men. At Potideia, more 
than 150 Athenians   die in an initial battle for control of the city (1.63.3); 
having failed to achieve this control, a large Athenian force besieges   and 
blockades the small city, at great expense   to the state, for two years.  79   
Furthermore, for the fi rst time, an individual enemy leader emerges 
who is able to generate enthusiasm for resistance to Athens. Aristeus  ’ 
popularity and effi ciency is a new factor; his is the fi rst “commander 
narrative” of the  History , and through this narrative we learn that one 
brave individual with useful plans can be a crucial factor in thwarting 
imperial ambition  s.  80   

 Thucydides vividly portrays the costs in human life and Athenian 
resources of the confl ict over Potideia  . Athens’ disproportionate invest-
ment in this sudden campaign to secure the Thraceward region is unset-
tling; Corinth’s ability to provoke this response from Athens, which had 
believed itself strong enough to play diplomatic games with Corinth’s 
strongest passions, is also unsettling. Thus the narrator leaves us with 
some questions. Is Athens really so superior to Corinth as she believes, 
and is her empire actually secure? Or does the Athenians’ rush to impose 
themselves at Potideia reveal the fragility of the empire Athens   will now 
fi ght a war to defend  ?     

       

  78     Thucydides catalogues the gradual accumulation of Athenian resources at Potideia. 
The fi rst fl eet of thirty ships and one thousand hoplites is sent at 1.57.6; at 1.61.1 the 
Athenians send forty additional ships and two thousand hoplites; at 1.64.2 they send 
1,600 more hoplites under Phormio in an unknown number of ships to assist with 
besieging the city.  

  79     Cf. 1.64, 2.13.3 (on the cost; cf. the argument of  Chapter 5 ), and 2.70.  
  80     Cf. Vogt in  OCRST  236, who argues that Pericles’ war plan did not foresee the 

appearance of Brasidas. If this is true, then this would be a surprising weakness in 
Pericles’ plan, since the Spartans and other city-states regularly had good generals. 
Furthermore, it was certainly available to Pericles to remember that the Persians did 
not anticipate the appearance of (for instance) Miltiades. Aristeus’ sudden appear-
ance in this narrative, after such a dense depiction of Corinthian weakness, is as if a 
standing warning never to underestimate an opposing power.  
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     3 

 The Athenian Acme in Book One of Thucydides  

The Spartan War Congress and the Pentekontaetia  

     In  Chapter 2 , we saw that Corcyra’s acme   of wealth and war materials 
was a root cause of the war between Corcyra and Corinth  . This chap-
ter continues to discuss the narrative setting of the war, and will focus 
on the representation of Athens’ corresponding acme   of wealth and 
war materials in Thucydides’ accounts of the Spartan War Congress 
(1.68–88) and the Pentekontaetia   (1.89–118), Thucydides’ history of the 
fi fty years between the Persian   and Peloponnesian Wars. 

 Thucydides records four of the speeches held at the Spartan War 
Congress   in 432: the speeches of the Corinthians, Athenians, and of two 
named Spartan speakers, Archidamus  , King of Sparta, and Sthenelaidas  , 
a Spartan  ephor . For each of these speeches, the Athenian acme   is an 
important topic. 

 For example, both the Corinthians and the Athenians argue that 
human beings are subject to the desire for rule and the drive to acqui-
sition   that produce accumulations of wealth and war materials  . The 
Corinthians once again suppress mention of their own imperial prac-
tices and try to limit this trait to the Athenians, arguing that it is an 
aspect of the Athenian character. By contrast, the Athenians argue that 
the drive to empire is characteristic of all human beings  , who neces-
sarily seek their own advantage (1.76.2). Their speech aims to deter a 
Spartan attack, and they do not hide but rather advertise their war mate-
rials and military power. 

 Archidamus  , King of Sparta, does not directly comment on the 
Athenian view that acquisitive behavior is inevitable. Instead, he focuses 
on the threat the existing Athenian acme   represents for Sparta.  1   
Archidamus aims to slow the impetus to war, and his argument that 

  1     Cf. Adcock (1951) 7.  
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Sparta is unprepared to face Athens’ imperial resources is at the center 
of his contention that Sparta should delay   an attack. His view seems to 
dovetail nicely with the Athenian presentation that preceded it, but his 
policy does not represent the only possible Spartan view of the Athenian 
acme. On the contrary, in the fi nal speech Thucydides records, 
Sthenelaidas   argues that Athens’ money, ships, and horses should be 
ignored in favor of punishing Athens’ injustice  s (1.86.3–5). Sthenelaidas 
rejects both the view that Athens’ aggressive behavior is inevitable and 
also the view that Athens’ acme of wealth and war materials should be 
allowed to exercise a strong deterrent effect on Spartan behavior. 

 The second half of the chapter discusses the role of warfare and war 
materials   in the Pentekontaetia  . The argument focuses most closely on 
the opening narratives (1.89 –1.97), in which Thucydides describes the 
Themistoclean foundations of Athenian power and Athens’ imposition 
of tribute   payments on the allies  . It then briefl y discusses Thucydides’ 
concluding catalogue of Athens’ subsequent campaigns. As a whole, 
the Pentekontaetia shows the establishment of Athens’ imperial capaci-
ties, and after this Athens’ continuously aggressive   behavior, once a 
basis of prosperity had been established through the assessment of trib-
ute   on the allies. Its placement after the speeches held at the Spartan 
Congress allows us to assess the speakers’ claims about Athens’ acme   
and behavior. 

 The deeper cause of the war is Spartan fear   of Athens  ’ size and impe-
rial expansion (1.23.6, 1.88  , 1.118.2  ). While material considerations are 
far from being Thucydides’ sole focus, in the sections of the text under 
consideration he expends careful attention on the acme of wealth and 
weapons that undergirds the brief Athenian acme of imperial power. 
In so doing, he exposes an important element of the history that pro-
duced Pericles   and the Periclean age. I argue that his aim in clarifying 
this history is not to extol the Athenian acme of materials, but rather 
to reproduce for the reader its existence and to show the effect of the 
acme on Athens and her allies, on the Spartans and their alliance  , and 
ultimately on individuals such as Pericles.  2   As a whole, the presenta-
tion helps us to understand not only how the Athenians frightened the 
Spartans into the war, but also how Pericles could have come to believe 
that this acme was exceptional, lasting, and more historically signifi cant 

  2     Contra de Romilly in  TAI  32, who argues concerning the speeches held at the Spartan 
Congress that “All this long analysis of the rival forces is intended to explain and 
emphasize the plan put forward by Pericles…” Cf. Raubitschek ( 1973 ), Connor ( 1984 ) 
50–51. For a contrasting view, cf. Stahl ( 2003 ) 41–56.  
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than any other. At the same time, it guides the reader to understand 
that this acme resembled the acmes that preceded it, and to see Pericles’ 
assessment of the Athenian acme in this context. 

   The Corinthians Correct Athens and Sparta  

 The speech the Corinthians hold at the Spartan Congress is famous 
for its opposing characterizations of the Spartans and Athenians. The 
Corinthians’ Athenians   are dominated by a restless drive to acquisition. 
Their Spartans   show just the opposite quality. Although Athens’ growth 
has set all of Greece in turmoil, the Spartans are asleep  : 

 #συχ"ζετε γ"ρ, μ�νοι _λλ�νων, � Λακεδαιμ�νιοι, ο� τL δυν"μει τιν", 
>λλ= τL μελλ�σει >μυν�μενοι, κα� μ�νοι ο�κ >ρχομ6νην τ3ν αFξησιν τ/ν 
(χθρ/ν διπλασιουμ6νην δ� καταλ�οντες. 

 For you alone of the Greeks are inactive, O Lacedaimonians, not avenging 
any [event] with power, but rather with delay, and you alone do not destroy 
the nascent, but the redoubling increase of the enemy. (1.69.4  )   

 The Spartans, complain the Corinthians, take revenge by not doing 
anything, and wait until their enemies have grown powerful before they 
attack them. At present, Athens  ’ “redoubling increase” is compelling 
all powers to act, but the hesitant  , old-fashioned Spartans   are quies-
cent (1.68.1, 1.71.2). Ignorant of the foreign affairs (1.68.1) and cling-
ing to ways that are not relevant in an advancing world (1.71.2–3), the 
Spartans are immobilized by the fear   of losing what they have (1.70.4). 
Nevertheless, it is they who claim the reputation for maintaining Greek 
freedom  . They should, the Corinthians argue, fi nally act to free those 
Greeks already enslaved by the Athenians and to prevent the enslave-
ment   of the rest (1.69.1). Thus the Corinthians urgently exhort the 
Spartans to emergency action against Athens. 

 They do not, however, suggest a specifi c plan. Though they themselves 
possess a large navy  , suitable for attacking some part of Athens  ’ empire, 
the Corinthian tirade lacks practical suggestions beyond the conven-
tional demand that Sparta waste Attica (1.71.4).  3   Instead, they challenge 
the Spartans to take a page from Athens’ book and to exchange their 
obsolete and unchanging laws   for most unspartan (πιτεχν�σις (counter-
inventiveness 1.71.3  ). 

 Thus the Corinthians leave their own navy   out of the picture, and 
instead require the Spartans to become more like the Athenians they so 

  3     Cf. Legon ( 1973 ) 161, Crane ( 1992 a) 227.  
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obviously resent.  4   The Corinthians damn the Spartans for not practic-
ing imperialism   – the Spartans are naïve enough to believe that they can 
keep their power “without harming others” (1.71.1  ) – while they simul-
taneously excoriate the Athenians for taking whatever they can, when-
ever they can. Thus neither great power can satisfy the Corinthians; but 
the Athenians endure their most intense criticisms. The Corinthians’ 
famous characterization of Athens’ addiction to acquisition   is close to a 
caricature, and could not be plausible to an audience that did not have 
reason to believe it. To quote from the end of a long paragraph:  5     

 κα� z μ�ν Gν (πινο�σαντες μ3 (πεξ6λθωσιν, ο9κε	ων στ6ρεσθαι #γο%νται, 
z δ& Gν (πελθ�ντες κτ�σωνται, 'λ	γα πρ8ς τ= μ6λλοντα τυχε�ν πρ"ξαντες. 
;ν δ& Hρα του κα� πε	ρ] σφαλ/σιν, >ντελπ	σαντες Hλλα (πλ�ρωσαν τ3ν 
χρε	αν: μ�νοι γ=ρ �χουσ	 τε Aμο	ως κα� (λπ	ζουσιν z Gν (πινο�σωσι 
δι= τ8 ταχε�αν τ3ν (πιχε	ρησιν ποιε�σθαι ~ν Gν γν/σιν. κα� τα%τα 
μετ= π�νων π"ντα κα� κινδ�νων δι& +λου το% α9/νος μοχθο%σι, κα� 
>πολα�ουσιν (λ"χιστα τ/ν �παρχ�ντων δι= τ8 α9ε� κτ5σθαι κα� μ�τε 
Dορτ3ν Hλλο τι #γε�σθαι ; τ8 τ= δ6οντα πρ5ξαι ξυμφορ"ν τε ο�χ {σσον 
#συχ	αν >πρ"γμονα ; >σχολ	αν (π	πονον· Bστε εb τις α�το!ς ξυνελrν 
φα	η πεφυκ6ναι (π� τ0 μ�τε α�το!ς �χειν #συχ	αν μ�τε το!ς Hλλους 
>νθρQπους (5ν, 'ρθ/ς Gν εbποι. 

 . . .and if the Athenians do not go out after that which they have thought of, 
they believe themselves robbed of their own, but whatever things they have 
acquired, once they have pursued them, they count them as unimportant 
in comparison to what they will get in the future. And if they fail of some 
attempt, they fi ll out their lack by hoping for other things. For they alone 
equally possess and expect whatever they have thought up, because they so 
swiftly take in hand to do what they have thought of. And they wear them-
selves away for all these things, suffering toil and danger for their entire 
lives, and because they are always acquiring, have the least enjoyment of 
the things that are available to them; they think it is a festival to do the 
necessary and that inactive leisure is more of a disaster than constant labo-
rious business. So that if someone would conclude that they are by nature 
such as to have no rest themselves nor to allow it to other men, he would 
speak correctly. (1.70.7–9  )   

 The Corinthians argue that the Athenians live only to acquire, and 
will endure any amount of toil and suffering in order to procure an 
advantage for their city (cf. also 1.70.5–6). They thus are born to make 
life miserable for others. The Corinthian description of the Athenian 
character argues that their devotion to acquisition is an innate charac-
teristic  , not a series of discreet policy decisions concerning which one 

  4     Cf. Orwin ( 1994 ) 42.  
  5     On the misathenian audience of these speeches, cf. Debnar ( 2001 ) 30–58.  
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might negotiate. The implication is that the Athenians are irredeem-
able, and must be constrained by force (cf. 1.70.1, 1.71.4). 

 Just as in their dealings with Corcyra  , therefore, the Corinthians 
implicitly reject rational negotiations   with an opponent they charac-
terize as opportunistic and materialistic by nature (cf. 1.37.2–5)  . The 
Corinthians also create themselves as critics of Athens in the same way 
as they had created their superiority to Corcyra, namely by suppressing 
information that would expose their similarity to the object of their criti-
cism. In their initial peroration on the ills of Spartan quiescence, the 
Corinthians had mentioned the objects of the Athenians’ acquisitive 
drive  , Corcyra and Potideia   (1.68.4), for example.  6   Throughout their cri-
tique of the Athenian character, however, they mention neither specifi c 
Athenian crimes, nor the objects of Athens’ grasping behavior. The terri-
tories, ships  , and money   that will become the center of Archidamus  ’ vivid 
description of Athens’ material advantages are entirely absent from the 
Corinthians’ generalized description of Athenian ambition and greed.  7   

 Of course, the Corinthians can count on their audience to have 
heard many specifi c examples of Athenian wrongdoing in the preced-
ing speeches, and we might presume that a repetition of these crimes 
would be redundant. On the other hand, the reader is already accus-
tomed to Corinthian habits in respect to accusing others.  8   As we saw, at 
Athens the Corinthians accused the Corcyraeans of greed and materi-
alism   (1.37.2–5, 1.40.1), while never mentioning the massive buildup of 
naval power   with which they hoped to take Corcyra. They had spoken 
as if they had no material benefi t to gain from conquering Corcyra, 
but rather were interested only in punishing Corcyra’s wrongdoing. At 
Sparta they repeat this practice, suppressing mention not only of their 
own navy   and empire, but also of Athens’ all too similar possessions. 
In fact, Corinthian practices, such as building up very large navies to 
subordinate wealthy and rebellious allies   to their own interests, are simi-
lar, if not identical, to the Athenian practices the Corinthians want the 
Spartans to punish. It is little wonder, therefore, if they do not describe 
Athens’ specifi c crimes. 

  6     In this section of the speech, they stress the military value of Corcyra’s navy and the 
strategic value of Epidamnus, which is now lost to the Peloponnesians, as examples of 
the price of Sparta’s inactivity.  

  7     Note, for instance, that in 1.70.7–9, the Athenians’ possessions are referenced with 
demonstrative adjectives and pronouns only.  

  8     On the Corinthian habit of suppressing inconvenient information, cf. Stahl ( 2006 ) 
309–310.  
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 For fear   of being associated with that which they are urging the 
Spartans to destroy, therefore, the Corinthians blame the Athenians   in 
general psychological terms. At the same time, they deploy their unmen-
tioned naval power to huge effect in this speech: Corinth’s threat to 
leave the alliance   (1.71.4) is a threat to deprive Sparta of her main naval 
resources unless she decides for war.  9   

In their speeches at Athens and Sparta, the Corinthians cloak their own 
naval forces, which become visible only through their effect on others. At 
the same time, both speeches aim at the destruction of another party’s 
competing naval power. The main arguments of Corinth’s speeches – that 
it is necessary to punish (e.g. 1.40.5) or to free (e.g. 1.124.3) other Greek 
powers – are therefore accompanied by a continuous material motivation 
that refl ects Corinth’s desire to possess the power she believes should 
accrue to her diginity. Overall, Corinth’s descriptions of Athenian acquis-
itiveness refl ect not fear of conquest, but fear that Athens’ power will allow 
the Athenians too easily to compete for properties the Corinthians claim 
for themselves. The Corinthians therefore demonstrate a competitive 
stance toward the Athenian acme that contrasts to the Spartan attitude. 

   The Athenian Response  

 The Athenians who respond to the Corinthian speech have no diffi culty 
mentioning their navy   directly, since this in fact suits their intended 
self-presentation as much as it would have harmed the Corinthians’ dis-
guise. Thucydides introduces the Athenians by saying that the Athenian 
emissaries intended to respond to the speeches against Athens by show-
ing the power of their city (τ3ν σφετ6ραν π�λιν (βο�λοντο σημ?ναι +ση 
εbη δ�ναμιν 1.72.1  ). They believed, Thucydides says, that in this way they 
would turn the Spartans to quiescence   rather than war (νομ	ζοντες 
μ5λλον Gν α�το!ς (κ τ/ν λ�γων πρ8ς τ8 #συχ"ζειν τραπ6σθαι ; πρ8ς 
τ8 πολεμε�ν 1.72.1  ). Their main contentions are that they deserve their 
empire (1.73.1 and 1.75.1), so that the Spartans should not be angry   with 
them for possessing it, and that they are very powerful: angry or not, the 
Spartans should think long before attacking Athens. 

   The Athenians begin their speech with a recital of their performance 
in the Persian Wars  . They rehearse the history of their successes on land 
and sea, stressing especially the role of their navy   in saving all of Greece 

  9     This threat is usually read as a threat to ally with Argos, not Athens; cf.  HCT  and  CT , 
ad loc.  
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at the Battle of Salamis  . They emphasize throughout their presentation 
that they accomplished everything unaided and by their own decision, 
and declare to their audience that their demonstration will show “with 
what sort of city you will contend, if you do not plan well” (1.73.3  ). 

 The Athenian history lesson is therefore a boast of Athens’ indepen-
dent power, but also at the same time a boast of her generosity, since 
Athens placed her power at the service of Greece in the hour of crisis.  10   
In the Athenian description, Athens’ success at the Battle of Salamis   was 
her fi nest hour, a moment when an acme   of virtue was realized through 
the intelligent deployment of the most powerful war materials  . The 
Athenians restate what everyone knows: 

 τρ	α τ= iφελιμQτατα (ς α�τ8 παρεσχ�μεθα, >ριθμ�ν τε νε/ν πλε�στον 
κα� Hνδρα στρατηγ8ν ξυνετQτατον κα� προθυμ	αν >οκνοτ"την· να%ς μ6ν 
γε (ς τ=ς τετρακοσ	ας 'λ	γ1 (λ"σσους τ/ν δ�ο μοιρ/ν, Θεμιστοκλ6α δ� 
Hρχοντα, �ς α9τιQτατος (ν τ0 στεν0 ναυμαχ?σαι (γ6νετο, +περ σαφ6στατα 
�σωσε τ= πρ"γματα, κα� α�τ8ν δι= το%το �με�ς (τιμ�σατε μ"λιστα δ3 
Hνδρα ξ6νον τ/ν <ς �μ5ς (λθ�ντων. 

 We brought the three most useful things to this battle: the greatest num-
ber of ships, the most intelligent general, and the most unhesitating cour-
age. For [we brought] perhaps somewhat fewer than two thirds of the four 
hundred ships, and Themistocles as general, who was most responsible 
that the sea battle was held in the narrow waters, which thing very clearly 
saved the day; because of this, you honored him most of any foreigner who 
came to you. (1.74.1  )   

 The Athenians’ tripartite claim – they supplied many ships   in a situa-
tion where many were needed and useful, as well as the intelligence   and 
courage   to get the job done – is diametrically opposed to Thucydides’ 
story of the battle between Corcyra   and Corinth  , in which planning was 
impossible, war materials were both redundant and ultimately waste  d, 
and courage, although in abundant evidence, was corrupted by hatred  .  11   
While the story as the Athenians tell it at Sparta is obviously tailored to 
achieve the Athenians’ rhetorical purposes, it is nevertheless an effec-
tive reminder of a past and lost potential: for all of Greek history that 

  10     This has led some scholars to identify the speech with Pericles’ Funeral Oration. Cf. 
most notably Raubitschek ( 1973 ), who argues that Pericles sent the emissaries (33), 
that the speech refl ects Periclean views (36) and therefore also Thucydides’ views 
(43), and is a statement of the glory of Periclean Athens (48).  

  11     In respect to the contrast between the Battle of Salamis and the Battle of Sybota, note 
that the Athenians’ description stresses their determination not to become angry 
('ργισθ?ναι) with the Peloponnesians for not helping them (1.74.2). In other words, 
by their own account, the Athenians exercised the self-control the Corinthians and 
Corcyraeans could not discover at the Battle of Sybota.  
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these Athenians and their listeners knew of, the Battle of Salamis   pro-
vided the most important example of the potential of Greek navies to be 
used for, rather than against, the common good   of the Greeks.  12   

 At the same time, however, the Athenian speakers deploy this story of 
independence and generosity   to advertise Athens’ superiority to the land-
based Peloponnesians. Their story emphasizes Peloponnesian defense-
lessness  . According to the Athenians, although the Peloponnesians had 
cities and the Athenians had no city, the Peloponnesians were in fact the 
defenseless party, since only a navy   could stop the Persians “from sail-
ing into the Peloponnesus to sack the cities one by one, since you were 
unable to defend each other against many ships” (1.73.4  ): 

 ε9 δ� προσεχωρ�σαμεν πρ�τερον τ0 Μ�δ1 δε	σαντες, Bσπερ κα� Hλλοι, 
περ� τL χQρ], ; μ3 (τολμ�σαμεν \στερον (σβ?ναι (ς τ=ς να%ς <ς 
διεφθαρμ6νοι, ο�δ�ν Gν �δει �τι �μ5ς μ3 �χοντας να%ς �καν=ς ναυμαχε�ν, 
>λλ= καθ& #συχ	αν Gν α�τ0 προυχQρησε τ= πρ"γματα q (βο�λετο. 

 And if we, like others, had come to an agreement with the Persian before 
he arrived because we feared for our land, or had not dared later on to 
embark into our ships, giving up because we had [already] been sacked, it 
would have been no use for you to fi ght the Persians at sea, since you did 
not have suffi cient ships, but rather matters would have advanced for [the 
King] at his own leisure and in whatever way he wished. (1.74.4  )   

 The Athenians mold the history of the Persian Wars to support the the-
sis that no amount of infantry   can compensate for the lack of a powerful 
navy  . Because they “did not have suffi cient ships,” the Peloponnesians 
were in the power of the King. The Athenian speech claims the Battle 
of Salamis   as the decisive battle in which the Persians were defeated. It 
was after this battle, they stress, that the Persian King left Greece “with a 
large part of his army, since his power was no longer equal [i.e. to Greek 
power]” (1.73.5  ).  13   Thus the results of the Battle of Salamis   show that 
“the affairs [πρ"γματα] of the Greeks are in their ships” (1.74.1  ).  14   

  12     Herodotus argues that the Athenian decision to fi ght saved Greece (7.139, cf. note 
15), although he gives the fi rst prize for courage at the Battle of Salamis to Aegina, 
and the second prize to Athens (8.93.1); his depiction of Themistocles’ role at the 
battle of Salamis confi rms the Athenian description here (8.56–63). For Herodotus’ 
description of the Spartans’ treatment of Themistocles, cf. 8.124.  

  13     Contrast Herodotus at 8.113.2–3: Mardonius’ army was very large (Herodotus sets the 
number at three hundred thousand), and above all, he kept the most effective part of 
Xerxes’ infantry forces with him, allowing the rest to accompany Xerxes to Greece.  

  14     Poppo ad loc. translates: in navibus fortunas Graecorum sitas esse (The fate of the 
Greeks was in their ships).  Fortuna  is perhaps a bit subjective for πρ"γματα; on the 



The Athenian Acme in Book One of Thucydides88

 In fact, infantry power was necessary for the defeat of the Persians.  15   
The Athenians do not mention the Battle of Plataea   in the year follow-
ing Salamis   (479 BCE), in which battle the Spartans led the combined 
Greek infantry to victory over the Persian army that was occupying 
Greece.  16   Had Mardonius   won, the Persians might well have conquered 
Greece, regardless of the victory at Salamis  . 

 Like the Corcyraeans, then, the Athenians are recasting history   
according to their perception of the power of their navy  , and also 
similarly, they are using this new history to signal their independence 
from other powers. The Athenians’ decision to ignore Sparta’s lead-
ership   and achievements in the Persian wars while speaking to the 
Spartans and their   allies in Sparta is as demonstrative of contempt   
as Corcyra  ’s insults to Corinth   at the meetings of the Corinthian 
alliance.    17   

 The Athenians also resemble the Corcyraeans in their deep identi-
fi cation with and belief in their navy   and its capacities, a belief that 
is here strengthened through the memory   of the kind of victory the 
Corcyraeans can only dream of, and is therefore that much more 

other hand, “affairs” is too neutral. On Thucydides’ sometimes frustrating use of 
abstract nouns, cf. A. Parry ( 1989 ).  

  15     In arguing that the Athenians (and the gods, 7.139.5) saved Greece, Herodotus also 
stresses the importance of sea power. He argues that Athens’ naval opposition to 
Xerxes was the centerpiece of Greek opposition to the king, since the Spartan wall at 
the Isthmus of Corinth would not have defended Greece, and that if the Athenians 
had not been able to hold off the Persian navy, the allies would have fallen one by one 
to Persian sea power, leaving the Spartans isolated and unable, fi nally, to defend even 
themselves (7.139.2–3). However, Herodotus does not, therefore, underestimate the 
importance of the Greek defeat of Mardonius’ infantry expedition, but rather devotes 
much of the latter part of book eight and the fi rst eighty-fi ve chapters of book nine of 
his history to the Battle of Plataea. At 9.64.1, Herodotus praises Pausanias’ victory at 
Plataea as the fi nest victory known to people of his time.  

  16     Thus, incidentally, diminishing the role of their own infantry, as well as that of 
the Spartans and the other allied forces. They do mention the Battle of Marathon 
(1.73.4), but only to stress that they alone (μ�νοι) fended off the Persians’ initial 
attack, another unrestrained claim of unique signifi cance. On the Athenian contri-
bution to the infantry battle at Plataea, cf. Hdt. 9.60–61. On the role of the Plataeans 
at Marathon (μ�νοι is an ungrateful exaggeration), cf. Hdt. 6.108.1 and 6.111.1–2.  

  17     Even verbs such as ξυνναυμαχ?σαι (1.73.4) and ξυνεσQσαμεν (1.74.3), which seem to 
indicate common action, actually stress that Athens came to help everyone else although 
her own situation was so terrible, and thus in fact stress Sparta’s hesitations (as con-
trasted to Athens’ ability to do the right thing even in such precarious circumstances). 
Contrast Thucydides’ affi rmation of Spartan leadership at 1.18.2. On Sparta’s ability to 
ignore such insults, as well as the Corinthian critique, cf. Archidamus at 1.84.2. On the 
ubiquity of such insults in Greek diplomatic relations of the time, cf. Grant ( 1965 ).  
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powerful.  18   By means of their navy, the Athenians claim the victory   
over the Persians as entirely their own, erasing the contributions of any 
other Greeks, and making themselves into the sole agents of signifi cant 
events. This similarity of the Athenian  s’ opinions to those that charac-
terize the Corcyraeans ought to give us pause.  19   The demonstration of 
the “power of their city” with which these Athenians hoped to deter the 
Spartans from war is really a demonstration of the size and power of the 
Athenian navy.  20   It seems evident from what we have read so far in book 
one that Thucydides is exploring the dangers of identifying the power 
of a city with its naval power, since this produces, fi rst, overreliance on 
vulnerable military resources, and second, a narrow view of the city’s 
power that is founded on trust (or hope  ) in its aggressive potential. As 
we saw, Thucydides’ narrative of the Battle of Sybota   showed the com-
plete defeat of the edifi ce of hope and hubris   produced when Corcyra   
identifi ed her power with her naval resources. 

 But the Athenians also differ from the Corcyraeans. They can boast 
not only of their navy  , but also of their virtues. They argue that because 
they kept their nerve at the moment when everything depended on 
them, they deserve to enjoy the results of their bravery and intelligence 
(1.75.1). They remind their listeners that the Spartans withdrew from 
leadership   of the alliance (1.75.2), in which they were hated   (1.76.1, cf. 
1.95.4, 1.130.2), and that the Athenians took over leadership   of the alli-
ance   at allied request (1.75.2). The Athenians affi rm that as leaders of 
the Aegean allies, the Spartans had fared no better than the Athenians 
are faring now, and this is not surprising, since no one wants to be ruled 
(1.77.5). Nevertheless, the Athenians do not disguise that they do rule, 
and argue that this is understandable as a process driven by human 
nature   (twice: 1.75.3 and 1.76.2): 

 ο\τως ο�δ& #με�ς θαυμαστ8ν ο�δ�ν πεποι�καμεν ο�δ& >π8 το% >νθρωπε	ου 
τρ�που, ε9 >ρχ�ν τε διδομ6νην (δεξ"μεθα κα� τα�την μ3 >νε�μεν �π8 
<τρι/ν> τ/ν μεγ	στων νικηθ6ντες, τιμ?ς κα� δ6ους κα� iφελ	ας, ο�δ& αE 
πρ/τοι το% τοιο�του �π"ρξαντες, >λλ& α9ε� καθεστ/τος τ8ν Rσσω �π8 
το% δυνατωτ6ρου κατε	ργεσθαι, Hξιο	 τε pμα νομ	ζοντες εNναι κα� �μ�ν 
δοκο%ντες μ6χρι οZ τ= ξυμφ6ροντα λογιζ�μενοι τ0 δικα	1 λ�γ1 ν%ν 
χρ?σθε, �ν ο�δε	ς πω παρατυχ8ν 9σχ�ι τι κτ�σασθαι προθε�ς το% μ3 πλ6ον 
�χειν >πετρ"πετο. 

  18     On the effect of Athens’ success at Salamis on Athens, cf. Balot ( 2001 ) 157 and Crane 
( 1992 a) 247.  

  19     Cf. Balot ( 2001 ) 150 on Athens’ similarities to Corcyra.  
  20     Cf. Orwin ( 1994 ) 45.  
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 Thus we have done nothing strange or inhuman if we accepted an empire 
that was given to us and did not let it go, since we were defeated by the great-
est [considerations], namely honor, fear, and advantage, nor did we begin this 
sort of thing fi rst, but it is established forever that the weaker is restrained by 
the stronger; at the same time we think we are worthy, and we seemed so to 
you as well until, reckoning your advantage, you began to speak of justice, but 
no one ever shunned an opportunity to acquire something by force, because 
they preferred some chance speech about justice to having more. (1.76.2  )   

 Hewing to our theme, we will remark only on the relevance of this 
statement to the Athenian acme  . The Athenians’ explanation of the trio 
of motivations (fear  , honor  , and advantage  ) that compelled them to take 
and keep imperial power claims that irresistible advantages motivate 
the strong always to rule the weak.  21   Their explanation would account 
for any accumulation of wealth and war materials  , since these resources 
promise to realize the rule of others and therefore both to fulfi ll the 
desire for advantages and honor, and also to provide relief from fear  .

 War materials may or may not deliver on this promise, but according 
to the Athenians the drive to rule others is persistent: in their view, the 
three compulsions are common to all. If the Spartans are now making 
accusations of injustice  , this is a sure sign that they are seeking their 
advantage, since talk of justice never stopped anyone from taking as 
much as they can. The Athenian emissaries thus disqualify even the 
possibility that human beings could be motivated by something other 
than the desire for more  , and imply that the acmes this desire necessar-
ily creates are permanent facts of human existence. 

This “positive” part of their analysis seems to agree with Thucydides, 
although it states only half of the truth. If they had mentioned that 
the very forces that lead to the production of an acme also lead to its 
downfall, we might have seen even more common ground between the 

  21     The Athenians’ argument has sometimes been seen as a strong case for Athenian 
imperialism. Cf. Orwin ( 1994 ) who gives the “Athenian thesis” a book-length exami-
nation, adducing much previous secondary literature. However, both Orwin ( 1994 ), 
e.g. 44–50, and others have questioned the strength of the Athenians’ argument. 
Was it impressive to the Spartans? Cf. Balot ( 2001 ) 152: “If self-interest (among other 
things) justifi es empire, then it is diffi cult to see what kind of activity would lie outside 
the realm of the justifi able.” Is the Athenian argument impressive to the reader, and if 
so, in what way? Cf. Stahl ( 2003 ) 47, who sees in the three terms themselves refl ections 
of the seeds of destruction: “…addiction to honor and the urge for more (audible 
in iφελ	α) are for Thucydides himself impulses that lead to moral decline and the 
destruction of peaceful relations (π"ντων δ’ α�τ/ν αbτιον >ρχ3 # δι= πλεονεξ	αν 
κα� φιλοτιν	αν, 3.82.8), a factor that is at least hinted at by the factor ‘fear.’” From this 
point of view, the terms of the Athenians’ argument expose to the reader that their 
corruption is already well advanced.  
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historian and his Athenians. As it is, the argument serves Athens’ boast 
of present power, and ignores or misunderstands its own situation in the 
cycle of growth and destruction. 

   Archidamus’ Argument against Going to War  

 The Corinthians   aimed to disguise their similarity to the Athenians, 
but the Athenians argued that all parties are similarly acquisitive. The 
Athenians had also aimed to show that the Spartans should not go to 
war against them, since they have grown so strong. Not surprisingly, their 
boasts of Athenian power and description of their own acquisitive habits 
as human nature provoke hostility and contempt  .  22   After the Athenian 
speech, most Spartans decide that the Athenians have committed injus-
tice  , and that they should go to war immediately (1.79.2). 

 In this context, Archidamus   comes forward, in vain, to advise the 
Spartans to be more cautious. He mentions, but does not address at any 
length, Athens’ misdeeds and the Corinthians’ complaints (cf. 1.82.1, 
1.82.6, 1.85.2). He focuses on Sparta  . He declares that Sparta’s lack of 
material wealth has left her at a signifi cant disadvantage in comparison 
to Athens, and that Sparta cannot successfully engage the Athenians in 
a full-scale war until this material defi ciency is addressed. In support of 
his argument, Archidamus produces a detailed description of Athens’ 
material strength at the time of the Peloponnesian War: 

 πρ8ς μ�ν γ=ρ Πελοποννησ	ους κα� το!ς >στυγε	τονας παρ�μοιος #μ/ν 
# >λκ�, κα� δι= ταχ6ων οf�ν τε (φ& Pκαστα (λθε�ν· πρ8ς δ� Hνδρας οs γ?ν 
τε Dκ=ς �χουσι κα� προσ6τι θαλ"σσης (μπειρ�τατο	 ε9σι κα� το�ς Hλλοις 
pπασιν Hριστα (ξ�ρτυνται, πλο�τ1 τε 9δ	1 κα� δημοσ	1 κα� ναυσ� κα� 
Kπποις κα� +πλοις κα� Wχλ1 +σος ο�κ (ν Hλλ1 Dν	 γε χωρ	1 _λληνικ0 (στ	ν, 
�τι δ� κα� ξυμμ"χους πολλο!ς φ�ρου �ποτελε�ς �χουσι, π/ς χρ3 πρ8ς 
το�τους e]δ	ως π�λεμον Hρασθαι κα� τ	νι πιστε�σαντας >παρασκε�ους 
(πειχθ?ναι; π�τερον τα�ς ναυσ	ν; >λλ& Rσσους (σμ6ν· ε9 δ� μελετ�σομεν 
κα� >ντιπαρασκευασ�μεθα, χρ�νος (ν6σται. >λλ= το�ς χρ�μασιν; >λλ= 
πολλ0 πλ6ον �τι το�του (λλε	πομεν κα� οFτε (ν κοιν0 �χομεν οFτε 
Dτο	μως (κ τ/ν 9δ	ων φ6ρομεν. τ"χ& Hν τις θαρσο	η +τι το�ς +πλοις α�τ/ν 
κα� τ0 πλ�θει �περφ6ρομεν, Bστε τ3ν γ?ν δOο%ν (πιφοιτ/ντες. το�ς δ� 
Hλλη γ? (στ� πολλ3 {ς Hρχουσι, κα� (κ θαλ"σσης ~ν δ6ονται (π"ξονται. ε9 
δ& αE το!ς ξυμμ"χους >φιστ"ναι πειρασ�μεθα, δε�σει κα� το�τοις ναυσ� 
βοηθε�ν τ8 πλ6ον οEσι νησιQταις. τ	ς οEν �σται #μ/ν A π�λεμος; ε9 μ3 γ=ρ 
; ναυσ� κρατ�σομεν ; τ=ς προσ�δους >φαιρ�σομεν >φ& ~ν τ8 ναυτικ8ν 
τρ6φουσι, βλαψ�μεθα τ= πλε	ω. 

  22     For contempt, cf. Sthenelaidas 1.86.1 and 2.  



The Athenian Acme in Book One of Thucydides92

 Our [i.e. Spartan] war strength (>λκ�) is comparable to that of the 
Peloponnesians and their neighbors, and we are able to attack each one 
swiftly. But against men who have much foreign land and are in addition 
very experienced with the sea and equipped as well as possible in all other 
things, namely with private and civic wealth and ships and horses and 
weapons and with a population such as exists in no other Greek place, 
and who in addition possess many allies who pay tribute, [against such 
forces] how is it possible to raise a war, and trusting to what, to attack 
them unequipped? [Trusting] to ships? But we have fewer. And if we will 
practice and build up our own fl eet, we need time. Or [trusting] to money? 
But here our defi ciency is even greater, and we have neither [money] in 
common [i.e. state funds], nor can we take ready funds from private men. 
Perhaps someone dares [to suggest] that we are superior in our infantry 
and in [our] number, so that going [to Attica] we can waste their land. But 
the [Athenians] rule much territory besides this, and they bring in what-
ever they need from the sea. And if we try to make their allies revolt, since 
most of them are islanders, we shall need ships for this, too. What then will 
be our war? For if we do not defeat [the Athenians] with ships, or take away 
the income with which they support their navy, we shall be harmed more 
[than benefi ted, i.e. if we start the war]. (1.80.3–81.4  )   

 Archidamus   separates out the elements of Athens’ acme, listing them 
individually until it becomes a many-headed monster, each of whose 
heads must be combated, he argues, with a similar head.  23   However, 
Sparta has no such resources. In contrast to Athenian suffi ciency, 
Sparta’s infantry   is useful only for ravaging Attica  , a project with limited 
advantages.  24   Later in the speech, in fact, Archidamus argues that even 
infantry forces are dependent on money  , which he has already shown 
the Spartans do not possess. “War,” Archidamus argues, “is less [i.e. not] 
a matter of infantry, but rather of the outlay of money through which 
infantry becomes useful” (1.83.2  ). Archidamus’ opening description of 
Sparta’s disadvantages is purely materialistic: whereas the Athenians 
made room for intelligence, daring, courage, and generosity in their 
account of the Battle of Salamis  , Archidamus initially mentions no 

  23     Note the heavy use of polysyndeton in this passage (e.g. πλο�τ1 τε 9δ	1 κα� δημοσ	1 
κα� ναυσ� κα� Kπποις κα� +πλοις κα� Wχλ1…), supported by superlatives (e.g. 
(μπειρ�τατο	 ε9σι κα� το�ς Hλλοις pπασιν Hριστα (ξ�ρτυνται), that are intended to 
display the quantity and invincibility of Athens’ accumulating resources. Sthenelaidas 
will briefl y mimic Archidamian parataxis at 1.86.3.  

  24     Cf. Adcock (1951) 7. Archidamus’ subsequent claim that Attica is a hostage to Spartan 
infantry does not argue that attacking Attica is a means to victory, but that the greatest 
possible concessions might be won from the Athenians through exercising this threat 
(1.82.3–4). Archidamus warns in this later passage as well, however, that if Sparta 
wastes Attica without having amassed an Athenian style παρασκευ�, the Spartans will 
only regret the action (1.82.5).  
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Spartan virtues or strengths but simply argues that without materials 
that match Athenian materials the Spartans “have no war.” 

 His presentation seems to support the Athenian argument that 
Athens’ material superiority is an insuperable obstacle to Spartan vic-
tory in the war, and therefore a roadblock to undertaking the war at 
all. According to Archidamus  ’ evidence, the Athenians have every right 
to feel confi dent, but the Spartans must temporize (cf. 1.80.4, 1.82.1–2, 
1.85.2) and build up the Athenian materials. Like the Corinthians, then, 
Archidamus seems to be suggesting that the Spartans should become 
more like Athens, since they must obtain a material acme comparable 
to Athens’ acme   before they can hope to win the war. 

 The price of achieving this acme would be a change in Spartan policy 
or even the Spartan constitution. Where the Spartans had previously 
withdrawn   from the leadership of the allies in order to forestall the 
corruption of their leaders through money and power (1.95.7, 1.131.1), 
Archidamus   is now asking the entire Spartan state to practice the very 
activities that had so undermined Pausanias  : he advises them to take 
money   from the Persians, raise navies  , and undertake devious diplo-
macy (1.82.1, 1.85.2).  25   At the same time, Thucydides has shown that the 
value to be gained from such a transformation might be slight. Would 
more navies such as the Corinthians possess, and whose inadequacy the 
Athenian Thucydides has described to us in such detail, really be an 
advantage to Sparta against Athens? Even readers who know nothing 
of the subsequent dismal record of Peloponnesian navies during the 
Archidamian War might wonder whether this would be the case. 

 On the other hand, perhaps Archidamus   believes that Sparta would 
govern an accumulation of wealth and weapons with the prudence 
described in chapter 84. Pausanias  ’ corruption could be seen as an 
anomaly, and Archidamus has an answer to the Athenians’ claim that 
their acquisitive drive is unavoidable human nature  : one man, he con-
cedes, is not so different from another, but the strongest man is educated 
in the most necessary things: self-restraint   and discipline above all (cf. 
1.84.3, 2.11, and the monitory speech at 4.17–20). Archidamus’ speech 
initially aims to corrupt the Spartans to Athenian (and even Persian) 
ways, because he believes this is necessary in order to save Sparta from 
Athenian plots (1.82.1). In the conclusion of his speech, however, he 

  25     On Pausanias and the Spartan response to his corruption, cf. 1.94.1–96.1 and 1.128–
135. On Spartan and Athenian attempts to get money from Persia and other barbar-
ian powers, cf. 2.7.1 discussed in  Chapter 5 .  
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displays one of Sparta’s important means of surviving the war. By con-
trast to the war materials   Archidamus listed at the beginning of his 
speech, which can disappear over the course of a day, Sparta’s tenacious 
prudence   is no part of anyone’s acme of wealth and weapons, and is 
nevertheless a fundamental element of her ability to outlast Athens in 
the war. 

   Sthenelaidas Argues for War  

 Archidamus   has argued that the Spartans are not strong enough to 
fi ght Athens right now, and that they should therefore wait before 
doing anything. Sthenelaidas   dismisses Archidamus’ argument about 
Athens’ superior strength and argues that Sparta should attack Athens 
immediately. 

 Sthenelaidas   argues that the Athenians have committed injustice and 
must be punished (1.86.1 and 1.86.5).  26   They proved in the period of the 
Persian Wars   that they could do good deeds: this only means that they know 
better than to do what they are doing now. As conscious offenders, they 
deserve double punishment, especially as their crimes have turned toward 
other Greeks. As he says, “if they were virtuous in those days against the 
Medes, but are now untrustworthy in their relations with us, they deserve 
double punishment, since they have become bad instead of good” (ε9 πρ8ς 
το!ς Μ�δους (γ6νοντο >γαθο� τ�τε, πρ8ς δ& #μ5ς κακο� ν%ν, διπλασ	ας 
ζημ	ας Hξιο	 ε9σιν, +τι >ντ& >γαθ/ν κακο� γεγ6νηνται 1.86.1  ). 

 Sthenelaidas   claims that, in contrast to Athens  , the Spartans them-
selves are unchanged (#με�ς δ� Aμο�οι κα� τ�τε κα� ν%ν (σμ6ν 1.86.2  ).  27   
Therefore, the Spartans still understand right and wrong in the same way 
as when they fought the Persian Wars, and can understand that attacks 
on their allies must be avenged. This imperative of justice   takes prior-
ity over Archidamus  ’ fearful counting up of Athenian resources and 
his uncertain hopes of getting money   from Persia. Sthenelaidas briefl y 
mimics Archidamus’ manner before repeating his main point:  28     

 Hλλοις μ�ν γ=ρ χρ�ματ" (στι πολλ= κα� ν?ες κα� Kπποι, #μ�ν δ� ξ�μμαχοι 
>γαθο	, ο�ς ο� παραδοτ6α το�ς .θηνα	οις (στ	ν, ο�δ� δ	καις κα� λ�γοις 

  26     >δικ	α/>δικε�ν appears in every sentence of Sthenelaidas’ speech except for sentence 
three. On the language and morality of this speech, cf. Allison ( 1984 ) 12.  

  27     Speakers who urge the war are “unchanged,” that is, they claim intransigence for their 
position. Cf. Pericles at 1.141, 2.61.2, Cleon 3.28.1.  

  28     Cf. Allison ( 1984 ) 13.  
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διακριτ6α μ3 λ�γ1 κα� α�το!ς βλαπτομ6νους, >λλ= τιμωρητ6α (ν τ"χει 
κα� παντ� σθ6νει. 

 Others have a lot of money and ships and horses, but we have good allies, 
who must not be handed over to the Athenians, nor can [the complaints] 
be settled with arbitration and negotiations, since [the allies] are [harmed 
with deeds and] not with speech, but rather they must be avenged with 
speed and our whole strength. (1.86.3  )   

 Sthenelaidas   refuses to give primacy to   Athens’ accumulations of 
materials and to make them his reason for not going to war. He also 
refuses to see Sparta as weak, but instead recommends vengeance   “with 
speed and our whole strength.” Athens has, as he stresses, reached out 
to touch the Spartan alliance   (cf. 1.118.2). Nevertheless, the ability to 
exert force is not at the center of his argument. Issues of principle – 
justice   and injustice  , loyalty and disloyalty – provide his standards.  29   The 
Athenians have transgressed against these principles, and as far as he 
is concerned, there is nothing left to discuss: “and let no one teach that 
that it is fi tting for us who are being harmed to take counsel; instead, it 
is fi tting for those who are about to do wrong to plan for a long time” 
(1.86.4).  30   

 Despite his focus on these ethical issues, Sthenelaidas   also points to 
the fatal practical weakness in Archidamus  ’ plan: time is on Athens’ 
side. If the Spartans delay   their chastisement of Athenian ambition  , they 
will only be allowing the Athenians “to become larger”: 

 ψηφ	ζεσθε οEν, � Λακεδαιμ�νιοι, >ξ	ως τ?ς Σπ"ρτης τ8ν π�λεμον, 
κα� μ�τε το!ς .θηνα	ους (5τε με	ζους γ	γνεσθαι μ�τε το!ς ξυμμ"χους 
καταπροδιδ/μεν, >λλ= ξ!ν το�ς θεο�ς (π	ωμεν (π� το!ς >δικο%ντας. 

 Vote, O Lacedaimonians, in a manner worthy of Sparta, for war, and do 
not allow the Athenians to become larger nor betray the allies to them, but 
with the gods let us attack those who are doing wrong. (1.86.5  )   

 Sthenelaidas  ’ words imply that the Spartans are strongest relative to 
Athens in the present moment, before Athens has expanded   any further. 
This can only be correct: Athens’ famous explosive speed of develop-
ment contrasts sharply to Sparta’s changeless economy. Dismissing the 
Athenians’ self-justifi cations as excuses for criminal aggression against 

  29     Both Spartan speakers express their opinions with urgency. Sthenelaidas opposes 
Archidamus’ superlatives (cf. note 23) with repeated gerundives (παραδοτ6, διακριτ6α, 
τιμωρητ6α).  

  30     Note the disparity between this view and Archidamus’ characterization of the 
Spartans’ strength through long deliberation at 1.84.1.  
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others, ignoring Archidamus  ’ far-fl ung plans to imitate Athens’ acme  , 
and showing that Sparta is strongest in relation to Athens at the present 
moment, Sthenelaidas captures both the moral and the material high 
ground, and after his speech the Spartans   vote for war. Archidamus’ 
strategy, which was to make Athenian materials seem as large   and insu-
perable as possible while giving the complaints of the allies less promi-
nence, fails when Sthenelaidas convinces the Spartans that they can best 
oppose both the Athenian acme   and Athens’ aggressive   use of these 
resources at the present moment. The Spartans therefore vote to fi ght, 
but not for a war plan: Sthenelaidas has presented no plan at all for win-
ning the war.  31     

   The Athenian Acme and the Pentekontaetia  

     In  Chapter 1  of this book, we discussed the repetitive accumulations of 
wealth and weapons in the Archaeology  , accumulations driven by the 
desire for profi t   and the fear   of others. Destructive of stability   both in 
their motivation and their consequences, these accumulations (acmes) 
always led to more warfare and to a renewed focus on acquisition  . Only 
Sparta and Athens   had seemed to be somewhat free of these cycles, and 
Athenian freedom was questionable: was Athenian dependence on tak-
ing tribute   from the allies (1.19) not a symptom of adherence to the bad 
old ways of the pirates  ? 

  Chapter 2  led us through the fi rst sixty-nine chapters of book one of 
Thucydides. Our main task was to delineate the relation between war-
fare and war materials   in the quarrel between Corinth   and Corcyra  . The 
analysis emphasized Thucydides’ presentation of the passions weapons 
arouse, the destruction they enable, and the potentially crushing cost 
of the determined revenge   Athens provoked through her policy toward 
Corinth and Corcyra. 

 The present chapter has so far reviewed the thematic of warfare and 
war materials   in the speeches at the Spartan Congress. The pressure 
the Athenian acme   exerted on every party was evident. The Corinthians 
come to Sparta to see this acme destroyed; in response, the Athenians 
boast too much of their numbers of ships   and right to rule. In the 
Greek context, their power is no delusion  : Archidamus   demonstrates 
a detailed awareness (which through him is transmitted to the reader) 

  31     Cf. Hussey ( 1985 ) 129: “The weakness of Sthenelaidas’ speech is that it cannot answer 
the criticism of Archidamus about the unwinnability of the war…”  
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of this threat to Sparta and her allies. He counsels prudent delay  , per-
haps hoping that the Corinthians and the Athenians, two competing 
sea powers, will fi ght it out on their own. But Sthenelaidas   ended his 
speech by reminding the Spartans that now was the time   to take on 
Athens. They should not allow the Athenians “to become larger” (μ�τε 
το!ς .θηνα	ους (5τε με	ζους γ	γνεσθαι 1.86.5  ). Thus, and among many 
other things, the speeches confi rm the reality of Athens’ acme, which is 
described from several points of view, as well as the signifi cance of the 
Spartan fears that are an underlying causes of the war.  32   Upon introduc-
ing the Pentekontaetia   a few paragraphs later, the narrator confi rms 
that Athens’ size – as the Spartans conceived it – was the reason for the 
Spartan declaration of war (cf. 1.23.6): 

 (ψηφ	σαντο δ� ο� Λακεδαιμ�νιοι τ=ς σπονδ=ς λελ�σθαι κα� πολεμητ6α 
εNναι ο� τοσο%τον τ/ν ξυμμ"χων πεισθ6ντες το�ς λ�γοις +σον φοβο�μενοι 
το!ς .θηνα	ους μ3 (π� με�ζον δυνηθ/σιν, Aρ/ντες α�το�ς τ= πολλ= τ?ς 
_λλ"δος �ποχε	ρια @δη Wντα. 

 And the Lacedaimonians voted that the treaties had been broken and that 
it was necessary to go to war not so much because they were persuaded by 
the words of their allies as because they feared that the Athenians would 
grow yet greater in power, since they saw that much of Greece was already 
subordinate to them. (1.88  )   

 The Pentekontaetia will show how it was that Athens’ size   could arise 
and become such a crucial factor for other Greek  poleis . The following 
argument follows Thucydides’ account of the foundation of Athenian 
strength in the fi rst section of the Pentekontaetia (1.89–99), and 
Athenian power in the second (1.100–118).  33   

   Themistoclean Walls  

   Thucydides’ narration of how the Athenians construct walls   around their 
city and Peiraeus   after the destruction of the Persian Wars is designed 
to instantiate the walls in the minds both of the eternal reader and also 
of Thucydides’ contemporaries, for whom the evidence Thucydides 
adduces is a visible reminder of the Themistoclean period at Athens. 

  32     For a book-length treatment of the importance of the explanation of the causes of the 
war at 1.23.5–6 for the speeches of book one, cf. Hagmaier (2009).  

  33     Scholars divide the Pentekontaetia differently. For a division after chapter 97, cf. 
 CT ad loc. 1.98.1 , Westlake ( 1968 ) 40–41, and Orwin ( 1994 ) 50. Stadter ( 1993 ) and 
Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) divide the Pentekontaetia as I do; fortunately, the question of the 
structure of the Pentekontaetia is not central to the argument made here.  
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 When the Athenians returned to Athens after the Persian   occupa-
tion of 480–479 BCE, they found their city and its wall all but destroyed 
(1.89.3). The Athenians naturally planned to rebuild; at the same time, 
the Spartans would have preferred all Greek states to be like themselves, 
that is, to have no city wall   (1.90.1). Moreover, Athens’ new navy   and the 
display of Athenian daring during the Persian Wars   had already made the 
other allies   afraid of Athens. The allies had voiced these concerns to the
Spartan leaders of the pan-Hellenic alliance, and once they perceive
the Athenians’ plans, the Spartans travel to Athens in an attempt to 
achieve their own and the allied preference that Athens not be strength-
ened by a wall (1.90.1).  34   

 The Spartans’ regular habit of ravaging Attica   whenever they were called 
upon to do so by factions inside of Athens, or by Athens’ enemies, made it 
most unlikely that the Athenians would agree to live without a wall  .  35   The 
embassy of 479 BCE would have stiffened Athenian resolve to build a wall 
even further, however, since it confi rmed that the Spartans considered 
northern Greece both subordinate and expendable. To the reader’s aston-
ishment, the Spartans not only suggest to the Athenians that they should 
not build a wall, but further, that the Athenians and Spartans should 
together throw down the walls of all powers outside of the Peloponnese 
(1.90.2). Their proposal is equivalent to suggesting that Athens and Sparta 
declare a joint war on northern and island Greek powers, and seems to 
have forseen exploiting Athens’ unique naval   force in order to impose 
Spartan ways and policies on the extra-Peloponnesian allies  . Sparta’s plan 
involves the same destruction of city walls as Athens later imposed on allies 
defeated after a revolt, and its ultimate consequence would be that Athens 
and the other northern allies would remain unwalled and vulnerable.  36   

  34     Cf. 1.69.1, where the Corinthians expressly blame the Spartans for allowing the 
Athenians to build the long walls down to the sea (cf. 1.107.1, 1.108.3).  

  35     On factional struggles inside Athens and the resulting Spartan invasions, cf. Hdt. 
5.64–91 and Thucydides 1.18.1 and 1.126.12. Thucydides shows in the Pentekontaetia 
how frequently the power of Spartan infantry was threatened or turned against Attica 
or places close to Attica in the years between the wars: 1.101.2 (the Spartans promise the 
Thasians to waste Attica, but are prevented from doing so by an earthquake); 1.105.4 
(a Spartan land attack on Megara when Megara was still allied to Athens); 1.109.2 (the 
Spartans refuse to waste Attica in return for Persian money); 1.114.2 (the Spartans waste 
Attica up to Eleusis). Earlier in the narrative, and thus later in time, during the relation 
of the quarrels that directly preceded the war, the reader learned that the Spartans had 
promised to ravage Attica in support of Potideia (1.58.1). For a Spartan statement that 
Attica is in general “a hostage” to Spartan infantry, cf. Archidamus at 1.82.4.  

  36     Cf. Munson ( 2007 ) 154 on Hdt. 9.106.2–4: the Spartans had previously sug-
gested evacuating the Greeks of Asia Minor to mainland Greece, another plan the 
Athenians would not accept.  
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 Thucydides tells us that the Spartans did not want the Persians to have 
any walled strongholds to exploit if they came back to Greece (1.90.2), 
and made the suggestion for this reason. However, the Spartans hid this 
consideration from the Athenians, and instead argued that everyone 
could retreat to the Peloponnesus at need, that is, that northern Greek 
states did not need walls   because they could simply be evacuated once 
more if the Persians came back. Sparta’s helplessly tactless words again 
imply that Athens and the other cities outside the Peloponnesus are 
expendable, as far as Sparta is concerned, and Sparta’s embassy back-
fi res. Her words must demonstrate to the Athenians that they are on 
their own: they are expendable, and therefore the alliance   will never be 
deployed for their sake, so that they can expect no help, but sooner or 
later certainly trouble, as of old, from Sparta. 

 Enter Themistocles  , whose capacity for outwitting both Spartans and 
other opponents was well-documented in Herodotus  .  37   Stadter   aptly 
depicts “Athens’ delicate position at this time, neither daring to oppose 
Sparta and her allies openly, nor accepting a subordinate position.”  38   
Perfect diplomacy   was necessary, and Thucydides admiringly shows how 
Themistocles detains the Spartans at Sparta with lies   and prevarications, 
while the Athenians as quickly as possible throw up their wall  . The con-
trast between Themistocles, who sits idle in Sparta, toying with his aris-
tocratic Spartan hosts, while all other Athenians are at home in sacked 
and plundered Athens heaving heavy stones   at his behest, seems typical 
of stories about Themistocles, who tends to have his way with everyone. 
Once the wall is undeniably built, however, Themistocles defends it to 
the Spartans in a frank and challenging speech: 

 …κα� A Θεμιστοκλ?ς (πελθrν το�ς Λακεδαιμον	οις (ντα%θα δ3 φανερ/ς 
εNπεν +τι # μ�ν π�λις σφ/ν τετε	χισται @δη Bστε �καν3 εNναι σTζειν το!ς 
(νοικο%ντας, ε9 δ6 τι βο�λονται Λακεδαιμ�νιοι ; ο� ξ�μμαχοι πρεσβε�εσθαι 
παρ= σφ5ς, <ς πρ8ς διαγιγνQσκοντας τ8 λοιπ8ν 96ναι τ" τε σφ	σιν α�το�ς 
ξ�μφορα κα� τ= κοιν". τ�ν τε γ=ρ π�λιν +τε (δ�κει (κλιπε�ν Hμεινον εNναι 
κα� (ς τ=ς να%ς (σβ?ναι, Hνευ (κε	νων �φασαν γν�ντες τολμ?σαι, κα� +σα 
αE μετ& (κε	νων βουλε�εσθαι, ο�δεν8ς \στεροι γνQμO φαν?ναι. δοκε�ν 
οEν σφ	σι κα� ν%ν Hμεινον εNναι τ3ν Dαυτ/ν π�λιν τε�χος �χειν, κα� 9δ	] 
το�ς πολ	ταις κα� (ς το!ς π"ντας ξυμμ"χους iφελιμQτερον �σεσθαι· ο� 
γ=ρ οf�ν τ& εNναι μ3 >π8 >ντιπ"λου παρασκευ?ς Aμο��ν τι ; bσον (ς τ8 
κοιν8ν βουλε�εσθαι. ; π"ντας οEν >τειχ	στους �φη χρ?ναι ξυμμαχε�ν ; 
κα� τ"δε νομ	ζειν 'ρθ/ς �χειν. 

  37     E.g. Themistocles outwits both Xerxes and his fellow Greeks (e.g. 8.75, 8.79–83, 
8.109–110) at the Battle of Salamis.  

  38     (1993) 44.  
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 … and coming forward to the Spartans Themistocles then said openly that 
their city was now suffi ciently fortifi ed to preserve those who lived within 
it. If the Spartans or the allies wished to send representatives to them, they 
should in future arrive with the attitude that they had come to [people] 
who are able to discern both their own advantage and also the common 
interest. And he said that when it had seemed better to them to evacu-
ate the city and embark into their ships, recognizing this without them 
[i.e. without the Spartans] they had dared to do it, and that in turn, in 
respect to those things they had planned together with them, they had 
been superior to everyone else in their opinion. And right now it seemed 
to them better for their city to have a wall, both privately for the citizens, 
and because it would be more helpful for all the allies. For it was not pos-
sible to plan anything in a similar or equal way for the common good 
without an equally strong physical foundation (παρασκευ�). And he said 
that either it was necessary for all of the allies to be without walls, or for the 
truth of what he said to be admitted (1.91.4–7  )   

 The main point of Themistocles  ’ speech is clear.  39   The city is now 
defensible, and whenever the Peloponnesians come to the well-defended 
city  , they will be compelled to treat Athenian policy with respect, that 
is, they will not be able to make the demands they would be able to 
enforce on an undefended population. Themistocles shows that the wall 
will protect the Athenians, and allow them to maintain the distinction 
between what is good for Athens (τ= ξ�μφορα) and what is good for 
Sparta and the other allies (τ= κοιν"). As proof that the Athenians know 
how to handle their own and also pan-Hellenic affairs, he relates the 
story of the decision to evacuate Athens and fi ght the battle of Salamis  ,  40   
emphasizing Athens’ independent power of decision on this occasion 
and her indispensible value to the alliance   as counselors in the subse-
quent common actions.  41   

 Athens’ independent power of decision has now resulted in the deci-
sion to build the city wall  .  42   In his fi nal comments, Themistocles   again 

  39     This speech is not entirely easy to translate (French [ 1971 ] 20 note 9 speaks of “stud-
ied ambiguity”). Some textual corruption may be evident (on this problem cf. Poppo 
ad loc.).  

  40     For the third time, so far, in Thucydides. Cf. the narrator at 1.18.2, and the Athenians 
at 1.73.4.  

  41     Themistocles does not mention that he himself was the chief counselor, although he 
was so highly honored by the Spartans in the previous year (Hdt. 8.124). Perhaps to 
mention this would emphasize that he was hoodwinking people who had shown him 
so much goodwill.  

  42     Themistocles thus takes authority for Athens’ physical independence from the history 
of her demonstrable intellectual independence. As the intellectual equal or superior 
to Sparta, Athens can claim to govern her own fate. Cf. Rood ( 1998 ) 146.  
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distinguishes between what is good for Athens and what is good for the 
allies: however, he claims that the wall is good for both, since it allows 
Athens to plan from a basis of security   and authority equal to that of 
the other allies.  43   The fi nal salvo is meant to display Sparta’s duplicity in 
allowing their own Peloponnesian allies (e.g. Corinth) to possess walls  , 
while asking Athens to go without. 

 Besides establishing Athens as Sparta’s equal, Themistocles  ’ speech 
dissects the effect of physical defensibility   on the psychological and 
political constitution of a people. Through freeing the defended from 
immediate fear  , the wall enables the existence of an independent foreign 
policy.  44   His analysis shows that the wall   is necessary if the Athenians 
are going to exist as a city rather than as hostages, and signifi cantly 
conditions our reception of Thucydides’ account of Athenian behavior 
toward their conquered allies  .  45   

 Thus, when it later becomes necessary in order to discipline revolted 
subordinates, the Athenians will throw down their walls as Sparta has 
suggested here. By contrast, Athens’ wall is now a fact, and the Spartans 
must swallow their anger   and return home (1.92.1). Turning from this 
vivid story of Themistocles  ’ successful trickery   and the Spartans’ failed 
diplomacy  , Thucydides describes the city wall as it still appears in his 
time, and shows from this appearance how quickly the wall must have 
been built. For even now, he reminds his Athenian readers, it is clear 
that the construction   was hasty (1.93.2).  46   In contrast to the wall around 
Peiraeus, which Thucydides will shortly describe, the city wall has foun-
dations made of every kind of stone, in some places not joined together, 

  43     The scholiast exposes his limitations here, but Poppo corrects: “The scholiast gives 
an example of the whole thought in the following way: ‘for perhaps, if enemies were 
attacking, we would decide not to fi ght, but rather to make a truce, since we have a 
wall, but for others it would seem best to fi ght.’ But the sentence is more general. For 
it means that [those lacking a wall] are able to propose counsels neither as boldly nor 
as seriously as their allies. For Aμο�ον refers more to the quality of their counsels, bσον 
more to their authority.” (“Totam sententiam sic illustrat schol.: bσως γ=ρ πολεμ	ων 
(λθ�ντων #μ�ν μ�ν δ�ξει μ3 μ"χεσθαι, >λλ= σπ6νδεσθαι, <ς �χουσι τε�χος, το�ς δ� 
Hλλοις πολεμε�ν. Sed latius pendet sententia. Signifi catur enim ita eos non posse con-
silia pariter audacia aut gravia atque socios proponere. Nam Aμο�ον magis ad quali-
tatem, bσον magis ad auctoritatem consiliorum videtur referri.”)  

  44     Which seems to have been exactly what the Spartans wanted to prevent. Cf. Stadter 
( 1993 ) 43.  

  45     Cf. 1.101.3, 1.108.4, 1.117.3, discussed in the fi nal sections of this chapter, and Athens’ 
insistence, in anticipation of a revolt, that the Potideians throw down their walls 
(1.57.6–1.58.1).  

  46     Cf.  CT  ad loc. on this passage and the fact that excavations seem basically to confi rm 
Thucydides’ report.  
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but laying as the stones happen to have been brought (ο� γ=ρ θεμ6λιοι 
παντο	ων λ	θων �π�κεινται κα� ο� ξυνειργασμ6νων �στιν q, >λλ& <ς 
Pκαστ�ν ποτε προσ6φερον… 1.93.2  ). Furthermore, the Athenians laid 
in “many steles from tombs and other worked stones. For they extended 
the circuit on every side. And because of this they made haste, moving all 
things equally” (πολλα	 τε στ?λαι >π8 σημ"των κα� λ	θοι ε9ργασμ6νοι 
(γκατελ6γησαν. με	ζων γ=ρ A περ	βολος πανταχL (ξ�χθη τ?ς π�λεως, 
κα� δι= το%το π"ντα Aμο	ως κινο%ντες Mπε	γοντο 1.93.2  ). 

 The city wall was an improvised and messy construction. The type and 
position of the stones   was random; the fi t of the stones was sometimes left 
to chance. Yet, just like the similarly messy and improvised   Corcyraean 
navy   that defeats the Corinthians at the Battle of Leukimme (1.29.3), 
the new wall suffi ces perfectly well. Thucydides’ description shows that 
the city wall refl ects an ambition to claim a larger space, commensurate 
with Athens’ new position in the world, as well as a democratic desire for 
freedom   from the past that caused a certain amount of further destruc-
tion to the city. Thus everything, including decorated stones and the 
grave markers   of the wealthier members of the previous generations, 
gave way to the expanded plan.  47   

 Of course, Themistocles   had, even before the Persian Wars, antici-
pated the new Athens. Thucydides continues: 

 �πεισε δ� κα� το% Πειραι/ς τ= λοιπ= A Θεμιστοκλ?ς ο9κοδομε�ν (�π?ρκτο 
δ& α�το% πρ�τερον (π� τ?ς (κε	νου >ρχ?ς {ς κατ& (νιαυτ8ν .θηνα	οις 
dρξε) νομ	ζων τ� τε χωρ	ον καλ8ν εNναι, λιμ6νας �χον τρε�ς α�τοφυε�ς, 
κα� α�το!ς ναυτικο!ς γεγενημ6νους μ6γα προφ6ρειν (ς τ8 κτ�σασθαι 
δ�ναμιν (τ?ς γ=ρ δ3 θαλ"σσης πρ/τος (τ�λμησεν ε9πε�ν <ς >νθεκτ6α 
(στ	) κα� τ3ν >ρχ3ν ε�θ!ς ξυγκατεσκε�αζεν. 

 And Themistocles persuaded them also to complete the Piraeus [wall], 
which had been begun during his archonship, believing that the site was 
fi ne, having three natural harbors, and that it would be very advantageous 
to them, now that they had become nautical, for the acquisition of power 

  47     Themistocles had told them to spare neither public nor private buildings, but to 
throw down everything for the wall (1.90.3). Since the city was largely reduced to rub-
ble (1.89.3), perhaps it made sense to use everything for the protective wall fi rst, and 
then to rebuild the city. Nevertheless, Thucydides’ remark at 1.93.2 (π"ντα Aμο	ως 
κινο%ντες: they “moved everything equally”) seems slightly ominous. The Athenians 
do not differentiate between steles and other stones of no historical value, but reduce 
everything to its immediate usefulness. If it is a crime for the Persians to destroy 
temples (cf. particularly the Athenian view expressed at Hdt. 8.144.2), it is surely at 
least problematic if the Athenians pack grave steles in a wall. Thucydides elsewhere 
calls disrespect for the dead disgraceful. Cf. 2.52.4. For a different interpretation of 
this scene, cf. Stadter ( 1993 ) 44.  
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(for he had fi rst dared to argue that they should cling to the sea). And thus 
he straightaway contributed to founding the empire.  48   (1.93.3–4  )   

 The Athenian harbors were a gift of nature  , Themistocles   recog-
nized, that ought to be exploited for the protection of the navy   with 
which the Athenians would acquire power. The seriousness with which 
Themistocles regards this enterprise is refl ected in his plan for the 
Piraeus   wall, which was to be very massive and high. By contrast to the 
hastily improvised city walls, this wall is the result of the best and most 
expensive materials and a laborious construction process. Thucydides’ 
description of this wall shows that it was no common “sandwich” wall, 
like the city wall, but stone throughout.   

 κα� Vκοδ�μησαν τL (κε	νου γνQμO τ8 π"χος το% τε	χους +περ ν%ν �τι 
δ?λ�ν (στι περ� τ8ν Πειραι5· δ�ο γ=ρ pμαξαι (ναντ	αι >λλ�λαις το!ς 
λ	θους (π?γον. (ντ8ς δ� οFτε χ"λιξ οFτε πηλ8ς dν, >λλ= ξυν1κοδομημ6νοι 
μεγ"λοι λ	θοι κα� (ντομL (γγQνιοι, σιδ�ρ1 πρ8ς >λλ�λους τ= �ξωθεν κα� 
μολ�βδ1 δεδεμ6νοι. τ8 δ� \ψος Rμισυ μ"λιστα (τελ6σθη οZ διενοε�το. 
(βο�λετο γ=ρ τ0 μεγ6θει κα� τ0 π"χει >φιστ"ναι τ=ς τ/ν πολεμ	ων 
(πιβουλ"ς, >νθρQπων τε (ν�μιζεν 'λ	γων κα� τ/ν >χρειοτ"των >ρκ6σειν 
τ3ν φυλακ�ν, το!ς δ& Hλλους (ς τ=ς να%ς (σβ�σεσθαι. 

 And they constructed the thickness of the wall according to his concep-
tion, the very thickness that is still now visible around Peiraeus. For two 
oxcarts coming from opposite directions brought the stones in. And within 
it was not rubble or mud, but great stones fi tted together and cut square, 
bound together on the surface with iron and lead. But as for the height 
[of the wall], half of what he imagined was accomplished. For he wanted 
to turn back enemy attacks with the size and thickness [of the wall], and 
he thought that the guard of few and the weakest men would be suffi cient, 
and that the others could get into the ships. (1.93.5–6  )   

 Thucydides reminds his Athenian readers for the second time in the 
paragraph (cf. 1.93.2) that the evidence he is citing is available for them 
to see. He is appealing to what they know to be true, therefore, and uses 
this information to construct contrasting pictures of Themistocles  ’ two 
walls.  49   The lightning construction process of the city wall   was deter-
mined by the necessity to defend Athens immediately, and also by the 
opportunity the Persian destruction created to plunder stones from 
Athens itself; by contrast, the Peiraeus wall   is made of new stones cut 

  48     The translation of τ3ν >ρχ�ν in 1.93.4 can be a diffi culty: cf. Poppo ad loc. The trans-
lation offered here (“the empire”) is accepted by both Stadter ( 1993 ) 45 and French 
( 1971 ) 22.  

  49     He is also able to construct the Athenian reader as a supporting authority for the 
future reader.  
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square, and bound with metal to create the heaviest and strongest pos-
sible construction. Slow oxen   draw the stones   to Peiraeus, and the wall 
itself is part of a considered strategic plan. 

 Each wall therefore acquires a vivid physical and political profi le. 
Moreover, one other striking difference between them emerges. Where 
the city wall was completed, only half the planned height of the Peiraeus 
wall was actually built. Themistocles   had envisioned a fortress that 
could be protected by only a few landlocked weaklings, expecting that 
Athenians in their prime would man the triremes  .  50   His ambition   and 
image of Athens took an extreme naval-centered view. Pericles is mod-
erate by comparison, since Themistocles would have sacrifi ced not only 
Attica  , but even the upper city itself in order to secure the navy  : 

 τα�ς γ=ρ ναυσ� μ"λιστα προσ6κειτο, 9δQν, <ς (μο� δοκε�, τ?ς βασιλ6ως 
στρατι5ς τ3ν κατ= θ"λασσαν �φοδον ε�πορωτ6ραν τ?ς κατ= γ?ν οEσαν· 
τ�ν τε Πειραι5 iφελιμQτερον (ν�μιζε τ?ς Hνω π�λεως, κα� πολλ"κις 
το�ς .θηνα	οις παρ�νει, ;ν Hρα ποτ� κατ= γ?ν βιασθ/σι, καταβ"ντας 
(ς α�τ8ν τα�ς ναυσ� πρ8ς pπαντας >νθ	στασθαι. .θηνα�οι μ�ν οEν 
ο\τως (τειχ	σθησαν κα� τ�λλα κατεσκευ"ζοντο ε�θ!ς μετ= τ3ν Μ�δων 
>ναχQρησιν. 

 And he laid great importance on the ships, since he saw, I think, that 
access for the armies of the King was more convenient by sea than by land. 
And he believed that Peiraeus was more useful than the upper city and fre-
quently advised the Athenians, if they should ever be compelled by land, 
that they could resist anyone with their ships if they went down to Peiraeus. 
And thus the Athenians acquired walls, and were also equipped in other 
ways immediately after the withdrawal of the Persians. (1.93.7–8  )   

 Themistocles  ’ Peiraeus wall   was intended to produce independence 
from any enemy. It was a base from which the Athenians could defy 
“all,” that is, any land or sea power. Whereas his city wall   was therefore 
originally more defensive   in intention, the subsequently constructed 
Peiraeus wall was designed from its inception to support the warfare   
that would be necessary to secure the empire. 

 Thucydides has chosen to illustrate Athens’ progress toward imperial 
power as much by describing Athens’ walls and their physical capaci-
ties as by relating the outlines of Themistoclean policy. The physical 
presence of the walls and the increasingly aggressive policies they made 
possible for Athens were unavoidable facts for both Athenians and non-
Athenians: his depiction of the walls and their construction calls on 

  50     Contrast this to the necessities depicted in 2.13.4: sixteen thousand men must guard 
the system of walls during the Peloponnesian War. Cf.  Chapter 5 .  
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supporting focalization from among Thucydides’ contemporaries, who 
authorize his account. Together the narrator and his contemporaries 
confi rm to the reader the reality of the walls and the history refl ected 
in their construction. The reader is compelled to perceive that Athens’ 
progress toward aggressive behavior was recorded in stone.  51     

   Tribute  

   As we have seen, at the opening of the Pentekontaetia, Themistocles   fur-
nishes the Athenians (who were mocked in Herodotus   for being without 
a city; cf. Hdt. 8.61.1) with a fortifi cation for the city, and a harbor and 
home for Athens’ navy  . 

 If these walls establish the Athenian empire, tribute   taken from the 
allies is the empire’s substance. Tribute is the main element of the 
Athenian acme  . Its forceful acquisition from the allies is the central 
fact of the empire and seals Athens’ eventual fate. Paradoxically, in 
Thucydides’ account, the initial acquisition of this sustaining element 
of Athenian power was initially as much the result of others’ weakness 
as of Athenian strength. 

 In Thucydides’ presentation, the tribute-paying allies   subordi-
nate themselves to the Athenians in two stages.  52   First, the allies ask 
the Athenians to preserve them from Pausanias  , King of Sparta, who 
was still leading the alliance after his victory at Plataea in 479 BCE. 
The second stage of subordination occurs once the Athenians have 
taken advantage of their leadership   to assess payments of tribute and 
ships. The allies resist this requirement, and are conquered one by 
one. Thucydides’ accounts of both stages emphasize the psychological 
weakness of the allies, who in the fi rst case cry out to the Athenians to 
preserve them when they fail independently to meet the challenge of 
Pausanias’ (quickly squelched) tyrannical behavior, and in the second 
case fail to maintain their own potentially formidable military strength. 
Thucydides’ brief exposition of the Ionian situation once again relies 
heavily on the Herodotean background.  53   

  51     Cf. Rood ( 1998 ) 232. Westlake ( 1968 ) 49 is surprised at the “generous scale of the 
narrative” about the building of the wall. The tendency has been to consider such 
passages less important.  

  52     Cf. Stadter ( 1993 ) 49–52 and Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 86–87 on Thucydides’ presentation 
of the allies’ self-subordination.  

  53     On the four subjections of the Ionians (to Croesus, to Cyrus, again to the Persians 
after the failed Ionian revolt, and then to the mainland Greeks after the Persian 
Wars) discussed or refl ected in Herodotus, cf. Munson ( 2007 ). Noting the Ionians’ 
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 Like the subordination of Epidamnus to Corinth  , the Ionians  ’ sub-
ordination to Athens begins with supplication  . Pausanias  ’ violence 
(1.95.1) and tyrannical behavior (1.95.3) causes the allies to appeal 
to the Athenians to rescue them and take leadership   of the alliance.  54   
The difference between Epidamnus   and the Ionians, however, is that 
the Ionians were not small or materially weak. In fact, the larger pow-
ers of the Aegean Islands and Asia Minor Coast were wealthy and pos-
sessed of well-developed trireme   navies. United they might easily have 
been a match for either Sparta or Athens’ early power.  55   However, they 
unite only to turn themselves over to the Athenians, and uncondition-
ally accept both Athenian command of the ongoing war against Persia   
and also the Athenian organization of the new alliance   (1.95.1, cited in 
note 54). 

 At the same time as the Ionians entrust themselves to Athens in this 
way, the Spartans   recall Pausanias   (1.95.7, 1.131.1), and gradually reduce 
their military commitment to the Aegean campaigns until they have 
abandoned the Aegean sphere altogether. They have several reasons for 
doing this, none of which have to do with military weakness. First, they 
are afraid of the effect that foreign campaigns and victories have had on 
Pausanias, and “fearing that those of them who went out would become 
worse [i.e. corrupted],” they send no further generals to the Aegean. In 
addition, however, “they wanted to be rid of the Median War  , and they 

consistent importance throughout Herodotus’ text, she characterizes their roles as fol-
lows (147): “They tend to trigger or suffer circumstances without determining them. 
They are capable of bouts of heroism and endurance, but they are also divided, and 
therefore weak, not suffi ciently committed to the goal of liberty, confl icted in their 
allegiances, and generally requiring the oversight or support of a larger power…” Cf. 
150–151 on Herodotus’ “ambivalent or negative” judgments of the Ionians, and the 
“extraordinary direct speech [at 6.12.3] in which the Ionians declare that they prefer 
slavery to their present hardships.”  

  54     Thucydides’ story (1.95.1) of the allied appeal to the Athenians, uses language similar 
to the language of the story of the Epidamnian supplications at Corcyra and Corinth 
(cf. 1.24.6, 1.25.2). 1.95.1  : “And since [Pausanias] was now being actually violent, the 
other Greeks were aggrieved, and in particular those who had just now been liberated 
from the King [of Persia]. And going to the Athenians they asked them to be their 
leaders since they were related [κατ= τ8 ξυγγεν6ς cf. 1.26.3] and not to entrust them 
to Pausanias, who was treating them with violence. And the Athenians accepted [their 
petition] ((δ6ξαντο cf. Corinthians at 1.25.3), and assured them that they would not 
overlook [ο� περιοψ�μενοι: cf. περιορ5ν at 1.24.6 and 1.25.2] the other problems, 
and would also establish things in the way that seemed best to them.”  

  55     Cf. Wallinga (1984) 401–403. Herodotus frequently displays Ionian prosperity; how-
ever, the most prosperous states (Naxos and Miletus, for instance) also fi ght among 
themselves the most. Cf. e.g. Hdt. 5.28 with Munson ( 2007 ) 156. The Ionians’ pros-
perity also becomes evident in the story of the revolt of Samos at 1.116–117. Cf.  HCT  
ad loc.  
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thought that the Athenians were adequate to lead, and friendly to them-
selves in the present” (1.95.7  ). 

 Thus both the Spartans and the Aegean allies, two political groups 
possessed of considerable power, rely on Athenian leadership   in 
the Aegean, and the second stage of Ionian   subordination begins. 
Thucydides’ description of Athenian leadership in the Archaeology   had 
distinguished the Athenians from the Spartans by showing that the for-
mer took payment of tribute  , but the latter did not (1.19). His descrip-
tion of Athenian leadership in the Pentekontaetia records the decision 
to assess tribute payments to the allies, and provides minimal but cru-
cial context for understanding this decision.   

 παραλαβ�ντες δ� ο� .θηνα�οι τ3ν #γεμον	αν το�τ1 τ0 τρ�π1 Dκ�ντων 
τ/ν ξυμμ"χων δι= τ8 Παυσαν	ου μ�σος, �ταξαν pς τε �δει παρ6χειν τ/ν 
π�λεων χρ�ματα πρ8ς τ8ν β"ρβαρον κα� zς να%ς· πρ�σχημα γ=ρ dν 
>μ�νεσθαι ~ν �παθον δOο%ντας τ3ν βασιλ6ως χQραν. κα� _λληνοταμ	αι 
τ�τε πρ/τον .θηνα	οις κατ6στη >ρχ�, οs (δ6χοντο τ8ν φ�ρον· ο\τω 
γ=ρ iνομ"σθη τ/ν χρημ"των # φορ". dν δ& A πρ/τος φ�ρος ταχθε�ς 
τετρακ�σια τ"λαντα κα� Dξ�κοντα. ταμιε��ν τε ∆?λος dν α�το�ς, κα� α� 
ξ�νοδοι (ς τ8 �ερ8ν (γ	γνοντο. 

 And once the Athenians had taken leadership in this way, that is, since the 
allies were willing because of their hatred of Pausanias, they decided which 
of the cities should supply money against the barbarian, and which ships. 
For the pretext [i.e. for taking money and ships] was to be recompensed 
for the damages they had suffered by wasting the territory of the king. And 
at that time the Athenians fi rst established the offi ce of the  Hellenotamiae , 
who accepted the tribute. For thus the importation of money [# φορ"] was 
named [i.e. it was called tribute]. And the fi rst tribute assessed was 460 
talents. Delos was their treasury, and their meetings were in the temple. 
(1.96  )   

 This is a rather astonishing paragraph. First, Thucydides explains 
that the Athenians took leadership over the allies   on a “pretext  .” This 
observation can claim Herodotean authority, since Herodotus   had also 
explained that the Athenians deployed a pretext to take over leadership   
of the alliance: 

 (γ6νετο γ=ρ κατ& >ρχ=ς λ�γος … <ς τ8 ναυτικ8ν .θηνα	οισι χρε8ν εbη
(πιτρ6πειν. >ντιβ"ντων δ� τ/ν συμμ"χων εNκον ο� .θηνα�οι μ6γα 
πεποιημ6νοι περιε�ναι τ3ν _λλ"δα κα� γν�ντες, ε9 στασι"σουσι περ� τ?ς 
#γεμον	ης, <ς >πολ6εται # _λλ"ς … (πιστ"μενοι �ν α�τ8 το%το ο�κ 
>ντ6τεινον >λλ& εNκον, μ6χρι +σου κ"ρτα (δ6οντο α�τ/ν, <ς δι6δεξαν· <ς 
γ=ρ δ3 iσ"μενοι τ8ν Π6ρσην περ� τ?ς (κε	νου @δη τ8ν >γ/να (ποιε%ντο, 
πρ�φασιν τ3ν Παυσαν	εω \βριν προϊσχ�μενοι >πε	λοντο τ3ν #γεμον	ην 
το!ς Λακεδαιμον	ους. 
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 For in the beginning [i.e. when the Greek allies were deciding who should 
lead the naval forces against the Persians] there was some talk … that it 
would be necessary to turn [the command of] the naval forces over to the 
Athenians. But when the allies resisted, the Athenians yielded since they 
had already done much to ensure the survival of Greece and knew that 
Greece would be destroyed if they quarreled over the leadership … and 
so, understanding this, they did not argue, but yielded – but only as long 
as they really needed the allies, as they later clearly showed. For once they 
had thrust off the Persians, they were immediately contesting for his lands, 
and offering the arrogance of Pausanias as their excuse, they took leader-
ship from the Spartans. (8.3.1–2  )   

 At 1.96, Thucydides argues that the Athenians took leadership  , assign-
ing to each ally what to contribute, on the pretext that they wanted to 
take revenge   on the King by wasting his lands. At 8.3.1–2, Herodotus 
indicates the same phase of activity, describing how the Athenians took 
leadership as they were competing for the King’s lands after the war, 
but does not specify that this activity supplied the pretext for Athenian 
leadership and the formation of the league. Instead, Herodotus   argues 
that Pausanias  ’ arrogance gave the Athenians a convenient pretext   for 
taking over at this stage.  56   

 Whether the pretext functions directly (as in Thucydides) to justify 
the destruction of Persian lands, or whether it functions to justify seiz-
ing leadership while making war on Persian lands (as in Herodotus), the 
context of the pretext is warfare against Persia. Nevertheless, Thucydides’ 
statement of the pretext in 1.96 seems astonishing. French sensibly asks 
whether it is “credible that the offi cial purpose of the confederacy was 
aggressive and amounted to a systematic plunder  ing of the Persians by a 
series of Viking-like raids from the sea.”  57   In the end, however, he fi nds 
this not only credible, but logical: “It explains the willingness of the 
allies to go on contributing ships to the allies’ effort … for the ships 
were intended to bring in a profi t  .” Considered in this way, Thucydides’ 
description of the Delian league, in which the allies   voluntarily turn 
themselves over to Athens and then join her campaigns against Persia, 
closely resembles the arrangement described in the Archaeology   at 1.8.3  , 
where the lesser powers voluntarily subordinate themselves to enslave-
ment   by the greater for the sake of profi t. 

  56     Herodotus is harder on Athens in this explanation than Thucydides, since he does 
not distribute any blame to the allies. Cf., however, his depictions of the predatory 
campaigns of Miltiades (6.32) and Themistocles (8.11–112), and his frequent explana-
tions of Ionian weakness, referenced in note 52.  

  57     (1971) 28.  
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 Readers will object that the allies did not “go on contributing” ships   
voluntarily, but soon revolted. However, in Thucydides’ view, these 
revolts   resulted directly from the fact that the Athenians were organized 
enough to claim whatever profi t came to the allies for themselves. The 
subsequent sentences of 1.96   describe the mechanisms by which the 
allies’ profi ts were to be brought to Athens. The Athenians, Thucydides 
tells us, established offi ces with archaic and pan-Hellenic-sounding 
names: the �λληνοταμ	αι, who received the tribute. After this, he 
explains the Athenians’ name for monetary tribute  : A φ�ρος. The expla-
nation runs as follows: # φ�ρα is called A φ�ρος. “The bringing in” (of 
money) is called “the collection.” Next, Thucydides informs us that the 
amount of the fi rst tribute payments was 460 talents. Finally, he tells us 
that the treasury was on Delos   and that meetings of the league were in 
the temple (that is, the temple of Apollo). 

 The centered explanation of the name for and amount of tribute con-
trasts to the surrounding information. The names of the offi cers and 
the location of the treasury and league meetings signaled traditional 
and religious relations among states. However, and consistent with the 
strictness with which the Athenians will administrate and enforce the 
collection of tribute payments (1.99.1), they attached no ceremony to 
their name.  58   Tribute was tribute, the explanation seems to indicate, and 
was so called from the beginning, regardless of other performances. 

 Thus Thucydides’ explanation of the pretext   for founding the league 
and also his explanation of its terminology refl ect his view that the origi-
nal aim of the alliance was to gather money from Persia   and from the 
allies   to Athens. Whatever we think of the accuracy of the fi gure given 
for the fi rst tribute payment (460 talents), the taking of tribute is clearly 
lucrative.  59   Furthermore, the Athenians also use their subordinates to 
make war on each other. Thucydides ends his initial description of the 
alliance with the observation that the allies   were at fi rst autonomous, 
and decisions were made in common council (1.97.1). This phase seems 
to have given way to a much stricter Athenian leadership quite quickly. 
His summary of the leagues’ initial activities shows that while they did 
continue to combat the Persians, they were both deployed for “actions 
against [Athens’] revolted allies,” (i.e. each other) and also against 

  58     This is perhaps a minor example of emphasis through centering, rather than through 
full-blown ring composition.  

  59     On the fi gure, see the essay in  HCT , ad loc., and on all fi gures provided by Thucydides 
in reference to Athenian monetary resources, the extensive argument of Blamire 
( 2001 ).  
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“whoever of the Peloponnesian side happened forward in each situa-
tion” (1.97.1  , cf. 1.18.3).  60   The alliance was therefore early on dedicated 
to combating other Greeks as well as the Persians.  61     

   Athens on Campaign  

 The more detailed descriptions of Athens’ activity in the next chapters 
instantly confi rm this fact.  62   The quick and cruel Athenian successes of 
the initial sentence culminate in the “enslavement” of Naxos   (1.98.4), 
one of the most prosperous Aegean islands (cf. Hdt. 5.28 and 5.31.1), 
and are followed by a discussion of the revolts   caused by the necessity to 
pay tribute   to Athens: 

 α9τ	αι δ� Hλλαι τε dσαν τ/ν >ποστ"σεων κα� μ6γισται α� τ/ν φ�ρων κα� 
νε/ν �κδειαι κα� λιποστρ"τιον εb τ1 (γ6νετο· ο� γ=ρ .θηνα�οι >κριβ/ς 
�πρασσον κα� λυπηρο� dσαν ο�κ ε9ωθ�σιν ο�δ� βουλομ6νοις ταλαιπωρε�ν 
προσ"γοντες τ=ς >ν"γκας. dσαν δ6 πως κα� Hλλως ο� .θηνα�οι ο�κ6τι 
Aμο	ως (ν #δονL Hρχοντες, κα� οFτε ξυνεστρ"τευον >π8 το% bσου 
e�δι�ν τε προσ"γεσθαι dν α�το�ς το!ς >φισταμ6νους. ~ν α�το� αbτιοι 
(γ6νοντο ο� ξ�μμαχοι· δι= γ=ρ τ3ν >π�κνησιν τα�την τ/ν στρατει/ν ο� 
πλε	ους α�τ/ν, Kνα μ3 >π& οbκου �σι, χρ�ματα (τ"ξαντο >ντ� τ/ν νε/ν τ8 
�κνο�μενον >ν"λωμα φ6ρειν, κα� το�ς μ�ν .θηνα	οις ηFξετο τ8 ναυτικ8ν 
>π8 τ?ς δαπ"νης `ν (κε�νοι ξυμφ6ροιεν, α�το� δ6, Aπ�τε >ποστα�εν, 
>παρ"σκευοι κα� Hπειροι (ς τ8ν π�λεμον καθ	σταντο. 

 And there were other reasons for revolts, but the greatest were arrears in 
paying tribute and ships, and sometimes desertion.  63   For the Athenians 
did their business precisely, and were painful to people who were neither 
accustomed nor willing to suffer pain prosecuting the necessary ends. And 
the Athenians were anyway no longer ruling in a way that was pleasing to 
the allies, nor did they go out on campaign on a condition of equality with 

  60     On 1.97.1, cf. Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 79, who remarks on the fact that two out of three activ-
ities of the league do not speak to its founding purpose (i.e. to combat the Persians).  

  61     Cf. Bloesel ( 2001 ) 196 on Herodotus’ corresponding presentation of the story of 
Themistocles.  

  62     On 1.98, see the description and discussion in Rood ( 1998 ) 238: “Thucydides’ treat-
ment is generic: Eion is the fi rst Persian fortress captured, Syros the fi rst place not held 
by Persia; Carystos is the fi rst Greek state forced to join the alliance, Naxos the fi rst 
to try to leave. And there is a progression: fi rst ‘took and sold into slavery’ (εfλον κα� 
Mνδραπ�δισαν); then, ‘sold into slavery and colonized’ (Mνδραπ�δισαν κα� Iκισαν 
α�το	); fi nally ‘enslaved contrary to custom’ (παρ= τ8 καθεστηκ8ς (δουλQθη).”  

  63     Poppo noted the continuing suggestions of cowardice and softness in this description 
of the Ionians’ situation. See λιποστρατ	α at 1.99.1, with Poppo’s remark: “λιποστρατ	α 
does not differ much from # >π�κνησις τ/ν στρατει/ν (1.99.3) except that it takes on 
the coloring of cowardice” (“non multum differt, praeterquam quod ignaviae notio 
accepit, # >π�κνησις τ/ν στρατει/ν 1.99.3”).  
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the others, but rather it was easy for them to bring around those who had 
revolted. And the allies themselves were responsible for this. For because 
of their reluctance to go out on campaign, most of them were assigned to 
pay a suffi cient amount of money instead of ships, so that they would not 
be away from home. And the Athenian navy grew from their contribu-
tions, but the [allies] themselves, whenever they would revolt, came to war 
unequipped and inexperienced. (1.99  )   

 Athens’ relentless demands for resources and military service are far 
from welcome to their less energetic allies, but their revolts   are useless, 
since their policy of as much as possible paying the Athenians off, rather 
than facing labor and risk, has left them ill-qualifi ed to contest with 
the very power their contributions have made strong. Without excul-
pating the Athenians, Thucydides blames the allies and shows, as was 
mentioned, that the foundations of Athens’ strength are importantly 
determined by the varying weakness of the states that surrounded 
Athens in Greece after the Persian Wars  .  64   

 The Athenians thus partly owe their rapid growth in the Aegean 
to Spartan disinclination, and Ionian inability, to lead. But the cata-
logue of wars provided in the last section of the Pentekontaetia is all 
Athens’ own. Scholars have remarked on the fact that causes are not 
provided for Athens’ continuous campaigning in the closing section of 
the Pentekontaetia.  65   Furthermore, chronological indications are kept 
to a minimum.  66   Finally, leaders are relatively equal, a fact sometimes 
complained of by those who feel that Thucydides is suppressing Pericles’ 

  64     Contra Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 85–87, who agrees with de Romilly that Thucydides’ pre-
sentation is biased and indirectly reveals Thucydides’ approval for Athens’ aggressive 
behavior.  TAI  91: “… he makes no mention of the transference, in 454, of the treasury 
from Delos to Athens; he makes no mention of the triumph, in 443, of a policy which 
consisted in using the money contributed by the allies for other purposes than waging 
war; he makes no mention of the division of the allies into fi ve districts, which took 
place at the same time and marked the beginning of an imperial mode of organiza-
tion, or of the fusion of Athena’s treasury with the federal treasury. Yet these different 
measures both marked and brought about the transformation of the allies into sub-
jects.” Thucydides’ book would have had to have been rather long to satisfy modern 
historians of the ancient world. (Cf. Stadter [ 1993 ] 37–38 who calculates how long the 
Pentekontaetia would have had to have been to satisfy this kind of inquiry.) It seems 
to me that Thucydides chose one important example of the kind of behaviors listed 
by de Romilly (namely, the taking of tribute) to focus on. As an important constituent 
of the acme, tribute, as a theme, is well suited to serving several functions in the plot 
at once. Thucydides is frank that the Athenians enslaved their allies (1.98.4). Cf. Rood 
( 1998 ) 234.  

  65     Westlake ( 1968 ) 45.  
  66     Stadter ( 1993 ) 63–65.  
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role in the history of this period.  67   Thus Athenian campaigning in the 
Pentekontaetia seems to emerge  e nihilo ; possessing superior weapons, 
monetary resources, and confi dence, the Athenians act as human beings 
mostly do act, in Thucydides’ view, in this situation.  68   The second sec-
tion of the Pentekontaetia tells the story of Athens’ many wars once the 
empire   and the acme were founded, and contrasts to these the account 
of Sparta’s interwar years of uncertainty, which end when the Spartans 
fi nally decide to destroy Athenian strength (1.118.2  ).  69   

 War materials   are not central to this history of constant war-
fare: according to my count, sixteen campaign stories of the second part 
of the Pentekontaetia make no mention of Athenian war materials, and 
ten do.  70   References to war materials are therefore deployed selectively 
for the purposes of illustrating Thucydides’ argument, and he does not 
glorify   war materials in any way. If Thucydides had been interested in 

  67     Cf. e.g. Badian ( 1993 ) 160–161. I largely agree with Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) on the signifi -
cance of Pericles’ absence from the Pentekontaetia until this point: “Through these 
omissions [that is, the lack of reference to Pericles’ political programs of the 440s] 
Thucydides avoids above all giving the impression that Athens’ policy toward the 
allies changed in the course of the Pentekontaetia. Thucydides understands the entire 
Pentekontaetia as a unifi ed period, the main characteristic of which is the  constant and 
continuous development  of the growth of Athenian power.” (Durch diese Auslassungen 
wird vor allem der Eindruck vermieden, die Athenische Politik gegenüber der 
Verbündeten hätte im Laufe der  Pentekontaetie  Änderungen erfahren. Thukydides 
versteht die gesamte  Pentekontaetie  als eine Einheitliche Periode, deren hauptmerkmal 
die  konstante und kontinuierliche Entwicklung  des Athenischen Machtzuwuchses ist.)  

  68     On the “perceptibly accelerated” pace of narration in the second half of the 
Pentekontaetia, refl ective of Athens’ explosive energy and πολυπραγμοσυν�, cf. 
Rengakos (2006) 291.  

  69     On the unchanging Athenian character throughout the Pentekontaetia, and the 
slowly changing Spartan character, cf. Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 93–94.  

  70     The type of war materials that would have been used in each case, whether infantry 
or naval, is often obvious and as such needs no reference, but had Thucydides wanted 
to emphasize the role of weapons or numbers he might have provided some sort of 
information about the forces engaged in these battles. Thus, in 1.98, Cimon captures 
Eion after a siege, defeats and colonizes Skyros, forces the Carystians to an agree-
ment, and defeats the Naxians, again after a siege. No war materials of any kind are 
mentioned. Likewise, the story of Cimon’s victory at the Eurymedon does not men-
tion Athenian forces or ships, although two hundred Phoenician ships are captured 
or destroyed (1.100.1); the Athenian fl eet that went to Thasos is likewise unnumbered 
(1.100.2). At 1.103.3  , Thucydides mentions that the Athenians happen to have taken 
Naupactus, but does not say when or with what forces. No details are provided for the 
naval battles at Halieis and Kekruphalia at 1.105.1. Thucydides simply calls the battle 
for Aegina “big” (μεγ"λη 1.105.2), although he mentions that the Athenians captured 
seventy ships. In 1.108.2, the Athenians defeat the Boeotians after their own terrible 
defeat at Tanagra; again, Thucydides provides no information about the Athenian 
forces who conquered Boeotia, other than to tell us that Myronides was their general, 
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praising Athens’ navy   or infantry  , he misses many opportunities in the 
Pentekontaetia. In the place of praise, we read a swiftly paced catalogue 
that emphasizes Athens’ aggression   toward other Greeks, and at the 
center of which is a description of the destruction of an Athenian acme   
of sea power (1.104, 1.109–110). 

 This story, and others, are in fact illustrated with selected references 
to war materials. For instance, Thucydides repeatedly shows that Athens 
could keep on campaigning during and after disasters without losing 
confi dence, and a number of his references to war materials illustrate 
stories in which Athens perseveres when few (not many) materials were 
available. Thucydides uses a contrasting strategy to show what Athens 
could take from others.  71   

 In the following brief section of the argument, I will not review the war 
chapters of the Pentekontaetia in order, since several excellent descrip-
tions are available.  72   Instead, I will analyze a small number of usually 
less-noticed functions of Thucydides’ references to war materials in this 
narrative, and conclude with some observations on the signifi cance of 
this section of the  History  for the reader. 

 First, a remark on Thucydides’ use of war materials   to show what 
Athens could and did take from defeated allies. The latter section of 
the Pentekontaetia demonstrates that the Athenians knew how to make 
revolt   more expensive than tribute  , and also how to reduce their allies to 
physical insecurity   while strengthening their own defensive and offen-
sive capacities. At 1.101.3  , 1.108.4  , and 1.117.3  , the Thasians  , Aeginetans  , 
and Samians  , respectively, are compelled to throw down their walls  , give 
up their ships  , and pay present and future indemnities  , along with other 
more specifi c penalties. Thucydides structures his representation of 
these penalties as agreements with Athens. Thus, for instance, the story 
of the Thasian revolt ends in the following way: 

and no numbers are given for the ships that ravaged the Peloponnesian coast under 
Tolmides after this, taking Chalcis and defeating the Sikyonians (1.108.5). At 1.111.1, 
the Athenians take the Boeotians and Phocians with them on a fruitless campaign 
in Thessalia, but we do not know what size of force was gathered. No numbers are 
provided for the infantry forces that fought in the so-called Sacred War (1.112.5). 
No numbers are provided for the forces that pacifi ed Euboia (1.114). Thus, while the 
motivation for omitting numbers in any particular case might be argued to be individ-
ual, it is apparent that a large number of stories in this section of the Pentekontaetia 
(1.98 through 115.1) describe campaigns and their results without paying more than 
minimal attention to Athenian war materials.  

  71     All of these uses of references to war materials were noted and catalogued by Stadter 
( 1993 ) 56–62.  

  72     Cf. especially French ( 1971 ), Stadter ( 1993 ), and Rood ( 1998 ).  
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 Θ"σιοι δ� τρ	τ1 �τει πολιορκο�μενοι <μολ�γησαν .θηνα	οις τε�χ�ς 
τε καθελ�ντες κα� να%ς παραδ�ντες, χρ�ματ" τε +σα �δει >ποδο%ναι 
α�τ	κα ταξ"μενοι κα� τ8 λοιπ8ν φ6ρειν, τ�ν τε @πειρον κα� τ8 μ6ταλλον 
>φ6ντες. 

 And in the third year of the siege, the Thasians came to an agreement 
with the Athenians by throwing down their wall and surrendering their 
ships, by being assigned to pay as much money as was necessary to hand 
over immediately and also to provide in the future, and by resigning both 
the continent and the metal (i.e. rights to territory on the continent and to 
mine metal on the continent). (1.101.3  )   

   As Thucydides records it, the Thasians   come to terms with Athens by 
performing the penalties   Athens has assessed.  73   The participles, which 
depict Thasian agency in terms of obedience to Athenian requirements, 
refl ect the subordination of Thasos.  74   The penalties themselves (the loss 
of walls   and ships  , and the payments of money  ) both display Thasos’ loss 
of independence and prosperity,  75   and also create a vivid picture of the 
gain to Athens from victorious campaigns against revolted allies. 

 Thucydides uses this type of formula three times in this latter part 
of the Pentekontaetia, although the circumstances differ. The con-
trast between Athens’ security   behind walls   and the insecurity Athens 
enforces upon others is conspicuous in the story of Athens’ conquest 
of Boeotia   and Aegina  , where Thucydides juxtaposes the notice that 
the Athenians have fi nished the long walls   connecting Peiraeus to the 
sea with the announcement that the defeated complied with Athens’ 
terms: 

 κα� μ"χO (ν Ο9νοφ�τοις το!ς Βοιωτο!ς νικ�σαντες τ?ς τε χQρας (κρ"τησαν 
τ?ς Βοιωτ	ας κα� Φωκ	δος κα� Ταναγρα	ων τ8 τε�χος περιε�λον κα� 
Λοκρ/ν τ/ν �πουντ	ων Dκατ8ν Hνδρας Aμ�ρους το!ς πλουσιωτ"τους 
�λαβον, τ" τε τε	χη Dαυτ/ν τ= μακρ= >πετ6λεσαν. <μολ�γησαν δ� κα� 

  73     On this language, cf. Poppo ad loc.: “This treatment of the participle (he is refer-
ring to καθ6λοντες) seems astonishing. Instead of this [naked participle] you would 
expect to see (φ’ � or perhaps Bστε with the infi nitive or even just an infi nitive by 
itself. But in truth the participle really means ‘through the fact that they destroyed,’ 
and Thucydides speaks in the same way at 1.108, etc.” (Mirus videtur hic participii 
usus, pro quo (φ’ � (τε) seu Bστε cum infi nitivo vel etiam solum infi nitivum expectes. 
Verum participium proprie valet  dadurch dass sie zerstörten , atque eodem modo saepe 
Thuc. loquitur… 108.4, 117.3, 115.1.) In a separate note, Poppo also remarks on the 
articles lacking before most nouns of the materials lost.  

  74     The events (cf. especially 1.98.4) and these agreements throw a dubious light on 
Athenian claims (1.77.1) to rule according to equal laws, i.e. laws that apply to them-
selves as well as the allies.  

  75     Cf. Themistocles at 1.92.4–7.  
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ο� Α9γιν?ται μετ= τα%τα το�ς .θηνα	οις, τε	χη τε περιελ�ντες κα� να%ς 
παραδ�ντες φ�ρον τε ταξ"μενοι (ς τ8ν �πειτα χρ�νον. 

 And having defeated the Boeotians in battle at Oinophytoi the [Athenians] 
gained control of Boeotia and threw down the walls of Phocis and of the 
Tanagrans, and took the hundred richest men of the Opuntian Locrians 
hostage, and they fi nished their own long walls. And after this the 
Aeginetans also came to an agreement with the Athenians by throwing 
down their walls, surrendering their ships, and being assigned tribute pay-
ments for the future. (1.108.3–4  )   

 In this passage Athens’ security   increases, while her neighbors come 
under fi erce attack. Three cities lose their walls just as the Athenians are 
fi nishing theirs, among them the Aeginetans  , who, like the Thasians  , 
must fulfi ll an “agreement” by carrying out the penalties assessed against 
themselves. The fate of Samos   is depicted in very similar terms: 

 κα� ναυμαχ	αν μ6ν τινα βραχε�αν (ποι�σαντο ο� Σ"μιοι, >δ�νατοι δ� 
Wντες >ντ	σχειν (ξεπολιορκ�θησαν (ν"τ1 μην� κα� προσεχQρησαν 
Aμολογ	], τε�χ�ς τε καθελ�ντες κα� Aμ�ρους δ�ντες κα� να%ς παραδ�ντες 
κα� χρ�ματα τ= >ναλωθ6ντα ταξ"μενοι κατ= χρ�νους >ποδο%ναι. 

 The Samians fought a short sea battle, but since they were unable to resist 
[the opposing Athenian and allied forces], they were besieged, and came 
to an agreement in the ninth month by throwing down their wall and sur-
rendering hostages, and by being assigned to pay back the money that had 
been spent [on the war against them] over time. (1.117.3  )   

   Pericles is the victor at Samos  , and, as we shall discuss in  Chapter 4 , 
his role in the Pentekontaetia differs little from that of his predecessors, 
all of whom enforce Athens’ imperial intentions. 

 Such depictions are not a glorifi cation of empire, but rather expose 
the individual elements of it in a frank and direct way. Thucydides coun-
terbalances these illustrations of Athens’ profi table   domination of her 
neighbors with examples of Athenian failure and material loss. The 
campaigns funded by tribute   and Persian spoils   sometimes succeed and 
sometimes drastically fail. Ten thousand settlers are lost in the attempt 
to found a colony at Amphipolis   (1.100.3). The Athenians lose to the 
Corinthians at Halias (1.105), and they lose the battle of Tanagra   to 
the Spartans. At Tanagra, substantial infantry forces were at hand for 
both sides. Fifteen hundred Spartiates with ten thousand allies (1.107.2) 
contested against fourteen thousand Athenians and allies (1.107.5), 
and Thucydides reports that many died on both sides (1.108.1). The 
Athenians subsequently conquer Boeotia  , but must abandon it when 
their forces, one thousand men returning from victory at Chaironea  , 



The Athenian Acme in Book One of Thucydides116

where they had sold the people into slavery, are themselves killed or 
taken captive on the way home (1.113.1–2). The Athenians spend six 
years trying to conquer Egypt  , and lose their entire force of 250 ships 
(1.104, 1.109–110).  76   Stalemate is also possible: the Athenians repeat-
edly take very substantial forces to Cyprus   (1.94.2, thirty Athenian ships 
and twenty Peloponnesian ships; 1.104.2, two hundred Athenian ships; 
1.112.2, again two hundred Athenian ships, although sixty head off for 
Egypt). They win large battles (1.112.2), but when Samos revolts must 
still fear the Phoenician navy   (1.116.1 and 3). 

 Corinth  ’s enraged response   to the single defeat at Leukimme con-
trasts sharply to the never-say-die attitude of the Athenians in the 
Pentekontaetia. If the Athenians feel any emotion after defeat  , it is not 
mentioned. Sixty-two days, Thucydides says, after the defeat at Tanagra  , 
the Athenians went back to conquer Boeotia (1.108.2).  77   Only a short time 
after the catastrophe in Egypt  , we fi nd the Athenians sending the previ-
ously mentioned sixty ships to Egypt (although the ships return to the 
main fl eet at Cyprus apparently without doing anything: 1.112.3–4). 

Even when men and materials with which to fi ght seem to be unavail-
able, they persevere. For example, the Peloponnesians try to raise the 
siege of Aegina   by simultaneously sending a Spartan force to Aegina 
and a Corinthian army to Megara  : since the Athenians have a large 
navy   in Egypt, as well as at Aegina, the Peloponnesians calculate that 
the Athenians will be compelled to raise the siege in order to defend 
Megara (1.105.3).  78   But the Athenians send out from the city an army 
of the youngest and the oldest under Myronides  , and this leftover 
force successfully fends off the Corinthians (1.105.4), with the result 
that the Athenians can maintain the siege at Aegina until they have 
won. The Corinthians’ anger   and humiliation at this defeat, and the 
further rash and self-defeating actions that result from these emo-
tions, remind us of their equally impassioned actions at the Battle of 
Sybota  .  79   

  76     Egypt was one of the profi table Persian territories from which the Athenians hoped to 
draw profi t (cf.  CT  ad loc. 1.110.4). The similarity of the story of the Egyptian disaster 
to the story of the Sicilian expedition has often been noted (cf.  CT  and  HCT  ad loc. 
1.110.1).  

  77     Cf. Connor ( 1984 ) 45, who argues that the passage illustrates the Corinthian claim 
(1.70) that the Athenians allow defeat to have the smallest possible effect.  

  78     These events take place before Megara successfully revolts from the Athenian alliance 
during the revolt of Euboia.  

  79     On the Athenian slaughter of the fl eeing contingent of Corinthians who had become 
trapped in an enclosed fi eld, cf. above all Tsakmakis ( 1995 ) 91–92.  
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 The latter section of the Pentekontaetia therefore contrasts Athens’ 
apparently boundless energy   and drive with the Corinthians’ self-
sabotaging pride and Sparta’s indecisiveness. The narrative displays 
Athenian energy and determination, and all references to war materials 
seem to be subordinate to these purposes. In the Pentekontaetia, noth-
ing stops the Athenians: neither revolts, nor numbers of enemies, nor 
long distances, nor lengthy campaigns, nor defeat. The Spartans, on the 
other hand, are hostages to the Helot problem   (1.101–102), as well as of 
their fear  s for the corruption of their constitution in the post-Persian 
War world (1.95.7).  80   Despite these factors, they are formidable enemies, 
and when they are cornered into a battle, they deal the Athenians a 
decisive defeat at Tanagra   (1.107–108). 

 Nevertheless, Thucydides’ catalogue of Athens’ wars during her rise 
to power in the Aegean helps the reader to understand how Pericles 
could believe so fi rmly that Athenian power was different in kind from 
that of previous or future empires. In a context of Spartan and Ionian 
quiescence, Athens was a uniquely dynamic Greek power. Her walls 
and her wealth from tribute   made it possible for her to expand con-
tinuously without ever suffering a threat to the city itself. Athens’ war 
strength, moreover, seemed equally continuous, since it was constantly 
renewed, and any loss of men or ships, however great, was quickly 
re-created. 

 It also helps us to understand why Pericles would place his hopes 
on naval power in particular, which is clearly the instrument through 
which Athens enforces her will. But Thucydides was not Pericles. The 
Pentekontaetia shows the importance of infantry forces, for instance, for 
the defeat of Athens’ huge expedition in Egypt (1.109.4), and it should 
not be assumed that Thucydides saw the naval expansion depicted here 
in the same idealistic light with which Pericles portrays it. On the con-
trary, the outlines of the story line up well with Thucydides’ analysis 
of the expansion and defeat of dynamic acmes throughout history. 
Thucydides shows that such powers arise, come to believe in their power, 
fi ght continuously, and fi nd an end. 

Athens’ end begins with the Spartan decision for war. In the chapters 
preceding the Pentekontaetia, the outcome of the Spartan Congress 
demonstrated that Athens had provoked its Greek neighbors to united 
resistance. The single example of the costs Corinth   could cause Athens 
through competing over Potideia   was enough to suggest that the war 

  80     Cf. Stadter ( 1993 ) 46–47.  
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Sparta was now willing to undertake could be very dangerous even for a 
power so energetic   as Athens: what Pericles believes is the war to secure 
Athens’ empire will be the war that effects its downfall. Where he sees 
Athenian glory   in the future, Thucydides shows that it peaked in his 
time (2.65.5  ), and waned to its end during the long war of attrition that 
followed the Spartan decision to invade. Seen in historical context, 
Pericles’ beliefs are understandable, but they are not shared by the ana-
lyst who discovered their nature.       
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     4 

 Pericles in History  

   Important scholars blame Thucydides for his presentation of Pericles  , 
arguing that no balanced report could have excluded a fuller repre-
sentation of Pericles’ responsibility for Athenian policy in the period 
before the Peloponnesian War began. Thucydides’ selection of material 
for book one of the  History  is, from their point of view, fundamentally 
fl awed, even dishonest  .  1   

 The previous chapters have suggested that we have overlooked some 
signifi cant reasons why Thucydides constructed book one in the way 
he did. Part of his aim was to create the material acmes   of the prewar 
period in the narrative. Thucydides announces at 1.23.6   that Spartan 
fear   of Athenian size was the deeper cause of the war. The fi rst sec-
tions of the book show the problem with the kind of “size” Athens pos-
sesses, illustrating the ease with which naval acmes cause wars and the 
unreliability of these acmes, once deployed (Corcyra   and Potideia  ). The 
following sections show, among many other things, the psychological 
force the unprecedented Athenian acme   was exerting on all relevant 
actors (the meetings at Athens and Sparta  ), and then further that the 
Athenian acme really existed with the size   and aggressive potential 

  1     E.g. Badian ( 1993 ) 161: “We are not told that it was he who changed the mind of the 
Assembly over the treaty with Corcyra … We are not informed of the attacks on his 
friends which provided the background for the suspicion that he caused the war in 
order to reestablish his position and which certainly provided the background to the 
Spartan demand for his expulsion as tainted by a curse. We are not told of his personal 
responsibility for the decree against Megara … or of his very probable personal respon-
sibility for the aggressive actions in the north … which led directly to the outbreak of 
the war. Pericles’ bellicosity, which could not be denied, is admitted only in the most 
general terms, but is suppressed in all its particular instances.” On Badian ( 1993 ), cf. 
Stadter ( 1994 ). For the argument against demanding such information from the text, 
cf. Pelling ( 2000 ) 101. In support of Badian’s complaints, cf. e.g. Flashar ( 1989 ) 439; 
Will ( 2003 ) e.g. 159 and 181–182; Vogt ( 2009 ) 232–235.  
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Athens’ enemies feared (the Pentekontaetia  ). The result of this size and 
potential was that men as intelligent and farsighted as Pericles perceived 
the Athenian acme as glorious   and reliable, and felt confi dent to urge a 
war with Sparta (Pericles’ fi rst speech). 

 In other words, I argue that Thucydides was interested in showing 
the acme   as an historical force upon Pericles and his contemporaries, 
and that this aim partly explains the selection of material for book one. 
Since Thucydides shows in the Archaeology   that acmes of wealth and 
war materials   are a consistent feature of human history, his organiza-
tion of book one can be defended as more useful, from a Thucydidean 
point of view, than the more detailed presentation of Pericles’ policies 
required by some scholars. 

 Opponents of this view of book one may suspect that it puts the 
analytical cart before the historical horse. I argue, however, that the 
opposite is true, and that this analysis works with the historical factors 
that were emphasized by Thucydides himself. As a representative of the 
opposing  communis opinio , I cite a valuable synopsis of Thucydides’ treat-
ment of the Athenian acme from Helmut Flashar  ’s essay on the Funeral 
Oration  : 

 Stand Thukydides in der Exposition seines Werkes vor der Frage, wie es zu 
einer solchen alles frühere übersteigenden Machtansammlung überhaupt 
hat kommen können, so mußte er vom Ende her die Frage beantworten 
warum entgegen aller rationale Abschätzung der Machtmittel diese Macht 
zerbrechen konnte.  2   

 If in the exposition of his book Thucydides was compelled to ask how such 
a surpassing accumulation of power could ever have arisen, looking from 
the end he was compelled to answer why, in opposition to every rational 
assessment of these means to power, this power could collapse.   

 Flashar   argues that Thucydides narrates the rise and fall of Athenian 
power, fi rst asking how it arose, and then asking how it could fall, even 
though all of the most rational parties in the  History  argue convincingly 
that it ought to have prevailed. I agree with Flashar that Thucydides 
explains in the Archaeology   that acmes of wealth, war materials, and 
power arise as a result of the drive to expansion and growth that is part 
of human nature  , and which constitutes a permanent challenge to each 
successive political order. 

             I disagree that the collapse of this power was somehow inexplicable 
from Thucydides’ point of view.  3   The “rational assessments” to which 

  2     Flashar ( 1989 ) 479.  
  3     Note that Flashar also disagrees with himself on this point: cf. Flashar ( 1989 ) 

479: “Thucydides recognized the law that governs the process of events in the drive 
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Flashar   refers are spoken by historical characters who do not see the 
future, and cannot see themselves as agents of a process that refl ects 
human nature, but who are instead enmeshed in the politics and pas-
sions that characterize their particular situation. Their assessments are 
rational   insofar as the speakers articulate policies and judgments, and 
calculate with the effect of their words. However, speakers can seldom 
claim independence from the hatred  , anger  , fear  , or ambition   that arise 
from their circumstances, which include the acme itself, as well as the 
acme’s effect on everyone around them.  4     

 Pericles is one of these speakers, and in showing how his ambition, 
capacity, and imagination respond to the acme of power available to 
him, Thucydides makes him symbolic for the tragedy   of Athens and 
his age. In Thucydides, the passions that cause the deployment of the 
largest Greek acme overwhelm, like a tidal wave, the political achieve-
ments of Greece up to the time of the Peloponnesian War. Seen from 
this perspective, the acme   announced in the fi rst sentence of the 
 History  was created in the narrative in order to collapse, and founds 
Thucydides’ description of the great cycle of  pleonexia     , as Athens’ ambi-
tion  s increase with her increasing wealth and lead to her destruction.  5   
The fall of Athens was therefore not inexplicable, but rather an organic 
(although not inevitable) result of the Greek acme of wealth and weap-
ons Thucydides constructs for the reader in book one. 

 If we take this view of things, the presumption that Pericles and 
Thucydides take similar views of the Athenian acme cannot be valid. I 
take as representative of the view that Pericles and Thucydides share the 
same opinions another valuable synopsis:

  … Thucydides represents Pericles as acting upon the basis of the same his-
torical consciousness shown by Thucydides himself in the Archaeology, 
where Thucydides traces the development of shipbuilding and sailing in 

to power innate in human nature, which builds itself to pleonexia and hubris, and 
takes on ever more radical forms through errors, chance, and the inner corruption 
of men, and must fi nally lead to a fall.” (“Thukydides erkannte das Gesetzmäßige in 
dem Ablauf des Geschehens in dem in der menschlichen Natur angelegten trieb zur 
Machtenfaltung, der sich steigert zur Pleonexie und Hybris, welche durch Fehler, 
Zufälle und innere Zerrüttungen der Menschen immer radikalere Formen annimmt 
und schliesslich zum Fall führen mußte.”)  

  4     Flashar is by no means alone in attributing explanatory rationality to the speeches 
of book one (i.e. rather than to the understanding that emerges from analyzing the 
speeches in narrative context). For instance, Immerwahr ( 1973 ) 23 writes of the 
speeches in book one that “the belligerents entered the war in full knowledge of the 
nature of power, a knowledge similar to Thucydides’ own.”  

  5     The desire for more (πλεονεξ	α) as a cause of civil strife and warfare in Thucydides: e.g. 
3.82.8, 4.21.2, 6.6.1, 6.24.3; cf. Diodotus at 3.45.4 and the Spartan emissaries at 4.17.4.  
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the context of the progressive achievement of power and wealth from the 
earliest times in political history … Thucydides presents Pericles as the 
only statesman of Pericles’ time capable of thinking historically. Pericles 
sees that there is a new basis of power, the navy and the capital accruing to 
Athens from the maritime empire.  6     

 My argument, based on a reading of the Archaeology   that empha-
sizes the futile end of each such accumulation of resources, argues 
that Pericles   did not conceive of history in the same way as Thucydides, 
since if he had, he would have understood that the aggressive pursuit of 
wealth and naval empire had each time led to disaster. Thucydides’ nar-
rative of the Peloponnesian War tells this very story in as much human 
detail as the writer could capture. 

 I repeat that Thucydides’ presentation of the Athenian acme   is just 
one narrative strand of book one. Overall, Thucydides devoted the 
fi rst book of the  History  to showing how the war came to be, and before 
this shows how Greece came to the stage where such a war could arise 
(1.1–23). In this context, he was interested in depicting the conditions 
that produced Pericles   and his contemporaries, the generation of the 
greatest war. The evidence suggests that he considered the acme an 
important element of those conditions. 

 Thucydides also introduces Pericles in propria persona in book one. 
The present chapter will briefl y review Thucydides’ characterization of 
Pericles, and then touch on some of the arguments of the Corinthians’ 
speech at 1.120–124, before analyzing Pericles’ fi rst speech. The 
Corinthian speech is astonishing for its suggestion that the Athenian 
acme   displays weakness rather than strength. At the last minute (nar-
ratively), it brings a new view of the acme into the discussion. Pericles’ 
fi rst speech answers both Archidamus  ’ speech at Athens and this fi nal 
Corinthian contribution to the argument. 

   Pericles before the Speeches  

     Pericles is prominent in the Pentekontaetia  , being one of a small num-
ber of Athenians whose deeds are described at any length.  7   Nevertheless, 
Thucydides records Pericles’ victories and setbacks in the interwar 
period without providing positive or negative assessments. His fi rst 
references to Pericles note his successful campaign to Sicyon at 1.111.2 

  6     Edmunds ( 1975 a) 28, cf. 41.  
  7     The two other most prominent Athenian leaders are Cimon and Themistocles. Cf. Will 

( 2003 ) 187, with note 98.  
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and his subsequent unsuccessful campaign to Acarnanian Oiniadae at 
1.111.3 without providing information about the motivations for these 
campaigns or assessing their outcome in any way.  8   

 Longer and more complicated stories are provided in chapters 1.114 
and 1.115–117, where Thucydides relates the story of the Euboian and 
Samian revolts. In both narratives, we fi nd Pericles keeping the allies 
fi rmly under Athenian political and military control. He quells both 
revolts   with determined warfare, subjecting Samos   and Euboia   to the 
same strict treatment as Athens had applied in previous instances. 

 Euboia’s revolt against Athens was planned in concert with the revolt 
of Megara   and a supporting Spartan attack on Attica  . Thucydides 
records that Pericles crossed over to Euboia in order to quell the revolt, 
but when he heard that Megara, with support from Corinth  , Sicyon, 
and Epidaurus, had also revolted, and that the Spartans   were at the 
same time on their way to Attica, he brought his army back to Athens 
(1.114.1). The Spartans then invaded and wasted parts of Attica, but 
advanced only to the Thriasian plain between Eleusis and Athens before 
returning home (1.114.2). Thus the Athenians, under Pericles, were free 
to return to Euboia. They conquered the whole island and made agree-
ments with most towns, but expelled the Histiaeans   (whose city was on 
the northernmost section of the island) and took their land (1.114.3). 
As becomes apparent in the next sentence (1.115.1), Megara   was not 
recovered. Pericles   emerges from this story looking energetic and capa-
ble, and typically ruthless with respect to Histiaea.  9   He also looks lucky  , 
since it seems possible that Athens would have lost Euboia as well as 
Megara had the Spartans not withdrawn from Attica so early.  10   

     8     Both seem to have been directed against the Corinthian sphere of infl uence. On the 
lack of authorial comment in these chapters, cf. Westlake ( 1968 ) 24.  

     9     During the Persian War, Histiaea was overrun and occupied by the Persians (Hdt. 8.23–
24.1) as the fi rst town occupied on Euboia after the Greek fl eet abandoned Artemisium. 
Previous to the occupation, an unnamed man from Histiaea had announced to the 
Persians that the Greeks were gone, and it is not unlikely that Herodotus means to 
show that the Persian occupation of Histiaea was the consequence of the Histiaeans’ 
own foolishness and treachery. It is possible that Histiaea was considered (or could 
be advertised) as having medized, and no doubt the Athenian seizure of Histiaea was 
intended to secure Athens’ northern trade routes and allies. (On Histiaea, cf. Bloesel 
[ 2001 ] 183–184.) Pericles’ procedure here is therefore certainly explicable in terms 
of imperial policy, but it is harsh. The emptying of cities and migrations of peoples 
caused by such procedures are listed by Thucydides as among the worst effects of the 
war (1.23.2–4, cf. Aegina 2.27, Potideia 2.70, Plataea 3.68, Melos 5.116.3–4).  

  10     This suggestion is supported by the fact that, even without the loss of Euboia, these 
events (together with other recent losses) were enough to cause the Athenians to make 
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 Thucydides’ story of the Samian revolt (1.115.2–117) follows immedi-
ately upon the story of the revolt of Euboia  , and is the last story of the 
Pentekontaetia  .  11   Athens in this story is a fully imperial power: for the 
fi rst time, Thucydides displays loyal Aegean allies   helping to subdue a 
revolted neighbor.  12   Again, he does not judge or assess the events, pre-
ferring to infl uence reader reception through the selection of precise 
details. 

 The story begins with an account of the warfare between Samos   and 
Miletus   over Priene. The Miletans, who are losing, come to Athens to 
complain, and they also bring some private citizens of Samos who want 
constitutional change (1.115.2). These parties evidently convinced the 
Athenians to set up a democracy   on Samos, since after their visit the 
Athenians sail to Samos with forty ships, impose a democracy, and take 
fi fty youths and fi fty men hostage. They leave these under guard on the 
island of Lemnos, and return to Athens (1.115.3)  . 

 Some of these hostages   soon escape their guards. They make for the 
continent, where they engage the local Persian satrap, Pissuthnes  , son 
of Hystaspes, in an alliance (1.115.4). Once they have gathered about 
seven hundred mercenaries  , they attack Samos   by night and bring most 
of the people to revolt from Athens. The victorious Samians then bring 
the rest of their hostages back to Samos, turn the Athenians in the city 
over to Pissuthnes, and prepare to return to their war against Miletus 
(1.115.5).  13   

 The Athenians respond to these actions with main force. Under 
Pericles, they sail to Samos   with sixty triremes, eleven of which are 
divided off to scout for the Phoenician navy   and fi ve of which are sent 
to raise forces on the other islands.  14   With the remaining forty-four 
ships Pericles defeats seventy Samian ships  ; Thucydides mentions that 
twenty of the Samian ships were troop transports, since the Samians 

the thirty-year treaties and to return various Peloponnesian territories (1.115.1). On 
Athens’ situation at the time of closing these treaties, cf. Kelly ( 1982 ) 29.  

  11     On this order of narration, cf.  CT  ad loc. 1.117.3: “The long description of Samos’ 
revolt and its suppression ends the  Pentekontaetia  in a literary sense of that word … 
Th. concludes emphatically with Samos, as the last major Athenian violation of auton-
omy which Sparta would permit…” Moreover, they nearly did not tolerate it, as the 
Corinthians indicate at 1.41.2.  

  12     Cf.  CT  ad loc. 1.116.1.  
  13     The Samians’ insistence on continuing to fi ght for Priene while much greater ene-

mies were at their back is reminiscent of the Athenian decision to proceed against 
Syracuse. Cf. Nicias at 6.10.1–5.  

  14     Since the Samian rebels had allied themselves with the Persians, there was danger 
that the Phoenician navy would appear in support of the rebellion.  
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were caught on their return from an expedition to Miletus (1.116.1). 
Afterward, forty additional ships come from Athens, and twenty-fi ve 
from Chios and Lesbos  . The combined forces (perhaps 110–120 ships) 
land and besiege the city, surrounding it with three walls   (1.116.2).  15   Then 
Pericles abruptly (κατ= τ"χος) leaves Samos with sixty ships because it is 
announced to him that Phoenician ships are approaching (1.116.3  )  . 

 The Samians grasp at their chance: they make a sudden naval sally 
against the allied camp, which had been left unfortifi ed, destroy the 
ships guarding it from the sea side, and defeat the allied forces that 
subsequently put out against them (1.117.1). In this way, they manage 
to control their own seas for about fourteen days “and they brought 
in and out whatever they wished,” but “upon Pericles’ return with the 
ships, they were locked back up again” (1.117.2  ). Athens will now take no 
more chances: after this, sixty more ships come from Athens, and thirty 
more from Chios and Lesbos  . Approximately two hundred Athenian 
and allied ships are therefore besieging Samos  , a power with about fi fty 
usable triremes  . 

 The Samians nevertheless attempt resistance, but apparently see the 
impossibility of their position and withdraw into the city (1.117.3  ). They 
had clearly gathered a substantial supply of food   during their fourteen 
days of freedom, since the allies are compelled to besiege them for about 
eight months before they will give in. As was discussed in  Chapter 3 , 
when the Samians succumb, the allies require them to throw down their 
walls  , hand over hostages and ships, and pay substantial war indemnities   
(1.117.3).  16   

 Like his description of the suppression of the Euboian revolt, 
Thucydides’ depiction of the events at Samos   does not seem pro-
Periclean, but rather shows Pericles doing the work of warfare that the 

  15     The meaning of Thucydides’ reference to “three walls” is disputed. Garlan (1974) 
114: “We should not envisage the possibility of more complex fortifi cations during this 
period: the three walls constructed around Samos in 440, according to Thucydides, 
must have consisted of a single wall laid out along the three continental sides of the 
city wall.” (“On ne doit guère envisager à cette époque la possibilité de fortifi cations 
plus complexes: les trois murs construits, selon Thucydide, par les Athéniens autour 
de Samos en 440 devaient consister en un mur simple réparti sur les trois côtés con-
tinentaux de l’enceinte urbaine.”) If this is the case, Thucydides’ reference to this 
construction as “three walls” places rhetorical emphasis on the size of the construc-
tion project. On the other hand, if the Athenians did in fact build a triple wall, they 
made efforts to subjugate Samos that are potentially as great or greater than those the 
Spartans used against the Plataeans (2.78.1, 3.21).  

  16     See the argument of  Chapter 3 . The walls, ships, and money (hostages aside) are not 
only heavy material losses, but also symbolic for the loss of political independence.  
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maintenance of the empire requires, and experiencing the changing 
fortunes that war brings. For example, Thucydides shows that Pericles’ 
initial naval victory was partly due to luck (cf. �τυχον twice at 1.116.1), 
since twenty of the Samian ships were troop transports the Samian 
navy was compelled to protect while fi ghting the battle.  17   As for the 
Samian breakout, Thucydides does not excuse Pericles of possible 
overconfi dence. Thucydides shows that the Athenians built substan-
tial siege fortifi cations, and trusted these and their large fl eet for vic-
tory, since they did not fortify their camp  . When Pericles set off on his 
fruitless search for the Phoenicians, the Samians capitalized on his 
absence and the unfortifi ed camp to break out. The story in fact sug-
gests that Pericles early on tended to overconfi dent reliance on walls 
and the fl eet. 

 No strategies, policies, or intentions (except the intention to meet the 
Phoenicians, 1.116.3) are attributed to Pericles in the narration of events. 
Pericles is not mentioned again after his return with the sixty ships, 
and fi ve other named Athenian generals join the campaign (1.117.2) as 
the siege begins. In other words, he is in no way painted as the author 
of victory.  18   Similar to the account of the Euboian revolt, therefore, it 
cannot easily be argued that Thucydides is fl attering Pericles with this 
account. On the contrary, we could argue that the references to Pericles’ 
treatment of Histiaea on Euboia   and overconfi dent behavior at Samos   
leave a dubious impression, perhaps more of Athenian behavior in gen-
eral than of Pericles himself. On the other hand, Athens’ and Pericles  ’ 
energy and tenacity are also visible, the very qualities responsible for the 
growth of Athenian power. 

  17     Cf. Thucydides’ description of Phormio’s defeat of a similarly hampered Peloponnesian 
navy at 2.83.2–5. Thucydides’ use of �τυχον to describe the circumstances of both 
sides in the battle at 1.116.1 is perhaps somewhat ironic. Was it really by chance that 
the Athenians had sent away sixteen ships to scout for the Phoenician navy and call up 
their allies, or that the Samians, having imprudently continued to prosecute their war 
with Miletus in these circumstances, were hampered with twenty troop transports, 
and thus compensated for the numbers the Athenians had sent out? Or does the 
double use of �τυχον perhaps suggest that the Samians’ unceasing ambitions nicely 
balanced out Pericles’ hope for a double victory? Contra  HCT  ad loc.  

  18     Contra  TAI  111. Many of Pericles’ contemporaries shared de Romilly’s view, however, 
including apparently Pericles himself, who in a famous and well-received funeral ora-
tion after this campaign claimed the victory over Samos as a greater and worthier 
achievement than the victory at Troy. By contrast, other contemporaries, for instance 
Elpinice, sister of Cimon (Cimon was Pericles’ personal enemy, but we should not 
discount the possibility that Elpinice had come to her own conclusions) and the soph-
ist Gorgias, are on record as refl ecting a view according to which the defeat of Samos 
realized the subjugation of other Greeks. Cf. Bosworth ( 2000 ) 3–4.  
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 Thucydides thus avoids passing judgment on the Euboian and Samian 
campaigns, and instead allows us to see Pericles   as continuing, along 
with others, the policies characteristic of Athens  ’ imperial expansion.  19   
Pericles begins his Thucydidean career as one of those who realized 
the material and political imposition of Athenian power, and as one 
of those who were responsible, as he himself later claims (2.36.3), for 
the unprecedented growth of Athenian power achieved in the pre-
Peloponnesian War period. He will be recommending a policy consis-
tent with his achievements at Euboia   and Samos   when he rises to speak 
to the Athenians in chapter 140 of book one: just as the Athenians gave 
no quarter at Euboia and Samos, and just as they discovered during the 
Euboian revolt that the Spartans were plotting against them, so (he will 
argue) they should give no quarter now, and should remember that the 
Spartans are the enemies of their empire (1.140.2). 

 Thus Thucydides’ introduction to Pericles spotlights the campaigns 
that will have a formative effect on Pericles’ policy toward the empire. 
Indirect, but important, characterization of Pericles is also accom-
plished, however, through Thucydides’ portrayal of the curse   on the 
Alcmaeonids and his depiction of Themistocles  . 

   Pericles and the Curse on the Alcmaeonids  

 Thucydides’ story of the origin of the ancient curse on the Alcmaeonids 
is vivid and detailed.  20   It revolves around the two poles of traditional 
religion   and the lust for power, and begins with a description of Cylon  , 
who wishes to become tyrant of Athens. Cylon is a well-born and capable 
(δυνατ�ς) Athenian (1.126.3  ). Moreover, he is an Olympic   victor, and is 
married to the daughter of the tyrant of Megara (1.126.3). Besides being 
dominated by the lust for power, Cylon displays some other problematic 
characteristics: vanity, disloyalty toward associates who risk everything 
for him, and indifference to religion (see below). These character traits are 
suggestive: Thucydides gives Cylon key characteristics of the Alcmaeonid 
leaders. He most resembles Alcibiades  , although, like Megacles  , he 
achieves a power base through marriage alliance to a tyrant.  21   

  19     Balot ( 2001 ) 173: “Pericles is presented as simply another cog (albeit a very important 
one) in the turbinelike machine of Athenian greed.”  

  20     The scholiast to Thucydides remarks that the ancient rhetoricians and grammarians 
admired the clarity of Thucydides’ account of Cylon’s attempt to gain the tyranny 
over Athens.  

  21     Megacles, son of Alcmeon, was married to the daughter of the tyrant of Sicyon, and 
married his own daughter into the equally ambitious Peisistratid clan. On Alcibiades’ 
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 The events of the story begin when Cylon   asks the oracle at Delphi   for 
advice on when he might successfully capture the city of Athens. The 
oracle responds that he will be able to capture the acropolis during “the 
greatest festival of Zeus” (1.126.4). Thucydides relates how vanity about 
his Olympic victory causes Cylon to mistake the meaning of the oracle’s 
answer, and to make his attempt on Athens during the Olympic festival   
of Zeus.  22   However, for the Athenians, the greatest festival of Zeus was 
the Diasia. Cylon does capture the acropolis  , but once the Athenians 
perceive this, they come in from the fi elds where they were celebrating 
and besiege the invaders (1.126.5–7). 

 Cylon  ’s coup fails instantly, therefore, and after some time the 
Athenians grow weary of guarding the acropolis  . The archons   are left 
in charge with full authority: “the many went away, having entrusted 
the guard and the whole situation to the nine archons, to conduct 
the matter as they thought best on their own authority” (>π?λθον ο� 
πολλο	, (πιτρ6ψαντες το�ς (νν6α Hρχουσι τ�ν τε φυλακ3ν κα� τ8 π5ν 
α�τοκρ"τορσι διαθε�ναι q Gν Hριστα διαγιγνQσκωσιν 1.126.8  ).  23   Cylon 
and his brother manage to escape Athens and the archons; their friends 
are not so lucky: “And [the remaining conspirators], when they were 
hard pressed and some had died of hunger  , established themselves as 
suppliants   at the altar on the acropolis  ” (1.126.10  ). 

 The archons’ task would now seem to be straightforward. They have 
full authority to manage the remnants of the conspiracy in some prudent 
way. However, they do not act prudently. Once the suppliants were weak 
with hunger, “those entrusted with the guard” moved them from the 
sacred area, so that “they would do no evil,” that is, so that they would not 
pollute   the sacred precincts with death.  24   This is explicable and accord-
ing to law; however, they then killed   the suppliants, as they killed other 
Cylonian conspirators who were suppliants at the altar of the Eumenides, 
and from this act they and their descendents were called accursed 

Olympic victories and their effect on his policies, see 6.15.2–4. On his personality in 
Thucydides and Athenian literature, most useful is Gribble ( 1999 ). On the story of 
Cylon, cf. Hdt. 5.71.1–2, and on Alcmaeonid family history, cf. Hdt. 6.126–130.  

  22     Vanity thus causes Thucydides’ Cylon, like Herodotus’ Croesus, to misunderstand a 
crucial oracle. Cf. Hdt. 1.53–54.  

  23     The sentence is emphatic: the archons received authority (α�τοκρ"τορσι “on their 
own authority”) over “the whole” (τ8 π5ν) to do as thought best (Hριστα). But cf. 
 HCT  ad loc. on α�τοκρ"τωρ, where it is argued that the term does not imply that the 
archons were free from responsibility to the state.  

  24     Allowing the pollution of a temple would normally have merited strict punishment. 
Cf. Parker ( 1996 ) 32–48 (and passim), and Jordan ( 1986 ) 130. Thucydides records 
the deed in this way: “But seeing that [the suppliants] were about to die in the temple, 
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(1.126.11  ).  25   Thucydides’ account names no archons and does not state 
that Alcmaeonidae were among those who murdered the suppliants. 

 Thus Thucydides’ story of the origins of this politically important 
curse   is ultimately both ironic   and opaque. Cylon  , whose character is 
drawn so that he resembles the later Alcmaeonids, abuses a festival 
time to capture a city and deserts his comrades, who are murdered – 
but no religious sanctions pursue him  . The archons offend the gods by 
murdering suppliants and are therefore called accursed. But are they 
Alcmaeonids? Neither Herodotus   nor Thucydides will confi rm this.  26   

 The story is therefore mysterious. What we can observe is the lon-
gevity of the curse itself. Thucydides mentions that, under Cleomenes  , 
the Spartans   had driven out the living descendents of the accursed and 
taken up the bones   of the dead (1.126.12  ). In the period immediately 
before the war, the   Spartans reincarnate the curse with a faint hope of 
eliminating Pericles  , but a stronger hope of introducing the suspicion 
into Athenian minds that the curse was part of the reason there was a 
war at all (1.127.1–2).  27   Pericles is again calculating with the Spartans’ 
potential for introducing suspicions about him at 2.13.1  . In Thucydides’ 
characterization of Pericles, his family   past (rather than, for instance, 
lawsuits directed against his associates) dogs his life and his war policy. 

   Themistocles’ Foundation  

   Excluded from respectable ancestry, Pericles must make his own 
glory  .  28   Themistocles’ post-Persian War foundation of Athens pro-
vided a material and political structure that made Pericles entirely 

in order that they [the suppliants] would do no evil, they killed them once they had 
dragged them away” (1.126.11  ).  

  25     In a similar incident, the Spartans killed Helot suppliants whom they dragged from 
the temple of Poseidon at Tainaros (1.128.1). Another example of this behavior con-
cerns the death of the Spartan general Pausanias near the temple to Athena at Sparta. 
Having been shut up and starved in the temple, he was lead out at the point of death 
so that he would not pollute the sanctuary (1.134.3). Suppliancy after a perceived 
revolt against or attack upon the state was clearly a dangerous business in archaic 
Sparta and Athens.  

  26     Cf. Hdt. 5.71.2. Thucydides is blamed for suppressing this “obvious” fact. Cf. Will 
( 2003 ) 189.  

  27     The Spartans’ political aims were evident, as were Cleomenes’ at the time of 
Cleisthenes. Cf. Badian ( 1993 ) 152–154 and Pearson ( 1936 ) 43: Spartan aims in 
deploying the curse were always the same, Pearson argues, namely “to rid Athens of 
the men who were most dangerous to Sparta.” For a fi nal reference in Thucydides to 
Cleomenes’ banishment of the Alcmaeonids, cf. 6.59.4.  

  28     J. K. Davies ( 1971 ) 368–370 argues that the curse was formative for the power attitudes 
of the Alcmaeonidae, whose “political techniques are the hallmark of a family bent 
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independent of any other history.  29   This fact is important for under-
standing Thucydides’ portrait of Pericles, as is the fact that Thucydides 
draws core similarities between Themistocles and Pericles  . 

 Thucydides attributes similar virtues to both: intelligence and fore-
sight, for instance (Themistocles: 1.93.3–4, 1.138.1–3; Pericles: 2.65.6  , 
2.65.13  ); furthermore, both are successful generals and leaders of the 
people (Themistocles: 1.14.3, 1.74.1, 1.90.3–7, 1.136.3–4; Pericles: e.g. 
1.116–117, 2.65.8). Thucydides also shows that the two men had simi-
lar fates: after unprecedented services to Athens, both were punished 
(albeit in different ways) by the Athenians (Themistocles: 1.135.3; 
Pericles: 2.65.3) and persecuted by the Spartans   (Themistocles: 1.135.2; 
Pericles: 1.127.1–2). As for their deaths, both (perhaps) died from sick-
ness, an evil fate for famous generals to endure (Themistocles: 1.138.4; 
Pericles: 2.65.6).  30   

 In terms of policy, the two are linked by the focus on the city of 
Athens and the Athenian   empire (Themistocles: 1.14.3, 1.93.3–4, 1.93.7; 
Pericles: e.g. 1.143.5, 2.13.2, 2.65.7), so that, in Thucydides, the two men 
share both a life story and a decisive policy for Athens.  31   Their situation 
differed, however, in one important aspect, namely in that Pericles inher-
ited and sustained the empire Themistocles had founded. Themistocles 
was the founder of Athens’ Persian War navy   (1.14.3; Hdt. 7.143–144), as 
well as the builder of Athens  ’ walls (1.90–93); he initiates policies, which 
Pericles continues, of collective expense and collective action on these 

on maintaining and extending its power, prestige, and political infl uence, but pre-
cluded from exercising effective power in its own homeland through cults and phra-
tries in the way which was open to the old-established units of Athenian politics … it 
was the family’s exclusion from cult-power which prompted successive ambitious 
heads of the family throughout the sixth century to devise and exploit alternative 
power-bases with such remarkable success.” Cf. Parker (1996) 16, Balot ( 2001 ) 149, 
and Samons ( 2007 ) 287: “[Pericles’] family’s apparent inability to consolidate its 
power (or, rather, achieve supremacy) through the typical aristocratic means … and 
their subsequent need to seek popular support . . . laid the groundwork for Pericles’ 
own radicalization of the democratic regime and the demos’s empowerment.”  

  29     Cf.  Chapter 3  on Themistocles.  
  30     Cf. Pelling ( 2000 ) 90–91.  
  31     Thucydides might have chosen other paradigms. For instance, Thucydides could have 

compared Pericles to Peisistratus (both, for instance, ruled Athens for long periods and 
both were fervent builders, cf. Davies [ 1971 ] 216–217). On the potential for drawing 
a comparison to Peisistratus and on the contemporary feeling at Athens that Pericles 
was in fact too close to the Peisistratid model for comfort, cf. Ehrenberg ( 1954 ) 88. 
By contrast, Solon was apparently not a possible basis for comparison to Pericles: cf. 
Szegedy-Maszak ( 1993 ) 206–207, who can fi nd only general resemblances between 
Pericles and Solon, although the Solonian policy of moderation is well in evidence 
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projects.  32   Themistocles therefore laid the groundwork for the Athenian 
empire   (1.93.4), but it was not available to him for the actual fulfi ll-
ment of imperial aims. His defection to the Persian King after his exile 
(1.137.3–1.138.2) distinguishes him from Pericles, to whom the Athenian 
empire itself was available, and who could therefore aim at achieving 
imperial ambitions through Athens itself, without giving up Greek ways 
as Themistocles had done (1.138.1–2). 

 This fact perhaps accounts for the difference between their materi-
alism  . Thucydides shows that both men were focused on money, but 
Themistocles’ legendary personal greed (which is depicted in Herodotus  , 
e.g. at 8.5.3   and especially at 8.112  ) contrasts to Thucydides’ statement that 
Pericles was incorruptible by bribes (2.65.8  ). Pericles dedicates himself to 
Athens and her empire; his materialism is collective in its orientation, 
and is inextricably linked with the potential of Athenian imperialism. 

 Despite this difference, the two men share a common attitude toward 
imperialism itself  . Themistocles’ decision to pursue empire in Persia  , 
and his promise “to enslave Greece to [the King],” as Thucydides says 
(1.138.2  ), shows that Themistocles conceives of empire as a self-justifying 
goal, a conception consistent with Pericles’ equally amoral attitude.  33   

   Thucydides and the Periclean Age  

 The curse   against the Alcmaeonids excluded Pericles from the estab-
lished routes of aristocratic infl uence. The secular and ambitious 
Themistoclean founding, together with Pericles’ personal capacities as 
a general, orator, and politician, could be the basis for a glory   untainted 

in Thucydidean narrative as a whole. (Edmunds  [1975 a] 81 argues that the Spartans 
rather than the Athenians are the inheritors of Solonian virtue in Thucydides.)  

  32     Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1994 ) 243–246: “… it is worth speculating that the new mode of 
thinking about money and military power stimulated by Themistocles, by the applica-
tion of a huge quantity of silver (in its context) to the construction of a  polis  fl eet, and 
especially by the victory at Salamis, fostered an awareness of the power of money in a 
military context which otherwise might have taken years of experience to learn, and 
that it decisively affected the Athenians’ thinking about the structure and organiza-
tion of the Delian League.”  

  33     E.g. at 2.41.4. Overall, the argument presented here opposes  TAI  231: “everything 
[i.e. the whole presentation of Themistocles] is chosen, developed, and presented 
in order to glorify him” (cf.  TAI  119). It is diffi cult to see how Thucydides’ report of 
Themistocles’ promise “to enslave Greece” can be construed as glorifi cation. It is also 
diffi cult to imagine that Thucydides would take glorifi cation as the aim of his larger 
presentation, since the vividly mixed portrait of Themistocles available to his readers 
in Herodotus would impose restraints on the plausibility of such an account. Cf. e.g. 
Hdt. 8.109–112 and Bloesel ( 2001 ).  
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by the accusations of a jealous old religion. Pericles   needed neither the 
past nor (like Themistocles  ) other empires; all was now encompassed 
by the combination of the democratic culture of contemporary Athens 
with imperial ideals. 

 Consistent with his portrait of Pericles as a man who was indepen-
dent of all but the recent past, Thucydides’ explicit judgments pinpoint 
Pericles   as an historical fi gure in his own particular time. In his fi rst 
description of Pericles at 1.127.3  , he identifi es Pericles by his capacities 
and by the intransigence of his war policy  , fi xing those characteristics 
in their historical context: “being the most capable man of those of 
his own time [τ/ν καθ’ Dαυτ�ν] and leading the state, he refused the 
Lacedaimonians in everything, and he would not allow [the Athenians] 
to yield, but urged [them] to the war.” Thucydides’ introduction to 
Pericles’ fi rst speech again emphasizes Pericles’ capacities in the histori-
cal moment, arguing that he was “the foremost man of the Athenians at 
that time [κατ’ (κε�νον τ8ν χρ�νον], the one most capable of speaking 
and of getting things done” (1.139.4  ).   

 Thucydides’ introduction to the Funeral Oration   also pinpoints 
Pericles as the man of the hour: he had the requisite authority and social 
standing, and was therefore chosen to speak over “these fi rst [dead]” 
(το�ς πρQτοις 2.34.8  ).  34   Once Pericles begins to speak, furthermore, he 
describes the history of Athens as one in which his own generation plays 
the most important role (2.36.1–3  ).  35   

 Finally, two further Thucydidean passages introduce Pericles’ con-
temporaneousness. At 2.65.5  , Thucydides shows that the Athenian 
 demos    recognized that Athens reached its acme   of prosperity under 
Pericles: (γ6νετο (π’ (κε	νου μεγ	στη (“it became greatest during his 
time”). Likewise, Thucydides concludes his assessment at 2.65 with the 
remark that “Pericles recognized a superabundance of factors at that 
time [τ�τε] from which the city would very easily prevail in a war with 
the Peloponnesians alone” (2.65.13  ). Thucydides’ narrative remarks on 
Pericles identify him with his times, his intransigent war policy, and the 
acme of Athenian wealth. 

  34     Cf. Bosworth ( 2000 ) 3.  
  35     Cf. Orwin ( 1994 ) 16; Balot ( 2001 ) 173. Pericles himself consistently devalues the 

achievements of any historical period before his own, showing, for instance, less 
respect for previous Athenian generations (2.36.1–3), dismissing Homer (2.41.4), and 
suggesting to the Athenians that they could melt down the spoils from the Persian 
Wars if they needed money (2.13.4).  
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 Thucydides therefore gives Pericles a specifi c character and place 
in historical time  . By contrast, the narrator claims an overview of the 
war as a whole. After praising Pericles (and blaming subsequent lead-
ers) in his famous postmortem assessment of Pericles’ leadership at 
2.65, the narrator provides an overview of Athens  ’ path to defeat in the 
Peloponnesian War. Not only here, but in other important explanations 
(e.g. 1.1.2, 1.10.3, 1.23.1–4, 1.93.5, 3.82.1, 5.16–17, 6.1–6, 7. 87.5–6, etc.), 
Thucydides characterizes himself as a man of the whole war, including 
the postwar period, whereas Pericles is continuously shown to be a (or 
the) man of its hopeful beginning  . 

 Pericles is therefore an historical fi gure in Thucydides’  History . 
Thucydides’ construction of Pericles in book one is fragmentary and 
reticent, but it is complete enough to enable the reader to grasp certain 
general psychological probabilities. The curse   on Pericles’ ancestors 
made him more likely to resent the conventions of Athens’ landed cul-
ture, and very likely to be detached from its religion  .  36   Pericles’ relevant 
past is the Themistoclean founding, the success of which gave him the 
opportunity to earn present glory  . The success of Themistoclean Athens 
also caused the unprecedented prosperity characteristic of the age in 
which Pericles came to power. Pericles was himself, through his con-
quests, partly responsible for the fullest extent of this prosperity, and he 
became a defender of his own achievement. To Pericles, and for just this 
reason (namely that they own the most, 2.36.2), his generation seems 
greatest  . 

 None of this entirely explains how Pericles could succumb to the 
belief that Athens’ Aegean empire would achieve eternally valid sig-
nifi cance, but together with Thucydides’ presentation of the Athenian 
acme   throughout book one, the historical factors Thucydides introduces 
suggest the background of Pericles’ decision to seek Athenian great-
ness through acquisitive warfare   rather than through any other kind of 
achievement. The Athenian acme made Athenian warfare   possible on a 
scale not seen before in Greece; to a leader whose potential was defi ned 
by present human achievement and its future glory, this unprecedented 
capacity seemed uniquely signifi cant. 

  36     A comparison to Sophocles’  Oedipus  would be worth a review, in my opinion. Contra 
Ehrenberg ( 1954 ) 115–116 (cf. 148): “… some scholars of the last century were induced 
to recognize Pericles in Oedipus. Even the notorious charge of the Alcmaeonid pol-
lution was regarded as refl ected in Oedipus’ guilt as his father’s murderer, although 
that was an essential feature of the old story. Nobody will think of reviving such 
theories.”  
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 By contrast (once again), Thucydides was well aware that Athens was 
a medium-sized power. In chapter one, we discussed the passage of the 
Archaeology in which Thucydides argues that Athens’ beautiful build-
ings can cause spectators to think that Athens was twice as powerful 
as she really was (1.10.2–3). In this passage, Thucydides argues that 
we should not allow the magnifi cent appearances of Athens’ acme to 
disguise to our minds the real limits of Athens’ power. 

Later in the text, Thucydides’ description of Sicily (6.1–6.6) demon-
strates his awareness that Athenian power was equal or inferior to that 
of the Sicilians, and Athenian power appeared even smaller when com-
pared to Persia. Thucydides would know both from Herodotus and 
from experience the size of the Persian Empire. We note, for instance, 
his description of Themistocles  ’ Persian holdings (1.138.5–6): once 
Themistocles was established in Persia, the king gave him three prov-
inces to furnish his table with grain, wine, and meat  , from which a 
single province, Magnesia, brought in fi fty talents a year. Since the 
entire Athenian empire collected six hundred talents a year (2.13.3), at 
a conservative estimate this single gift of the King was worth a sixth of 
the Athenian empire  . As Thucydides also records, Persian money was a 
signifi cant factor in Athens’ ultimate defeat (2.65.12–13). However, his 
assessment of Athenian or Spartan power does not ultimately rely on 
the comparison to Persia, but on a broader understanding of Spartan 
or Athenian limitations as compared to their goals. As we shall discuss, 
at 2.7  , for instance, Thucydides shows that both Athens and Sparta 
developed war plans that were beyond their power to achieve. 

 Thucydides’ awareness that Athens was one power among many com-
peting powers is consistent with his awareness that Pericles, as singular 
as he was, also had faults and limitations. As we have just seen, in his fi rst 
introduction (1.127.3  ), Thucydides makes Pericles personally responsi-
ble for the war policy   that prevailed at Athens.  37   Thucydides announces 
that the conqueror of Euboia   and Samos   is urging the Athenians to war 
with Sparta  , that is, to the greatest and simultaneously most destructive 
endeavor of his age. Pericles was successful in convincing his country-
men to wage this war so that his historical role is of the fi rst importance 
for understanding the beginning of the war. 

  37     Cf. Samons ( 2007 ) 290–291 and Monoson ( 1998 ) 292: “At 1.127.3 Pericles urges 
(hormā) the Athenians to war. The verb  hōrmaō , which Crawley translates as “urge” 
(cf. English “hormone”), literally means to set in motion or to rush at something or 
someone, as in battle. The use of this term further supports our view that Thucydides 
regards Pericles as a source of  kinēsis. ”  
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   The Corinthians on the Weakness of Athens’ Purchased Strength  

 Before engaging with Pericles’ fi rst speech, it is important to ana-
lyze the relevant themes from the Corinthians’ last. Our analysis of 
the Corinthians’ last speech will focus on their representation of the 
Athenian acme and Athenian strength. 

 The Corinthians begin their speech with congratulations to the 
Spartans   for having (fi nally) decided for war (1.120.1), and with exhor-
tations to the inland allies not to think about Athens’ misconduct as a 
matter that pertains only to sea powers, but to prosecute the war vigor-
ously (1.120.1–2). After this appeal to unity  , they quickly turn to general 
observations that demonstrate Corinthian wisdom and reasonableness 
in respect to warfare: they tell the Spartans and their allies that they 
know when to attack and when to quit (1.120.3, cf. 1.121.1), are not to 
be led to hesitation by present comforts, or to rash behavior by success 
(1.120.4), and fi nally, that they understand that bad plans can succeed 
and good ones can fail (1.120.5). So far, the Corinthians have trans-
gressed in obvious ways against all of these principles.  38   It seems to be 
Thucydides’ way with the Corinthians to stress their blindness   in respect 
to their own behavior and passions, while showing them to be percep-
tive about the conduct and motivations of others. 

 The Corinthians’ commonplace teachings on how to conduct a war 
also belie the interest of their renewed assessment of the compara-
tive strength of Athenian and Lacedaimonian power. Breaking with 
Archidamus   and their own earlier criticisms of Sparta  , the Corinthians 
now argue that the Spartan alliance   will win the war, and not only 
win, but win easily and quickly. Their argument tends from the outset 
to rely on the premise that the Spartan alliance is founded upon natu-
ral advantages, or upon advantages that have solidifi ed over a long 
period of time and are therefore nearly natural  . First, the Corinthians 
argue that the Peloponnesians exceed the Athenians in numbers of 
men and experience of war. Second, the Corinthians refer to the 
fact that “all [allies] obey in the same way to commands” (1.121.2  ), 
an assertion of cultural unity that assumes association over a long 

  38     For instance, the Corinthians initially attacked Corcyra before they were ready (1.29), 
were overwhelmed by their fi rst taste of victory at Sybota and committed a horrible 
error (1.50.1–2), and in their disastrous attempt to plant a trophy in territory domi-
nated by Athens seem not to understand that not only good, but also bad plans, can 
fail (1.105. 5–6). Cf. Macleod ( 1983 ) 124.  
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period.  39   In the Corinthians’ presentation, numbers, experience, and 
obedience create the character of the Peloponnesian force. 

 These descriptors introduce an argument that aims to relieve Spartan 
fears   of Athens’ acme   of wealth and war materials by showing that the 
acme reveals Athens’ natural inferiority. The Corinthians argue that the 
Peloponnesians will be able to fi nd the money   (at Delphi   and Olympia, 
or through subscriptions) both to fi t out a navy   and also to lure away 
Athens’ mercenary rowers   (1.121.3). In this way, they will remove Athens’ 
core advantage, which is nothing more than something someone buys. 
Contrary to Archidamus  ’ argument that Athenian materials reveal 
Athens’ great strength in war and make her a very dangerous, if not 
actually invincible, adversary, the Corinthians argue that the possession 
of these materials reveals Athens’ weakness:  40     

 iνητ3 γ=ρ # .θηνα	ων δ�ναμις μ5λλον ; ο9κε	α: # δ� #μετ6ρα {σσον Gν 
το%το π"θοι, το�ς σQμασι τ8 πλ6ον 9σχ�ουσα ; το�ς χρ�μασιν. μι� τε ν	κO 
ναυμαχ	ας κατ= τ8 ε9κ8ς Xλ	σκονται· 

 For Athenian power is bought rather than innate. Our power suffers this 
[i.e. τ8 iνητ� ε�ναι: being bought] less, since it is strong rather with bod-
ies than with money. And likely the [Athenians] shall be captured with a 
single victory in a sea battle.  41   (1.121.3–4  )   

 By contrast to Archidamus  ’ presentation of Sparta   as the weaker power, 
the Corinthians argue that Athens  ’ reliance on money means that her 
power does not belong to her, but to her money  . Sparta’s reliance on 
(virtuous) men means her power is her own. Where Archidamus had 
argued that bodies   are useful only when supported by money (1.83.2), 
the Corinthians argue that Peloponnesian bodies are strong precisely 
because they are not dependent on money. According to this view, the 
Athenians have bought themselves a navy   in order to compensate for 
their natural defi ciencies.  42   

 The Corinthians’ wild prediction of an easy   victory   over Athens is 
couched in absolute terms, which claim not only victory, but the actual 

  39     Athens has changed, but Sparta has not (cf. Sthenelaidas at 1.86.2), and contrary to 
their previous arguments (e.g. 1.71.2), the Corinthians now argue that this stability 
of character is a Peloponnesian advantage. In general, however, the appeals to unity 
in this speech are undercut, since they remind us of the Corinthians’ recent threat to 
leave the alliance (1.71.4–5).  

  40     Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 90.  
  41     For the supplement τ8 iνητ� εNναι, see Poppo ad loc.  
  42     Hobbes’ translation: “For the forces of the Athenians are rather mercenary than 

domestic; whereas our own power is less obnoxious to such accidents, consisting more 
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capture of Athenian power as a result of a single sea battle. This claim 
must have sounded incredible to Corinth  ’s listeners, who would know 
that Corinth had very recently failed to fulfi ll exactly this plan (i.e. to 
capture a nation’s power in a single sea battle) when they fought Corcyra  , 
a much weaker power than Athens. However unrealistic Corinthian 
boasts may sound, the argument is framed in terms that fundamentally 
praise Spartan ways. The prediction of swift victory   is the conclusion 
of an argument that claims dependence on money   as a  pathos , a mis-
fortune or disease the Peloponnesians are not enduring, and strength 
“with bodies  ” as a reliable advantage.  43   

 The Spartans   should therefore be less afraid of Athens’ war materi-
als, according to the Corinthians, since they can acquire the Athenian 
materials, whereas Athens will be unable to fi nd the natural sources of 
power that sustain the Peloponnesians  . Should Athens hold out longer 
(i.e. longer than a single naval battle), the Peloponnesians will fi nd the 
money   (1.121.5) to pay for the naval practice that will make their skill   
at sea equal to that of the Athenians, and after this the Peloponnesians’ 
natural virtue (courage) will provide victory (1.121.4).  44   The Athenians 
are doomed: 

 � γ=ρ #με�ς �χομεν φ�σει >γαθ�ν, (κε	νοις ο�κ Gν γ6νοιτο διδαχL· � δ& 
(κε�νοι (πιστ�μO προ�χουσι, καθαιρετ8ν #μ�ν (στ� μελ6τO. 

 For that courage which we have by nature cannot come to them through 
teaching. And in whatever science these excel [us], we must acquire [this] 
through practice. (1.121.4  )   

 According to the Corinthian description, the Peloponnesians have a 
secure nonmaterial advantage that cannot be taken away from them, 
and also cannot be acquired by the enemy. By contrast, anyone who has 
money can acquire Athenian materials and practice the skills necessary 
to use them. 

 In the short run, the Corinthians’ claims of natural superiority will 
come to nothing.  45   In the long run, however, Athens’ competitors will 

in the persons of men than in money” (1989) 68. Note in Greek the initial position of 
iνητ�, emphasizing the Corinthians’ contempt for the  nouveaux riches  Athenians.  

  43     This passage is not examined in Wohl ( 2002 ) but bears close relation to the infections 
of the desire for more that are part of her main topic.  

  44     We note that the Corinthians’ solution is ultimately very similar to Archidamus’ solu-
tion (1.82.1), and moreover that it recommends the sin it chastises: the Corinthians’ 
idea that they can buy what the Athenians have bought without themselves suffering 
the consequences of having bought power seems to be an example of self-delusion.  

  45     For narrative descriptions of the failure of Peloponnesian sea power during the 
Archidamian War, cf. Kelly ( 1982 ) and Krentz (1997).  
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learn to equal her skill   at sea, and Corinth   herself, that backward power 
of the Battle of Sybota  , will initiate   changes in trireme   design that are 
fatally harmful to Athenian navies (e.g. 7.34.5, 7.36.2). As the Corinthians 
later say, “war itself contrives” (1.122.1  ). Over time, navies can be bought 
and trained, skills and technical devices can be appropriated or out-
done. Furthermore, Peloponnesian plans to cause revolts   among the 
allies (1.122.1) in order to rob Athens of the money   with which (as the 
Corinthians also say) the allies   pay for their own enslavement   (1.121.5), 
or to build forts in Attica   (1.122.1) will in one way or another fi nally be 
realized. Thus, while the Athenians will for the present be able to pun-
ish Corinthian overconfi dence, the Corinthian analysis of Athens will 
become more adequate as the war wears on and the Athenian  demos      is 
progressively undermined by its hope   for empire. 

   Pericles’ First Speech  

 Pericles’ fi rst two speeches (the direct speech at 1.140–144 and the 
speech in indirect discourse at 2.13) describe the Athenian wealth and 
war materials at length, and together form the culminating presenta-
tion of Athens’ post-Persian War acme  . As we shall see, Pericles claims 
the entire Athenian acme for the war with Sparta  , and therefore defi nes 
the destiny of Athens’ resources in terms of their use as war materi-
als. Pericles’ assertions that Athens’ materials are reliable guarantors of 
her superior power contrast sharply with Thucydides’ analysis, in which 
weapons, money, navies, and so on have an unpredictable relationship 
to power  .  46   Thucydides has therefore endowed Pericles  ’ speeches with 
arguments that reveal his reliance on the acme of wealth and war mate-
rials that enables his imperial ambitions. 

 Pericles’ defense of these ambitions begins in the fi rst words of 
his speech, which are framed as a response both to the accumulated 
Peloponnesian complaints against Athens, and also to Athenian speak-
ers who argue that Athens should negotiate on one or another of the 
Spartans  ’ complaints, especially the Megarian decree   (1.139.4). Pericles 
counsels the Athenians to yield to none of the Spartan requirements: 
“I always cleave to the same opinion, Athenians: not to yield to the 
Peloponnesians” (τ?ς μ�ν γνQμης, � .θηνα�οι, α9ε� τ?ς α�τ?ς �χομαι, 
μ3 εbκειν Πελοποννησ	οις 1.140.1, cf. 1.127.3). 

  46     On Thucydides’ narrative corrections of Pericles’ descriptions of chance and unpre-
dictability, see Stahl ( 2003 ) e.g. 95–99.  
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 This unchanging intransigence is justifi ed, Pericles argues, by the fact 
that the Spartans   are enemies: “And clearly the Spartans were plotting 
against us before, and now most of all” (Λακεδαιμ�νιοι δ� πρ�τερ�ν τε 
δ?λοι dσαν (πιβουλε�οντες #μ�ν κα� ν%ν ο�χ Rκιστα 1.140.2). He argues 
that the Spartans have ignored offers to submit to arbitration   on the 
basis that each side would keep what it possessed (ε9ρημ6νον γ=ρ δ	κας 
μ�ν τ/ν διαφορ/ν >λλ�λοις διδ�ναι κα� δ6χεσθαι, �χειν δ� Dκατ6ρους z 
�χομεν), and that they prefer to settle matters with war.  47   Their demands 
are a sign of this: they are already at Athens giving orders ((πιτ"σσοντες) 
rather than making criticisms (α9τιQμενοι). He lists Spartan claims: “And 
they are telling us to clear out of Potideia  , and to allow Aegina   to be 
independent, and to dissolve the Megarian decree  , and now these last 
messengers have arrived and are telling us to allow the Greeks their 
independence  ” (το!ς Jλληνας προαγορε�ουσιν α�τον�μους >φι6ναι 
1.140.3). He warns the Athenians that the demand to rescind the 
Megarian decree, in particular, is a trap and a test: if the Athenians give 
in, the Spartans will follow up with greater demands (1.140.4–5).  48   

 Pericles does not otherwise discuss the merits or justice   of any Spartan 
complaint. Rather, he treats all Peloponnesian claims as signifying the 
same thing: great or small, the Spartan demands represent a challenge 
to Athens’ right to possess “without fear, what we have acquired”: 

 α�τ�θεν δ3 διανο�θητε ; �πακο�ειν πρ	ν τι βλαβ?ναι, ; ε9 πολεμ�σομεν, 
Bσπερ �μοιγε Hμεινον δοκε� εNναι, κα� (π� μεγ"λO κα� (π� βραχε	] Aμο	ως 
προφ"σει μ3 εbξοντες μηδ� ξ!ν φ�β1 Pξοντες z κεκτ�μεθα· τ3ν γ=ρ 
α�τ3ν δ�ναται δο�λωσιν R τε μεγ	στη κα� (λαχ	στη δικα	ωσις >π8 τ/ν 
Aμο	ων πρ8 δ	κης το�ς π6λας (πιτασσομ6νη. 

  47     Pericles’ uncompromising attitude toward the possession of the empire is refl ected 
in his description of the negotiating terms he would accept. Arbitration on the basis 
that each side keeps what it possesses could not be useful to the Spartans, for whom 
Athens’ possessions are the main issue. Thus he is offering the Spartans a standard 
that requires them to begin from what they would consider the potential result of an 
agreement, not its beginning. Cf. these exact words (i.e. �χειν δ� Dκατ6ρους G �χομεν) 
as the result of agreements at 4.65.1 or 4.188.4. This fact refl ects his general attitude. 
Pericles knew that negotiations could end with Athens giving back properties she had 
taken, and that honorable peace could be negotiated on this basis. Cf. for instance, 
the results of the negotiations that led to the thirty-year treaties at 1.115.1. He is refus-
ing this option. Cf. Samons ( 2007 ) 290: “Pericles opposed  all  concessions to Sparta 
on principle: that is, his policy rested on a commitment to absolute Athenian superi-
ority rather than on a calculation of diplomatic or political advantage in particular 
circumstances.”  

  48     On the fact that Pericles could have given in on the Megarian decree and yet pre-
served every imperial acquisition, cf. Badian ( 1993 ) 155–156.  
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 From this [i.e. from what I have just described, that if you accede to the 
Spartans in any point, they will make further demands] take as your pur-
pose either to obey before you are harmed in any way, or if we go to war, as 
I think better: holding that which we have acquired without fear, equally 
unyielding to great and small pretexts.  49   For the greatest and the smallest 
penalty assigned by similar parties to their neighbors as if it were justice 
produce the same slavery. (1.141.1    )   

 Using the language of obedience (�πακο�ειν, cf. 1.140.4) and slavery   
(δο�λωσιν) to describe the concession of any part of the empire to the 
Spartans, Pericles insists that Spartan   demands are pretexts   and consti-
tute an attempt to rule Athens as a master rules a slave.  50   He construes 
Spartan demands as an attack on Athens, and thus lays claim to Athens’ 
undiminished possession of the empire as a reason to go to war. 

 By contrast, Thucydides shows that the Spartans   conceive of their situ-
ation in defensive terms.  51   Moreover, the Spartan attitude or dilemma 
was certainly known to Pericles, who was a guest-friend of the Spartan 
king, Archidamus   (2.13.1  ). Nevertheless, Thucydides shows that instead 
of pursuing a policy of detaching Sparta   from Corinthian hatred  , 
for instance, Pericles pursues the war: he vilifi es the Spartans to the 
Athenians by identifying them with a policy of domination, and argues 
for complete resistance to any Spartan attempt to check the growth of 
Athenian power. 

 A less confi dent Pericles must have made a different argument  . If 
Pericles had been compelled to admit that Athens could not defend 
her possessions, he would surely be arguing for the compromise most 
honorable to Athenian glory   and least harmful to Athenian prosperity  . 
Instead, he is confi dent enough to dismiss all Spartan demands with 
equal contempt  . This confi dence   is based on his calculation that Athens 
can win the war, and his calculation that Athens can win the war is fun-
damentally based on his belief in Athens’ visible and concrete material 
superiority to Sparta  . The Athenian acme   of wealth and war materials is 
a necessary foundation of Pericles’ bellicosity. 

  49     On the rhetorical effect of the grammatical inconcinnity of this sentence, cf. Hagmaier 
(2009) 209.  

  50     Spartan negotiations in the period before the war were problematic, and to a certain 
extent obviously disingenuous. (Archidamus in fact publically advises the Spartans 
to use negotiations as a delaying tactic at 1.85.2.) Nevertheless, they addressed real 
issues, and Pericles’ characterization is stubbornly uncompromising. Cf. Will ( 2003 ) 
201: “Pericles denounces Sparta’s suggestions as commands that can be the basis only 
for obedience, not for negotiations.” (“Perikles denunziert Spartas Vorschläge als 
Diktate, die kein Verhandeln, sondern nur Gehorchen ermöglichen.”)  

  51     Cf. especially 1.118.2 and the argument of  Chapter 3 .  
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 This fact is refl ected in his speeches. War materials  , as we have 
seen, make wonderful rhetorical centerpieces, whether they illustrate 
a positive claim, as for the Corcyraeans, a negative argument, as for 
Archidamus  , or a critique of the enemy, as in the Corinthians’ last 
speech. Likewise, Pericles’ explanation of Athens’ reliable superiority to 
the Peloponnesians in the coming war rests upon a vivid description of 
her superior and continuous supply of the materials of warfare. These 
he promises to list individually: “As far as the things of war and the 
things available to each side, know that we will not be weaker, hearing 
them one by one” (τ= δ� το% πολ6μου κα� τ/ν Dκατ6ροις �παρχ�ντων 
<ς ο�κ >σθεν6στερα Pξομεν γν/τε καθ& Pκαστον >κο�οντες 1.141.2). 
He will fulfi ll this promise not once but twice. The present speech shows 
Athens’ superiority to Sparta   in regard to money   and a navy  . In the 
speech at 2.13, Pericles provides a second, more detailed list of Athens’ 
monetary assets. 

 Pericles begins the argument for Athens’ superiority by stressing that 
there is no proportion between Athens and Sparta   in respect to their 
material resources. He identifi es the Spartans  ’ agricultural   lifestyle as 
the basic cause of Spartan poverty  : 

 α�τουργο	 τε γ"ρ ε9σι Πελοπονν�σιοι κα� οFτε 9δ	] οFτ& (ν κοιν0 χρ�ματ" 
(στιν α�το�ς, �πειτα χρον	ων πολ6μων κα� διαποντ	ων Hπειροι δι= τ8 
βραχ6ως α�το� (π& >λλ�λους �π8 πεν	ας (πιφ6ρειν. κα� ο� τοιο%τοι οFτε 
να%ς πληρο%ντες οFτε πεζ=ς στρατι=ς πολλ"κις (κπ6μπειν δ�νανται, >π8 
τ/ν 9δ	ων τε pμα >π�ντες κα� >π8 τ/ν α�τ/ν δαπαν/ντες κα� προσ6τι 
κα� θαλ"σσης ε9ργ�μενοι· α� δ� περιουσ	αι το!ς πολ6μους μ5λλον ; α� 
β	αιοι (σφορα� >ν6χουσιν. 

 For the Spartans are farmers who do not have any public or private money, 
and are also inexperienced of long overseas wars since they attack each 
other [α�το� (π& >λλ�λους] at close quarters because of their poverty. And 
these sorts of people are able neither to man ships nor to send out their 
infantry frequently, since [if they do] they are at the same time away from 
their private holdings and spending their own money, and in addition, 
they are restricted from the sea. But surpluses support wars better than 
violent confi scations. (1.141.3–5)   

 In this depiction of Spartan ways  , Spartan warfare is foolish brother 
war   (note α�το� (π& >λλ�λους), fought at close range because the com-
batants are too poor   to leave their land.  52   Overseas warfare fought by 
those who are able to “man ships  ” and “send out infantry   frequently” 

  52     Cf. Archidamus at 1.80.3, who, however, says something different: “Our power is simi-
lar to that of the Peloponnesians and our neighbors, and we are able to reach each 
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is the positive standard to which this less productive kind of warfare is 
compared. According to Pericles, the Spartans   farm their land them-
selves (they are α�τουργο	) and cannot afford to leave their farms 
and spend what little money these provide. Therefore, they will never 
be able to undertake the more serious campaigns Pericles describes, 
and thus they will eternally be poor. Turning to warfare too late, that 
is, to “violent confi scations  ,” will not compensate for these systemic 
defi ciencies.  53   

 In the Archaeology  , Thucydides had argued that landed stability   
was responsible for both Athens’ and Sparta  ’s advancement to leading 
powers.  54   By contrast, Pericles equates agriculture   with poverty and 
weakness, arguing that agricultural poverty makes a navy   impossible 
and an infantry ineffective. Consistent with this polemical description 
of agriculture, Pericles’ recommendation of acquisitive warfare   (which 
in the Archaeology   brings continuous instability) begins here and does 
not change throughout his speeches. According to Pericles, Athens is 
rich, and therefore superior to Sparta, because she can man ships and 
send out infantry frequently, that is, attack her neighbors more easily 
and with greater force. 

 Pericles continues by arguing that “the farmers” (1.141.5), as he 
again calls the Spartans  , have so little ready cash that they will invest 
the bodies (or lives) of men in a war sooner than their money (σQμασ	 
τε Dτοιμ�τεροι ο� α�τουργο� τ/ν >νθρQπων ; χρ�μασι πολεμε�ν).  55   
They do this because they are confi dent that they will survive the phys-
ical dangers of war, but fear   that their money will not last, especially if 
the war drags on (1.141.5)  . Thus Pericles answers the Corinthian argu-
ment that bodies are the true natural strength of an army: for Pericles, 
the Spartans’ use of bodies   is just a sign that they can better afford to 
throw away men than to use up the money that will truly defend them. 
The Spartans know this and act accordingly, spending their less valu-
able resources fi rst. 

matter quickly.” His words imply effi ciency and effectiveness in a limited and chosen 
sphere.  

  53     For the opposite view of Spartan poverty, cf. Herodotus’ Demaratus on poverty, vir-
tue, and Spartan strength at Hdt. 7.102.1.  

  54     1.2.5–6, 1.6.3–6, 1.18.1–2.  
  55     The word σ/μα could mean either life or body. In this speech, it is used here and 

at 1.143.5, where the scholiast decides that σ/μα = >ν�ρ [i.e. the word body is just 
another word for man]. By this reckoning, σQμασ	 … τ/ν >νθρQπων could be a pleo-
nasm for “people.” Perhaps; even so, Pericles is comparing the investment of Athenian 
money to the Spartan investment of lives.  
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 Pericles’ argument defi es even the most basic knowledge of Sparta  , and 
if the Corinthians were wrong to exclude the Athenians from the posses-
sion of martial virtue, and to argue that their power was merely purchased 
(1.121.3–4), Pericles seems equally to miss the mark when he projects upon 
the Spartans   the attitude that hoplites are materials equivalent to money  .  56   
But the reality of Spartan practices and thinking is not an issue here, since 
the picture of Sparta that Pericles produces for the Athenians is fundamen-
tally distorted: the Spartans are not α�τουργο	, that is, men who work the 
land for themselves, but, as Pericles himself says in the Funeral Oration  , 
spend their whole youths painfully struggling for the attainment of mili-
tary virtue (2.39.1). The result was the infantry force with which Sparta 
dominated the Peloponnesus, and which it was Pericles’ policy never to 
challenge.  57   Not the Spartans themselves but the Helots   farmed Spartan 
land; Pericles’ representation of the Spartans’ agricultural powerlessness is 
a rhetorical construction designed to lessen the Athenians’ fears of Sparta’s 
fabled infantry   while emphasizing Athens’ material advantages.  58   

 Spartan infantry power was too well known at Athens   for Pericles’ 
argument to succeed outright (that it succeeds at all is a testimony to 
Athenian self-absorption and overconfi dence): in his next sentence, 
Pericles admits that in a single battle, the Spartans   could defeat all 
other Greeks combined. However, he argues that they will be unable 
to fi ght a war (as opposed to a battle) against a power that possesses 
dissimilar materials (πολεμε�ν δ� μ3 πρ8ς Aμο	αν >ντιπαρασκευ3ν 
>δ�νατοι 1.141.6). Athens’ deep resources of men, ships  , and money   
will make Athens superior for a longer confl ict, and are the means of 
resisting, if not actually prevailing, against Sparta  .

 In his effort to deter the Spartans from the war, Archidamus had 
also stressed this point (1.80.3–4). It seems possible that the pressure of 
present circumstances has caused both leaders to overemphasize war 

  56     Sparta was willing to concede the whole war to Athens for the sake of recovering 
Spartiate prisoners of war. Cf. e.g. 4.15, with 4.41.3, and 5.17.1.  

  57     1.143.5. Cf. Adcock (1951) 7: Pericles avoided giving the Spartans a chance to score a 
victory comparable to their victory over Athens at Tanagra (1.108.1).  

  58     Cf. Crane ( 1992 a) 231–232: Corinthian exaggerations of Spartan lethargy in their 
speech beginning at 1.69 are equivalent to Pericles’ disqualifi cations of Sparta in 
this fi rst speech. Both Athenians and Corinthians underestimate the Spartans. This 
creates an ironic distance (cf. Connor [ 1984 ] 50–51) between the reader’s knowledge 
that the Spartans will win and the ideas expressed in the speech. Cf. also the moni-
tory words of Kallet-Marx ( 1994 ) 239–240 on the rhetorical equation of “power with 
expense, and power with imperial revenue” that excludes the Spartans (and anyone 
else unwilling to practice imperial acquisition and expenditure) from the present and 
potential possession of power, with Lendon ( 2007 ) 258.  
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materials, in the narrator’s view, or to misconstrue their importance, so 
that the presentation of both leaders displays an important effect of the 
acme on the agents of this war. 

 In the following sentences (1.141.6–7), Pericles argues that the dis-
unity of the Spartan alliance   will also prevent the Spartans   from suc-
cessfully prosecuting a long-term war.  59   This theme is a strong one, 
but he soon resumes the argument for Athens’ material superiority. 
The main thing, he says, returning to his topic, is that the Spartans 
are hobbled by their lack of money (μ6γιστον δ6, τL τ/ν χρημ"των 
σπ"νει κωλ�σονται 1.142.1), which they acquire only slowly. But “the 
opportunities of war do not wait” (το% δ� πολ6μου ο� καιρο� ο� μενετο	 
1.142.1).  60   Ignoring factors such as leadership  , chance  , and morale, 
Pericles speaks as if the Spartans would miss important opportunities 
to attack Athens because they lack the money   Athens does possess. 

 Whoever has money possesses the initiative in the war, Pericles 
argues: money is the liberator of military action, and Athenian military 
action is above all naval action  . In the second section of his speech, 
Pericles exposes the weakness of Corinthian plans to defeat the 
Athenians at sea (1.121.3–4) by showing that the Corinthians have not 
understood the Athenian navy  . 

 By contrast to his somewhat contrived depiction of the Spartans  , 
Pericles’ description of the Athenian navy is more convincing than any 
previous praise of naval forces in the  History , except perhaps for the 
Athenians’ description, at Sparta, of the navy that won the battle of 
Salamis  .  61   The Corcyraeans, for example, who represent their navy   as if 
each ship automatically represented the force a properly handled ship 
would exert, seem naïve in comparison to Pericles. Pericles’ descrip-
tion does not rely on stressing the size of Athens’ navy  , although size 
is important. Rather, the experience   and skill   won from many years 
of practicing warfare are the Athenians’ primary qualifi cations for 
naval superiority.  62   In stressing the nonmaterial elements of Athens’ 

  59     Pericles’ insights into the disunity of the Spartan alliance have been verifi ed by 
Corinthian behavior, and are immediately confi rmed when the Thebans attack 
Plataea and begin the war before the Spartans are ready (cf. 2.7.1). Nevertheless, it is 
somewhat ironic to fi nd Pericles, the great leader of the democracy, criticizing to the 
Athenian demos the democratic ways of the Spartan alliance, where each city has a 
vote (cf. 1.125). Cf. Hagmaier (2009) 213–214.  

  60     Note Pericles’ jingle here: ο� καιρο� ο� μενετο	, which seems to be a statement of the 
Athenian restlessness that Pericles both shares and encourages.  

  61     1.74.1. As in Pericles’ description, the description at 1.74 stressed nonmaterial advantages 
(best leader, most unhesitating courage) as well as material advantages (most ships).  

  62     Cf. Edmunds ( 1975 a) 24–25.  
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superiority, Pericles makes an argument that agrees more reliably with 
the narrator’s emphasis on the crucial importance of skill.  63   

 Pericles takes on the Corinthians’ plans one by one. The 
Peloponnesians may build forts   in Attica (1.142.2), he says, but this 
will not stop the Athenians from sailing against their shores (1.142.4). 
Pericles argues that the Peloponnesians will not be able to defend 
themselves against marine attacks  .  64   Athenian experience on land is 
much greater than Peloponnesian experience at sea (1.142.6), and how 
will “farming men” (i.e. landlubbers, 1.142.7) acquire skill at sea, espe-
cially since the Athenians will not allow them to practice?  65   Pericles 
stresses the diffi culty of the skills the Corinthians contemn: fi fty years 
of unimpeded practice   since the Persian Wars have not suffi ced to 
bring the Athenians to perfect mastery over skills   the Athenians will 
now prevent the Peloponnesians from acquiring at all (1.142.7). 

 In combination with Athens’ superior skills, the size of the Athenian 
navy   practically guarantees Spartan failure. “In the rashness of their 
ignorance  ,” he says, “they might risk something against a few ships block-
ading them, but if they are restrained by many ships they will be still, 
becoming less intelligent through not practicing and because of this 
[i.e. not practicing] more hesitant” (πρ8ς μ�ν γ=ρ 'λ	γας (φορμο�σας 
κGν διακινδυνε�σειαν πλ�θει τ3ν >μαθ	αν θρασ�νοντες, πολλα�ς δ� 
ε9ργ�μενοι #συχ"σουσι κα� (ν τ0 μ3 μελετ/ντι >ξυνετQτεροι �σονται 
κα� δι& α�τ8 κα� 'κνηρ�τεροι 1.142.8). Athens’ combination of experi-
ence and numbers will overwhelm Peloponnesian plans. By contrast 
to the Corinthians’ joyful prediction of instant victory   over Athens, 
Pericles predicts a slow degeneration of Peloponnesian skill and 
intelligence. 

 Neither are this skill   and intelligence   for sale, as the Corinthians 
had suggested. The Corinthians had argued that the Athenians could 
not achieve virtue. Pericles argues, very plausibly to the reader who is 
by now somewhat familiar with Corinthian ways, that the Corinthians 

  63     Cf. e.g. 1.49.1–3, 2.84, 2.90–92.  
  64     Cf. 1.73.4, 1.74.4.  
  65     The cities that supplied the Peloponnesian alliance with naval forces (e.g. Corinth, 

Megara, or Aegina) are no more “landlubbers” than the Spartans are farmers, so that 
the passage contains another strategic distortion and therefore overstates Athens’ 
invulnerability. Thucydides’ vivid demonstration of the relative inadequacy of these 
navies, in his account of the Battle of Sybota, helps us to understand why Pericles 
would discount their importance. The reader’s perspective is different from Pericles’ 
perspective, since Thucydides shows that in the long run the Corinthian navy will be 
an important contributor to Athens’ defeat, for instance at Syracuse. Cf. note 68.  



Pericles in History 146

will not be able to acquire skill. In a famous statement, he punishes the 
Corinthians’ oligarchic disdain for democratic hard work  : 

 τ8 δ� ναυτικ8ν τ6χνης (στ	ν, Bσπερ κα� Hλλο τι, κα� ο�κ (νδ6χεται, +ταν 
τ�χO, (κ παρ6ργου μελετ5σθαι, >λλ= μ5λλον μηδ�ν (κε	ν1 π"ρεργον 
Hλλο γ	γνεσθαι. 

 Managing a navy is this kind of an art (just like any other art, really): you 
cannot learn it whenever you like, and practice it as a pastime, but rather 
[if you want to learn it] you can have no other pastime in addition to that 
one. (1.142.9)   

 The Corinthians believe that virtue is inborn. Pericles argues that 
Athens has the key element of power, a navy  , and that unlike her adver-
saries, she has devoted whatever resources she has to learning to use 
this weapon well. The Corinthians are doomed. Their plan to buy naval 
practice directly, by hiring away Athens’ crews, was based on a miscon-
ception and also cannot succeed. Athens’ crews are not foreign or mer-
cenary crews  , as the Corinthians had claimed to their allies; instead, 
Pericles can boast that Athens has more and better citizen pilots and 
trained sailors than all the rest of Greece (1.143.2). 

 To the end, then, Pericles’ description of the Athenian navy   empha-
sizes both the quality and the quantity of Athens’ naval resources. His 
argument predicts a nearly inevitable defeat of the Spartan farmers and 
their misinformed and poorly trained allies, who have no apparent long-
term means of defending themselves against Athenian attacks, while no 
one ever suggests that the Spartan infantry   will be able to attack the city 
of Athens itself, guarded as it is by Themistocles  ’ walls. 

 This seems like a beautifully airtight argument that Athens can-
not lose, and will most likely win, the war. Above all, it reduces the 
Spartans   to their power to waste Attica.  66   In the fi nal sections of the 
speech, Pericles must convince the Athenians that Attica  , land   Athens 
has held outright for hundreds of years, should be sacrifi ced so that 
Athens can fi ght a war to protect her claim on an overseas empire. In 
order to accomplish this, Pericles argues not that Attica has been wasted 
before by Athens’ enemies, and that the Athenians know from experi-
ence that Attica can recover (cf. 2.16.1), but much more radically that 

  66     Cf.  TAI  114: “The dominant theme (of the initial sections of the speech) is that the 
Spartans can do nothing against Athens, who, being mistress of the sea, is almost com-
pletely invulnerable. It is this which constitutes her superiority, which is based essen-
tially on a negative factor: the powerlessness of Sparta. Once this has been proved, all 
that needs to be shown is that Athens herself can act …”  
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Attica is dispensable. Attica is land commensurate with other territory 
the Athenians possess, and can be replaced: 

 @ν τε (π� τ3ν χQραν #μ/ν πεζL bωσιν, #με�ς (π� τ3ν (κε	νων πλευσο�μεθα, 
κα� ο�κ6τι (κ το% Aμο	ου �σται Πελοπονν�σου τε μ6ρος τι τμηθ?ναι κα� τ3ν 
.ττικ3ν pπασαν· ο� μ�ν γ=ρ ο�χ Pξουσιν Hλλην >ντιλαβε�ν >μαχε	,#μ�ν δ& 
(στ� γ? πολλ3 κα� (ν ν�σοις κα� κατ& @πειρον· μ6γα γ=ρ τ8 τ?ς θαλ"σσης 
κρ"τος. σκ6ψασθε δ6· ε9 γ=ρ dμεν νησι/ται, τ	νες Gν >ληπτ�τεροι dσαν; 

 If they attack our land with their infantry, we will sail against theirs, and it 
will not be the same thing for some part of the Peloponnesus to be wasted 
as for all of Attica [to be wasted]. For they will not have any other place 
they can take as a replacement without a battle, but we have much land 
both on the islands and the continent. For control of the sea is a great 
thing. Only consider: if we were islanders, who would be harder to cap-
ture? (1.143.4–5)   

 All of Attica can be wasted without much harm to Athens  , Pericles 
argues since this loss can be compensated with holdings elsewhere.  67   
Although the allies’ land must be taken and held by force, Pericles does 
not distinguish Athens’ ownership of this land from Athens’ ownership 
of territory in Attica  . His rhetorical stance throughout the speeches will 
be to treat allied land as a unifi ed and subordinated entity, particular 
problems with which he will not address. This is a striking contrast to 
Thucydides’ narrative presentation; moreover, Pericles’ analysis in this 
passage is also at odds with subsequent events. In one of his least accu-
rate forecasts, Pericles predicts that it is the Spartans   who will fi ght to 
preserve their land, not the Athenians.  68   

 According to Pericles’ argument, however, Athens’ imperial proper-
ties   importantly reduce the Spartan advantage: the Spartans   believe that 
Athenian land is their hostage (1.82.4), and this may be true, but their 
hostage is not particularly valuable, or perhaps not valuable at all. The 
image of Athens   as an island erases Attica so that Athens can be redefi ned 
as a sea empire alone. Pericles imagines the security   Athens would gain if 
she shed Attica in terms of the greatest possible invincibility, and urges the 

  67     Cf. Sicking ( 1995 ) 410–412, who argues that Pericles’ disqualifi cations of Attica and 
infantry warfare are both aimed at disqualifying the conservative landed Athenians 
who resisted his war policies.  

  68     As Connor ( 1984 ) and Flashar ( 1989 ) foresaw, the postwar reader would read Pericles’ 
speeches as a record of arguments that seemed very convincing at the time, but were 
proven by the events to have been problematic. I argue that this perspective is useful, 
but not always necessary for understanding the potential diffi culties with Pericles’ 
plans and infl uence. As we have discussed here, even considered by themselves, 
Pericles’ words reveal the problematic nature of many of his plans and ideas.  
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Athenians to join him in this reimagining of the city. As we shall discuss 
in  Chapter 6 , in his speeches, Pericles repeatedly enjoins the Athenians 
to abandon their earthbound lives and devote themselves to the elements 
of the world that bring mobility, power, and wealth. However, even in this 
initial statement, Pericles’ argument is somewhat diffi cult to accept, since 
his policy statements in the next paragraph contradict his implicit claim 
that allied land is securely held. 

 Pericles’ choice of words at the end of the previous quotation is strik-
ing. His use of “harder to capture” (>ληπτ�τεροι) rather than some-
thing like “more secure” (e.g. βεβαι�τεροι) suggests that enemies might 
have cause to chase the Athenians back to their island of security  . This 
single reminder of the cost of Athenian warfare   does little to disturb 
the fl ow of Pericles’ increasingly direct and urgent recommendations to 
the Athenians, although it does remind us that he is aware of the conse-
quences of the warfare he is recommending: 

 κα� ν%ν χρ3 +τι (γγ�τατα το�του διανοηθ6ντας τ3ν μ�ν γ?ν κα� ο9κ	ας 
>φε�ναι, τ?ς δ� θαλ"σσης κα� π�λεως φυλακ3ν �χειν, κα� Πελοποννησ	οις 
�π�ρ α�τ/ν 'ργισθ6ντας πολλ0 πλ6οσι μ3 διαμ"χεσθαι (κρατ�σαντ6ς τε 
γ=ρ αEθις ο�κ (λ"σσοσι μαχο�μεθα κα� ;ν σφαλ/μεν, τ= τ/ν ξυμμ"χων, 
+θεν 9σχ�ομεν, προσαπ�λλυται· ο� γ=ρ #συχ"σουσι μ3 �καν/ν #μ/ν 
Wντων (π& α�το!ς στρατε�ειν), τ�ν τε 'λ�φυρσιν μ3 ο9κι/ν κα� γ?ς 
ποιε�σθαι, >λλ= τ/ν σωμ"των· ο� γ=ρ τ"δε το!ς Hνδρας, >λλ& ο� Hνδρες 
τα%τα κτ/νται. κα� ε9 Iμην πε	σειν �μ5ς, α�το!ς Gν (ξελθ�ντας (κ6λευον 
α�τ= δO/σαι κα� δε�ξαι Πελοποννησ	οις +τι το�των γε Pνεκα ο�χ 
�πακο�σεσθε. 

 And now, having imagined things as closely as possible to this [i.e. to 
the idea of Athens as a secure island], it is necessary to let go of the land 
and the houses, and guard the sea and the city. And do not fi ght with the 
Peloponnesians, who are by far more numerous [than we are], because you 
have become angry on behalf of these things, since if we won we would 
fi ght no fewer at the next battle, and if we should lose, the affairs of the 
allies, from which we are strong, will also be destroyed. For the allies will 
not rest if we are not suffi cient to campaign against them. Mourn not for 
houses and land, but for lives. For these do not acquire men, but rather 
men these. And if I thought I could persuade you, I would command you, 
having gone out of the city, to waste these things yourselves, and to show 
the Peloponnesians that you will not obey for the sake of these things. 
(1.143.5)   

 In Pericles’ view, “the houses   and the land  ,” constricted properties 
similar to those that doom the Spartans   to their second-rate agricultural   
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existence, should be traded for “the city and the sea  ,” the expansive, 
indeed endless, elements of Athens’ success and glory  .  69   However, the 
rule of the sea requires constant vigilance: the allies will not rest if 
Athens allows herself to be weakened in a futile struggle with Sparta  . 
This is why the Athenians should not fi ght for Attica. The “houses and 
land” in Attica   are unimportant in comparison to ensuring Athens’ 
independence from Sparta and safety from the allies who will threaten 
Athenian security   if Athens loses a battle. 

 Pericles thus reverses age-old conventions about what a city ought 
to defend: for Athens, it is more rational, in Pericles’ view, to defend 
possessions overseas than the ancient homeland of the city. At the 
same time, however, Pericles’ statement that the allies “will not rest” 
if they suspect Athenian weakness confi rms our doubts that allied 
land   could be considered a possession equivalent to Attica. The allies 
will revolt, Pericles warns, at the fi rst sign of serious Athenian weak-
ness. He is therefore asking them to trade Attica   for land that is not 
entirely under Athenian control. Pericles passes over the dangers of 
the empire, however, and is so anxious to show that Attica should 
be worthless in Athenian eyes that he recommends the preemptive 
destruction of Attic property as a display of defi ance against Sparta  . 
Thus, Pericles argues for the voluntary destruction of land that has 
been held for centuries as a sign that the Athenians will not allow 
the Spartans   to restrict their claims to “that which we have acquired” 
(1.141.1  ), that is, the empire. 

 But how is this property “acquired” if the fi rst sign of Athenian 
weakness makes the possession of this territory insecure? Even with-
out considering the narrative corrections that surround this speech, 
we can observe that Thucydides exposes to the reader’s mind the ten-
sions between the reality of Greek affairs and Pericles’ estimation of 
Athenian power. 

 However, policies are often incoherent, and the aggressive stance 
Pericles recommends is absolutely nothing new at Athens  , where risky 
civic undertakings were common. Had Thucydides wished to defend 
Pericles against the charge of leading Athens into a disastrous war, he 
could perhaps have tried to show that Pericles had little real choice con-
cerning which policy to undertake. Instead of laying the blame with the 

  69     “Pericles’ strategy … rests entirely on the principle of thalassocracy, conceived as a 
suffi cient and wholly satisfactory weapon…” ( TAI  116).  
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Athenians, however, in his introduction at 1.127.3  , in the fi rst speech, 
and in his summary at 1.145   of the Athenians’ obedience to Pericles’ 
policy, Thucydides makes Pericles personally responsible for the poli-
cies that frightened the Spartans   into war.  70     
       

  70     1.145  : A μ�ν Περικλ?ς τοια%τα εNπεν, ο� δ� .θηνα�οι νομ	σαντες Hριστα σφ	σι 
παραινε�ν α�τ8ν (ψηφ	σαντο z (κ6λευε, κα� το�ς Λακεδαιμον	οις >πεκρ	ναντο τL 
(κε	νου γνQμO, καθ& Pκαστ" τε <ς �φρασε κα� τ8 ξ�μπαν… (Pericles said these sorts 
of things, and the Athenians, who believed that he was advising them in the best way, 
voted as he suggested and answered the Spartans according to his recommendations, 
both according to each individual issue and in general…).  
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 Pericles and Athens  

Pericles’ Speech in Indirect Discourse in Narrative Context  

  1     Cf. Stahl ( 2003 ) 70: “It is … the irrevocable character of events, which can never be 
canceled out or reversed, that most interests Thucydides.” As for profi t, Thucydides’ 
parallel stories of Plataea and Potideia both show how much expense and how little 
gain could result from aggression against smaller powers.  

   In his fi rst speech, Pericles created oppositions between Athens’ prof-
itable and powerful sea empire   and Spartan agricultural poverty  . The 
opening narrative of book two offers a contrasting point of view. In 
the story of the defeat of the Theban invasion of Plataea  , Thucydides 
opposes Pericles’ disqualifi cations of landed ways with a detailed depic-
tion of the formidable strengths of an agricultural community. Where 
Pericles had assessed the signifi cance of a campaign according to the 
profi t   of money and territory it brought to the aggressor, the inelucta-
ble consequences of this small event make it signifi cant for Thucydides, 
for whom the profi t of warfare is just one potentially problematic result 
among many of waging war on Greek neighbors  .  1   

 This chapter will therefore begin by discussing the story of the Theban 
attack on Plataea  . After this, it will briefl y review Thucydides’ account of 
the pan-Hellenic preparations for war (2.7–8  ), and take up Archidamus  ’ 
address to the Peloponnesian captains before settling in to an analy-
sis of Pericles’ speech at 2.13. Pericles’ speech in indirect discourse 
responds to Archidamus’ speech in direct discourse: Archidamus is 
afraid that the Spartans’ very large forces will cause overconfi dence on 
campaign  , and spends most of his speech arguing for restraint. Pericles 
does the opposite, cataloguing Athenian wealth   with the aim of bolster-
ing Athenian confi dence. After discussing Pericles’ speech in detail, the 
chapter will close with an analysis of Thucydides’ contrasting history of 
Attica   at 2.14–17  . 
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   The Theban Attack on Plataea  

     The physical contest of Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War begins with the 
Theban   invasion of Plataea. By contrast to the huge forces deployed in 
the confl ict that follows, this invasion is minute. On a wet spring night in 
431 BCE, a few more than three hundred Theban men, with weapons, 
entered Plataea  , an Athenian ally situated on the boundary of Attica and 
Boeotia, at fi rst watch. (Θηβα	ων Hνδρες 'λ	γ1 πλε	ους τριακοσ	ων …
(σ?λθον περ� πρ/τον \πνον ξ!ν +πλοις (ς Πλ"ταιαν τ?ς Βοιωτ	ας 
οEσαν .θηνα	ων ξυμμαχ	δα 2.2.1  ).  2   

 The Thebans have arranged with traitors   inside Plataea to be admit-
ted into the city (2.2.2).  3   Therefore, they “quite easily  ” (2.2.3  ) pass the 
gates unnoticed, but once inside the city, the invaders do not take the 
traitors’ injunctions “to set to work immediately and go to the houses   of 
their enemies” (2.2.4  ); instead, the Thebans try to lure the city into an 
alliance by instituting negotiations  . 

 Weapons   are the characterizing attribute of the Theban invaders; 
Thucydides does not explain that the Thebans are invading, but depicts 
them entering the city at night “with weapons.” The Thebans will now 
attempt to manipulate the meaning of these weapons, and begin their 
negotiations by placing them in the  agora . Their herald says, “If anyone 
wishes to fi ght with us for the fatherland of all the Boeotians, let him 
place his weapons beside ours” (κα� >νε�πεν A κ?ρυξ, εb τις βο�λεται 
κατ= τ= π"τρια τ/ν π"ντων Βοιωτ/ν ξυμμαχε�ν, τ	θεσθαι παρ& α�το!ς 
τ= +πλα 2.2.4  ). The Thebans believe, Thucydides says, that they will eas-
ily   (2.2.4) bring the city over to their side in this way.  4   

 The gesture and the speech attempt to redefi ne the presence of 
Theban weapons in Plataea as the beginning of an alliance   rather than 

  2     The structure of the sentence at 2.2.1, in which the announcement of the event is 
delayed by the six ways of dating it, and then, once disclosure of the attack has begun, 
further delayed by naming the Theban leaders of the expedition, creates the maxi-
mum suspense for the announcement of the small event with which it ends. Only the 
end of the sentence is quoted here.  

  3     Once more the combination of civil strife and external attack will bring down a func-
tioning polis (cf. Thucydides’ description of the Epidamnians’ troubles at 1.24.5), so 
that book two begins in a way similar to book one.  

  4     Like Archidamus later on (2.75.1), who incorrectly believes that he will take Plataea 
quickly because his army is so large, or Pericles, who foresaw on the basis of Athens’ 
available materials that Athens would “very easily” survive the war with Sparta (2.65.13), 
the Thebans believe that it will be easy (e]δ	ως, 2.2.4) to bring the Plataeans around. 
The word e]δ	ως (and related expressions) frequently indicates an incorrect assess-
ment of reality. Cf. Connor ( 1984 ) 112 note 9 and Rood ( 1998 ) 34 note 30.  
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the sign of an attack. With their gesture (they have laid down their 
arms), the Thebans pretend friendship. With their speech, they offer 
the Plataeans an opportunity to join the Theban cause, namely to fi ght 
for “the fatherland of all Boeotians.” The messenger’s short speech also 
asks for a gesture in return: since the Thebans and Plataeans will be 
allies, the Plataeans should fearlessly place their weapons beside the 
Theban weapons in the agora. 

 In this way, the Theban speech depicts the joining of weapons in the 
Plataean agora as a symbol of political unity  . The reader has the advan-
tage of having read Thucydides’ previous account of the Thebans’ real 
intentions (2.2.3  ): “… foreseeing that the war was coming, the Thebans 
wished to capture Plataea, which had always been hostile to them, dur-
ing peacetime and when the war had not yet openly begun.”  5   Readers 
are therefore less likely to be deceived by the Thebans’ performance. But 
the Plataeans, who do not have Thucydides to guide them, are also not 
deceived by a ploy that would have the short-term effect of disarming them 
and the long-term effect of detaching them from Athens  . They are at fi rst 
afraid and take steps toward an agreement, but while they are doing this, 
they recognize how few Thebans have entered the city (2.3.2). Most of the 
Plataeans do not wish to revolt from Athens, and seeing that the Thebans 
are “not many,” they believe that they can “easily  ” (2.3.2) gain control of 
the invading force.  6   The narrative presentation provokes admiration for 
the Plataeans, who remain unmoved by the Thebans’ attempt to exploit 
the symbolism of unity and alliance for their own advantage.  7   

 Confi dence that victory   will be easy   has now shifted to the Plataean 
side. Who (if anyone) will be right about what is easy, and what will be 

  5     Cf. Hdt. 6.108. The Thebans have been trying to compel the Plataeans to join the 
Theban confederacy since before the Persian wars, and at 2.2.3 Thucydides deploys 
emphatic repetition: “in peacetime” and “when the war had not yet begun” repeat each 
other. The repetitions emphasize the illegality of the Theban attack. The advantage 
to Thebes of capturing Plataea before the war is that Plataea would then become a 
Theban possession, rather than an object of the larger war fought by the two alliances. 
Cf. Theban claims at 5.17.2.  

  6     That the Theban contingent is small compared to the size of the war it provokes seems 
indisputable; that it seems small to the Plataeans is less inevitable. The focalization 
Thucydides reports here constructs the Plataeans, who are shown to see this armed 
invading force of three hundred as small and easily defeated. Contrast Xerxes’ fear of 
the Spartan three hundred at Thermopylae at Hdt. 7.212.1. On the relation between 
Herodotus’ Thermopylae narrative, Thucydides’ Pylos narrative, and this story, cf. 
Foster, forthcoming.  

  7     The Plataeans are famous precisely as allies, so the scene is well chosen to elicit sym-
pathy, particularly from Athenian readers. On the length of the Plataean alliance with 
Athens, see 3.68.5.  
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the consequences? So far, the Thebans’ overconfi dent appeal to raise 
swords in common has backfi red. Rather than bringing the Plataeans 
to an agreement convenient to themselves, by negotiating   the Thebans 
have betrayed the crucial information (i.e. their small numbers) that 
leads to the Plataean decision to resist. 

 The Plataean counterattack against the Thebans is entirely improvised   
and deploys every man-made and natural advantage the Plataeans can 
discover. Thucydides’ story emphasizes Plataean unity   and intelligence  . 
The Plataeans meet in secret, digging through the house walls   so as to 
stay unseen (2.3.3). They detach their oxcarts   from the harnesses and 
place them as barriers in the roads, and then attack the Thebans while 
it is still night so as to preserve the full advantage of their familiarity 
with the dark   city. Once the revolt has begun, the whole city unites 
to fi ght the invaders: the men attack, the women and servants scream 
and throw stones   and roof tiles   (2.4.2). Moreover, it has been raining 
and everything is muddy  . Surprised in their turn, the Thebans panic   and 
fall into confusion. 

 In opposition to Pericles  ’ rhetorical emphasis on the costly weapons 
that enable imperial expansion, this story displays the potential of any 
material to become a weapon  . Cheap or even free, the reconfi gured 
oxcarts   of the Plataean α�τουργ�ι or the shouting, stones, and roof 
tiles   of female and servile combatants are the weapons of the Plataean 
revolution against Thebes. Natural advantages, also free, are equally 
important for Plataean success  . The Plataeans get the full benefi t of the 
dark and their own knowledge of the city. By contrast, the overconfi dent 
Thebans must suffer from natural disadvantages; they had not allowed 
the heavy rain   to delay their attack and are now hampered by the mud   
and the swollen Asopus River (2.4.2 and 2.5.2).  8   

 Moreover, the Plataeans’ fi erce sense of resistance is also not mea-
surable with money. The Theban hope   that they would “easily  ” (2.2.4) 
bring the city over to themselves turned out to be entirely unfounded. 
Thucydides illustrates Plataean determination to resist with a brief 
account of the deed of an anonymous Plataean: 

 τ/ν δ� Πλαται/ν τις τ=ς π�λας q (σ?λθον κα� αKπερ dσαν μ�ναι 
>νε1γμ6ναι �κλOσε στυρακ	1 >κοντ	ου >ντ� βαλ"νου χρησ"μενος (ς τ8ν 
μοχλ�ν, Bστε μηδ� τα�τO �ξοδον �τι εNναι.  

 Some Plataean locked the gates by which [the Thebans] had come in, and 
which were the only ones that were open, using the butt end of his spear 

  8     The Thebans are themselves to blame for the fact that the Asopus River is the bound-
ary between Thebes and Plataea. Cf. Hdt. 6.108.5–6.  
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rather than the bolt for a bar ,  so that there would no longer be any way out 
at this gate. (2.4.3  )   

 The spear butt   that replaces the bolt that usually locks the gate is a 
vivid symbol of the Plataeans’ determination not to allow the Thebans 
to escape back out into the countryside, where many civilians remain to 
be harmed (cf. 2.5.4). As for the Thebans, who had “quite easily” (2.2.3) 
escaped notice entering these very gates, they are now trapped. 

 Their condition quickly becomes desperate. Thucydides tells all the 
ways in which they tried to get out of the city, many dying in the attempt 
(2.4.4). Finally, a large group of Thebans (perhaps 150 men) falls into 
a building that is built against the inside of the Plataean city wall, and 
which they have mistaken for a way out (2.4.5)  .  9   The Thebans are there-
fore captured, and the Plataeans debate what they should do. In particu-
lar, they debate whether or not they should burn the building down: at 
this point, the fi erce character of the Plataean response to the Thebans 
turns cruel. However, the Thebans’ fate is briefl y deferred: “… fi nally,” 
Thucydides tells us, “these [i.e. the men in the building] and whatever 
other Thebans had survived wandering about the city came to an agree-
ment to surrender themselves and their weapons to the Plataeans, to 
treat them in whatever way they wished” (2.4.7  ). 

 Thucydides has framed the story of this invasion with accounts of 
negotiation  , both of which involve weapons. Far different from the nego-
tiations the Thebans had mimicked upon their arrival, the negotiations 
at the end of the invasion are real, and defi nitive in their result: the 
Thebans surrender themselves and their weapons unconditionally  . The 
tightly controlled plot is fi nished. Thucydides adds only a tag to sepa-
rate this story from the information that follows: “Thus these [i.e. the 
Thebans] fared in Plataea.” 

 Thucydides’ suggestive precision   in this story relies on and appeals to 
the reader’s understanding of weapons and their meaning in each situ-
ation. For instance, Thucydides deployed references to weapons as signs 
of an invasion, as signs manipulated for the purposes of false friendship, 
as signs of resistance, and fi nally as signs of defeat. The weapons he 
chooses to mention are frequently unconventional: resistance to Thebes 
is effected with oxcarts  , roof tiles  , spear butts, and so on. Precisely 
by showing that the Plataeans use anything that comes to hand as a 
weapon, Thucydides shows that their main weapons are determination, 

  9     Stahl ( 2003 ) 65–72 discusses comprehensively the role of accident, chance, and error 
in this suspenseful story.  
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intelligence  , and surprise: nonmaterial factors that thwart the Thebans’ 
attack. He therefore illustrates that the proportions of things can be dif-
ferent than Pericles describes: the story of Plataea’s “success on a shoe-
string” is ominous for parties dependent on aggression   to fund their 
lifestyle, since it shows that the invader’s investment of wealth can be 
wasted by resistance that costs little or nothing.  10   Of note is the fact 
that Thucydides’ decision to portray the Plataeans as he does here is 
innovative: as every Athenian knew, the Plataeans were a famous hoplite 
band.  11   Rather than relying on this tradition, Thucydides adds to it a 
story in which weak combatants (unarmed women and slaves) contrib-
ute to the success of an improvised plan of guerilla warfare  . 

 Once his story of the invasion proper is concluded, Thucydides’ 
account of events at Plataea is complicated by the claims that became 
important for the Spartans  ’ later trial of the Plataeans (3.52–68). Our 
sketch of the relevant elements of the rest of the story evades these com-
plications and focuses on the Plataeans’ fi nal rash action and its implica-
tions for Athens. 

 The Theban army  , which had been delayed by the wet landscape 
(2.5.2–3), and had therefore not arrived at Plataea soon enough to help 
the initial invaders, arrives on Plataean soil to fi nd the three hundred 
dead or captured. They think to take hostages from among the Plataeans 
on the land, and to trade these for any Thebans who may still be alive 
inside (2.5.4). However, the Plataeans suspect that they must be plan-
ning some such thing, and send a messenger to tell the Thebans that if 
they harm those outside the city, they will kill their prisoners (2.5.5). 

 Thucydides tell us that whatever other promises   the Plataeans made 
(i.e. whether they promised to return the Theban prisoners if the 
Thebans withdrew without harming anyone, and whether they swore 
oaths to keep these promises) became a matter of dispute between the 
Plataeans and Thebans (2.5.6). What happened was this: the Thebans 
withdrew from Plataea without harming anyone; the Plataeans quickly 
brought in everything from the land, and then killed their Theban pris-
oners right away (ε�θ�ς 2.5.7)  .  12   Had the Athenians been able to advise 

  10     Cf. the story of the Athenian siege of Potideia, or of the siege of Plataea itself by the 
Spartans (2.71–78).  

  11     For instance, Athenians honored Plataean participation at the Battle of Marathon at 
quadrennial festivals (cf. Hdt. 6.111.2).  

  12     Given Thucydides’ emphasis on each party’s belief that it would “easily” prevail, 
one is tempted to analyze this terrible misstep as a result of the fact that the victory 
was all too easy for the Plataeans, and that they had in their turn become overconfi -
dent. However, this is an opaque murder, like the Athenian slaughter of the trapped 
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the Plataeans in time, they would have prevented this action, but the 
speed of events surpassed the speed of the constant messengers going 
back and forth to Athens   (2.6.3). Correctly predicting the Theban and 
Peloponnesian reaction to this defeat and these deaths (cf. 2.12.5), once 
they understand what has happened, the Athenians send supplies and 
a garrison to Plataea, and bring away the women, children, and weakest 
men (2.6.4). 

 The Thebans have now openly broken the thirty-year treaties, and 
the war must begin. Where Pericles   had argued that money gave 
Athens the power of initiative in the war (1.142.1), we fi nd that ini-
tiative has been stolen from both great powers, regardless of their 
military resources. In fact, the Plataean story shows for the third time 
how an ally’s decisions entangle the Athenians  .  13   Corcyraean impru-
dence, Potideian resistance, or Plataean rashness hamper and ensnare 
Athens, just as Corinthian belligerence and Theban treachery trap 
Sparta  . The dangerous overconfi dence of Pericles  ’ suggestion that 
Athens can milk income from its allies while “keeping them in hand” 
during a war with Sparta is exposed by the unexpected twists and 
turns of events at Plataea   (even Plataea, the most loyal of allies!). At 
the same time, his willingness to argue that only naval power matters 
is put in the context of real events. Far from sharing Pericles’ general-
ized view that Peloponnesian infantry raids on other landed city-states 
are insignifi cant, Thucydides locates the forced beginning of the war 
Athens will lose in a specifi c, small, and even failed Peloponnesian 
infantry raid  .   

   'λ	γον τε (πεν�ουν ο�δ�ν >μφ�τεροι (Both Sides Were 
Thinking Big): The Preparations for War  

 In the chapters of the text that follow his description of the Theban 
invasion of Plataea, Thucydides shows the depth of passion impelling 
the larger powers and their allies to war, and the corresponding size of 
their preparations.  14   He informs us fi rst about the material preparations 

Corinthians at 1.105, for instance, or the Athenian and Spartan decisions to kill sup-
pliants (1.126 and 1.128); Thucydides offers no explanation. Contrast, for instance, 
the Corinthian murder of their allies at 1.50, which is explained, or, much more copi-
ous, the murder of Nicias at 7.86.2–4.  

  13     Cf. the arguments about the Corcyraeans and Potideians in  Chapter 2 .  
  14     Popular enthusiasm regularly generates accumulations of weapons in Thucydides, for 

instance at Corinth (1.31), and at Athens before the Sicilian expedition (6.24).  
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of the two sides, both of which are trying to borrow money from the 
Persians or from whatever barbarian power will help them (2.7.1  ).  15   
Individually, the two cities do whatever they can to compensate for per-
ceived material weakness. The Spartans   begin to take money   and ships 
from their allies, hoping for an ultimate total of no fewer than fi ve hun-
dred ships   (2.7.2  ).  16   The Athenians fi rm up their alliances in the West, 
hoping “to reduce the Peloponnese by surrounding it” (2.7.3).  17   The 
material preparations of the Spartans and Athenians refl ect enormous 
ambitions and energy  , and a determination to win at any cost, even if 
the cost would be, for instance, to owe a successful outcome to the bene-
factions of the Persian King  .  18   

 In the fi rst fl ush of preparation, Thucydides emphasizes, both sides 
were thinking big ('λ	γον τε (πεν�ουν ο�δ�ν >μφ�τεροι 2.8.1  ). The 
huge material ambition  s of the combatants were a product not only of 
the application of their characteristic mindsets to the available acme   of 
materials, but also of the social and psychological factors driving both 
sides and in fact all of Greece to war at that time. As Thucydides repre-
sents them, these factors were nearly irresistible. A numerous, youth  ful, 
and inexperienced population was available to both powers, and was 
feeling the energy of beginning on a great project (2.8.1).  19   The passions 

  15     Cf. Archidamus at 1.82.1.  
  16     The number seems fantastically high, and never in the  History  do we see the Spartans 

possessing anything even close to this many ships, so that editors have suggested 
emending the sentence (see Poppo ad loc., and  CT  ad loc. with literature). There 
is, however, no textual basis that we know of for an emendation. Poppo’s conclusion 
(which does not differ signifi cantly from Hornblower’s): “But we ought to consider 
that [Thucydides] is explaining not how many ships they collected, but how many 
they hoped to collect.” (Debemeus tamen perpendere non explicari quot collectae 
sint naves, sed quot colligi posse tunc speraverint.) Spartan hopes are excessive, and 
are also misdirected, since Thucydides’ accounts of the battles of Phormio, in which 
the Peloponnesians always outnumber the Athenians by far (2.83–92), show that the 
Peloponnesians’ initial lack of skill could not be compensated with numbers.  

  17     Hornblower’s translation from  CT  ad loc., where he mentions Alcibiades’ echo of both 
these words and this aim in his speech to the Spartans at 6.90.3. Athenian ambitions 
to surround and attack the Peloponnesus correspond to the Spartans’ outsized hopes 
for their navy. It will be long before the Athenians gain so much as a foothold on the 
west coast of mainland Greece (at Pylos, 4.4ff).  

  18     A didactic juxtaposition to the Plataean story can be sensed: as the π�λεις go under, 
a prey to the unregulated warfare resulting from the quarrels between Athens and 
Sparta, both sides turn to the dependence on Persia that Sparta, Athens, and Plataea 
had previously bravely resisted.  

  19     Stahl ( 2003 ) 71 points out another juxtaposition: “We are probably justifi ed in saying 
that the author has deliberately juxtaposed the costly (for the Thebans) fi rst experi-
ence of this war with the inexperienced eagerness of the youth of Greece.”  
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at the foundation of this enthusiasm originated in deeply felt personal 
and civic hopes for signifi cance and autonomy (2.8.4), and a collective 
fear   of slavery   (2.8.5). These passions were further augmented by proph-
ecies and religious interpretations of natural events (2.8.2–3).   

 Hope and fear   are therefore the underpinnings of the κ	νησις the 
Greeks experienced at that time. As for hope  , a great cause, Greek 
Freedom  , was resuscitated (2.8.4). Every individual and city wished to be 
associated with this cause and to make a necessary contribution (2.8.4). 
As for fear, most people directed their passions at Athens  , since they 
wished either to escape or to avoid domination (2.8.5). Commensurate 
with the depth of their collective emotion, both sides were preparing 
for a war even larger than the one they eventually conducted; a terrible 
irony, since even as it was, the war they fought was so very destructive.  20   

   Archidamus Addresses the Peloponnesian Captains  

 The narrative now turns to a closer examination of the perspective of 
each side. Immediately (ε�θ�ς 2.10.1) after the Theban attack on Plataea, 
the Spartans   ask their allies to muster at the Isthmus of Corinth  .  21   Once 
all are gathered together, Archidamus   addresses the most important 
leaders. His speech demonstrates his awareness of the unprecedented 
size   of the Spartan expedition and the danger of overconfi dence   on this 
account. 

 He begins by saying that this campaign is different both in quality 
and quantity from those of the past. Despite their many past campaigns 
inside and outside the Peloponnesus, the Spartans   have never yet led 
out such a large army, with so many and such excellent men, against 
such a powerful enemy: 

 Hνδρες Πελοπονν�σιοι κα� ξ�μμαχοι, κα� ο� πατ6ρες #μ/ν πολλ=ς 
στρατε	ας κα� (ν α�τL Πελοπονν�σ1 κα� �ξω (ποι�σαντο, κα� #μ/ν 
α�τ/ν ο� πρεσβ�τεροι ο�κ Hπειροι πολ6μων ε9σ	ν· +μως δ� τ?σδε οFπω 
με	ζονα παρασκευ3ν �χοντες (ξ�λθομεν, >λλ= κα� (π� π�λιν δυνατωτ"την 
ν%ν (ρχ�μεθα κα� α�το� πλε�στοι κα� Hριστοι στρατε�οντες. δ	καιον οEν 

  20     Chapter 9 of book two, and in particular 2.9.3–5, lists the alliances of both sides, 
introducing the allies as suppliers of war materials in the same way as previously (e.g. 
1.27.2, 1.46.1). Since I am not convinced of the authenticity of 2.9, I am using no evi-
dence from this chapter.  

  21     Two thirds of the forces of each city take part, so that the description contains another 
response to Pericles’ claims that the Peloponnesians could not go on long or frequent 
campaigns out of concern for their land.  
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#μ5ς μ�τε τ/ν πατ6ρων χε	ρους φα	νεσθαι μ�τε #μ/ν α�τ/ν τ?ς δ�ξης 
(νδεεστ6ρους. 

 Peloponnesians and allies, our fathers also made many campaigns in the 
Peloponnesus itself and abroad, and the older men among us are not with-
out experience of wars. Nevertheless, we have never yet gone out with an 
expedition larger than this one, but rather we are now both advancing 
upon the most powerful city and also we ourselves who are campaigning 
are the most and the best men [i.e. of the Peloponnesians]. Therefore it is 
just that we neither appear worse than our fathers nor inferior to our own 
reputation. (2.11  .1–2)   

 Archidamus   stresses that the Spartan expedition is unprecedented 
in its size   and quality, and in the size and quality of its object. We 
might expect that he would want to inspire this unprecedented 
gathering with a strong sense of purpose. But Archidamus does not 
announce a goal or plan for the expedition. Instead, he draws an 
unusual connection by relating the Peloponnesians’ large numbers 
not to potential power or victory, but to responsibility  : we have so 
many good people out here, he reminds his captains, that to fail our 
fathers’ or our own reputations would be to fail a justifi ed (δ	καιον) 
expectation. Furthermore, it would be to fail the expectations of all 
of Greece, which Archidamus in the next sentence characterizes as 
bearing the Spartan expedition goodwill because of their hatred   of 
Athens.  22   

 The way to fulfi ll this responsibility   and these expectations is to 
remain ever vigilant. He warns the Spartans   against feeling safe because 
of their numbers, and advises “the leader and soldier of each city per-
sonally to expect that some danger will come upon him” (2.11.3  ). War 
is unpredictable, he argues, and battles begin suddenly and mostly 
because of passion  . Careless contempt   for smaller forces has before now 
proved fatal to large armies (2.11.4). The focus should be on safety: the 
Peloponnesians, Archidamus   advises, should campaign confi dently, but 
prepare fear  fully; they would thus be most courageous in their approach 
to an enemy, and safest in their attack (2.11.5). 

 Responsibility, vigilance, safety: Archidamus  ’ speech warns against 
failure rather than outlining a positive plan. Of course, he is on record 
(1.82.1) as opposing an overhasty expedition such as this one, which has 
been provoked by the Theban attack on Plataea  , and not undertaken as 

  22     Their reason for goodwill toward Sparta is a dubious passion toward Athens. 
Archidamus had repudiated such passions as a reason to go to war in his explanation 
of Sparta’s superiority at 1.84.1–2 (cf. 1.82.6).  
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a result of proper preparation and a considered Spartan decision.   His 
reluctance to lead a huge army on this enforced expedition is palpable.  23   

 Archidamus   continues by warning the Peloponnesians that the 
Athenians may well lose their heads. The Athenians, he says: 

 … το�ς π5σιν Hριστα παρεσκευασμ6νην, Bστε χρ3 κα� π"νυ (λπ	ζειν δι= 
μ"χης 96ναι α�το�ς, ε9 μ3 κα� ν%ν Bρμηνται (ν � οFπω π"ρεσμεν, >λλ& 
+ταν (ν τL γL Aρ/σιν #μ5ς δOο%ντ"ς τε κα� τ>κε	νων φθε	ροντας. π5σι 
γ=ρ (ν το�ς Wμμασι κα� (ν τ0 παραυτ	κα Aρ5ν π"σχοντ"ς τι Hηθες 'ργ3 
προσπ	πτει· κα� ο� λογισμ0 (λ"χιστα χρQμενοι θυμ0 πλε�στα (ς �ργον 
καθ	στανται. 

 … are prepared in the best possible way with everything, so that we cer-
tainly ought to expect that they will come out to battle: perhaps they will 
not attack us now while we have not yet arrived, but rather when they see us 
wasting and destroying property on their land. For passion falls upon all 
who see before their eyes and in the present that they are suffering some-
thing untoward. And they undertake to act infl uenced least by calculation, 
and most of all by anger. (2.11.6–7  )   

 Archidamus   argues that anyone who is well armed and confi dent 
might be moved to attack an invading party by anger   at destruction 
that takes place before his eyes  .  24   The Athenians will be particularly 
vulnerable to this anger, Archidamus predicts, because they “think they 
are worthy to rule others” and are used to infl icting damage on others 
rather than having it infl icted on themselves (2.11.8  ): their dignity   as 
a ruling power will suffer insult from this invasion, and Archidamus is 
hoping that the insult   to their pride, added to their inevitable anger, will 
provoke them to action. 

 Thus Archidamus   urges the Spartans   to resist overconfi dence  , and 
projects that the Athenians will succumb to that very error   once they 
are assailed by anger   and pride. He closes with further injunctions to 
obedience, order, caution, and unity  ; he seeks with each command 
to school his captains to the delay   and caution he will in fact exercise 
(2.18–20).  25   

 Archidamus  ’ attempt to eradicate overconfi dence on the basis of 
Sparta  ’s visibly   impressive military resources contrasts directly to 

  23     Cf. Pelling ( 1991 ) 126.  
  24     On the projected emotional impact of autopsy of one’s own land being wasted, cf. 

2.74.1.  
  25     Archidamus’ caution is not specifi c to this situation or war, but is also a theme of 

his description of Spartan virtue (1.84.4). Therefore it is ironic when he later com-
mits exactly the error he warns against here, expecting a “swift” victory at Plataea 
because of the large army he has available (2.75.1). Thus the overconfi dence caused 
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Pericles  ’ attempt, in the following chapter, to encourage the Athenian 
people with money. The contrast furthers Thucydides’ characterization 
of the winners and losers in this war, since Athens’ defeat   is predicated 
on the materialistic overconfi dence   Pericles will encourage here. 

   χρ�μασι μ�ν οEν ο\τως (θ"ρσυνεν α�το�ς (And in This Way 
He Encouraged Them with Money):   Pericles’ Speech in 

Indirect Discourse   

 Pericles’ speech in indirect discourse   is of particular relevance to our 
argument because of its focus on Athens’ material resources for the war. 
Furthermore, in building a picture of Athens’ advantage, it no longer 
relies on a comparison to Sparta  , as had the speech at 1.140–144  . It 
focuses on Athenian strength exclusively, and portrays this strength 
largely in terms of money  , and whatever, being made of precious metal, 
can become money. This money, and the other material advantages 
Pericles advertises (walls  , men, horses, ships  ) are the Athenian acme  . 
In the speech at 2.13, Pericles claims Athens’ accumulated resources for 
the war, sparing nothing, sacred or profane. 

 The speech at 2.13 is Pericles’ only speech in indirect discourse. This 
fact has led to a certain neglect of the rhetorical character of the speech, 
which is often treated as informational in its intentions.  26   I suggest, 
however, that the use of indirect discourse   in the composition of this 
speech allows for a variety of rhetorical strategies. First, and as readers 
have remarked (cf. footnote 26), indirect discourse allows for narratorial 

by possessing large military resources befalls the wise Archidamus, as well as his oppo-
nent, Pericles. Cf. note 4.  

  26     Cf.  TAI  50: The speech at 2.13 offers “purely practical details on the nature of Athenian 
resources” (cf. 120).  CT  ad loc.: “Why then is the one speech [i.e. Archidamus’ speech 
at 2.11] in direct and the other [i.e. Pericles’ speech at 2.13] in indirect speech? 
Perhaps because the material put into Pericles’ mouth is too technical and precise, 
including a statement of fi nancial (3–6) and human (6–8) resources.” For views that 
make the rhetorical intentions of the passage more central, cf. Rusten ( 1989 ) 115, 
with references, and Kallet-Marx ( 1994 ) in agreement with Rusten: “…the use of  oratio 
obliqua  allows Thucydides to step in and gloss the speech as he does, which would be 
impossible in oratio recta” (234). On direct and indirect speech in general, cf. Pelling 
( 2000 ) 121, and especially Scardino ( 2007 ) who includes a discussion of indirect dis-
course in Herodotus on pp. 332–335, and in Thucydides on pp. 656–659. He argues 
that indirect speech is in general treated with less rhetorical elaboration than direct 
speech, but that a functional difference between direct and indirect speech is never-
theless diffi cult to establish: quite important speeches are found in indirect discourse 
(see for example the speeches of Nicias, Alcibiades, and Lamachus at 6.47–49, or the 
debate of Nicias and Demosthenes at 7.47–48).  
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intrusions. Thucydides interrupts Pericles’ brief speech with explana-
tions three times.  27   I shall argue that the intrusions have an impor-
tant role in directing the reader’s interpretation of Pericles’ words. 
Second, and in addition to this already rather punctuated presentation, 
Thucydides inserts a frame around the central section of the speech 
(2.13.3–6). This frame directs the reader’s attention to Pericles’ pur-
poses in an emphatic way. It opens by disclosing to the reader Pericles’ 
rhetorical purpose, namely to give the people courage with money  , and 
closes by stating that he has fulfi lled this purpose. We shall discuss this 
section of the speech in detail. Finally, the choice of indirect discourse 
allows Thucydides to place verbs of speaking strategically, in order to 
emphasize particular statements as Pericles’ words.  28   The frequent nar-
ratorial intrusions in this short speech sharply separate the reader, who 
is conducted through the speech by the narrator, from the text internal 
audience, which enjoys no such guidance.  29   

 The use of indirect discourse also allows for targeted deployment of 
the information the speech contains. Pericles’ speech contains a cata-
logue of materials, and these have a rhetorical impact of their own. The 
following interpretation takes the meanings of Pericles’ references to 
Athenian cultural and economic resources into account. 

 The speech at 2.13 is set in the last moment at which Athens   is 
untouched by the war. The exact time (while the Spartans   were on 
their way to Attica, but had not yet arrived) and opportunity of Pericles’ 
speech (Pericles addresses the Athenians in the  ecclesia ) are provided.  30   
Pericles’ focalization of the situation that provokes his opening remarks 

  27     2.13.3, 2.13.7, and 2.13.9. Each intrusion is introduced with the particle γ"ρ.  
  28     On this tentative assertion, some initial evidence: the last sentence of a speech in 

indirect discourse in Thucydides is sometimes marked with the reiteration of a verb of 
speaking (e.g. �φη at 1.91.7, 6.49.4, 7.48.6, or �λεγε at 2.13.9). However, other inserted 
verbs of speaking seem to function to associate a particular statement more closely 
to the reported speaker. For example, in Nicias’ speech at 7.48, verbs of speaking 
are deployed where Nicias is responsible for making a particularly signifi cant state-
ment: at 7.48.3, where he states that the expedition should not leave Sicily, and at 
7.48.4, where he argues to the other commanders that the very soldiers who are at the 
moment complaining will prosecute them if they return to Athens. I will suggest that 
Thucydides’ treatment of Pericles’ speech at 2.13 displays a similar practice, in other 
words, that verbs of speaking are inserted where Thucydides wishes to confi rm that 
the statement was unquestionably made by Pericles himself.  

  29     Some readers pass over the narrator’s role in this speech and therefore associate 
Thucydides to the materialism Pericles expresses. Cf. e.g. Crane (1998) 40 and Will 
( 2003 ) 195.  

  30     Cf. Bosworth ( 2000 ) 2 on the similar treatment of the Funeral Oration.  
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is also provided: Pericles has recognized (�γνω) that the Spartan attack 
is imminent and he has come to suspect (�ποπτ�σας) that for (friendly) 
private reasons or (hostile) public reasons, Archidamus   may spare his 
land. Given his insistence that other Athenians abandon their attach-
ment to Attica, Pericles   has little choice but to distance himself from 
this special treatment, should it occur, and in the prelude to his speech 
offers his property to the city in the case that the Spartans show his land 
preferential treatment (2.13.1  ).  31   

 It is conspicuous that Thucydides foregrounds this speech with 
Pericles’ declaration of a (potential) sacrifi ce of private property to the 
collective.  32   The declaration models both the particular attitude Pericles 
wishes Athenians to hold toward Attic   property, which is to be consid-
ered dispensable, and also the general attitude of dedication to the col-
lective he expects Athenians to assume. The wealth Pericles is about to 
list is entirely collective; regardless of what any particular Athenian feels 
about any part of it, he will be expected to devote it to Athens. 

 Thucydides begins the speech proper with a summary of Pericles  ’ 
war policy, marking the summary with verbs of speaking (the initial 
παρ�νει, and supplementing with λ6γων where he wishes to emphasize 
Pericles’ insistence that Athens’ strength derives from the profi t   won 
from the allies):  33     

  παρ%νει  δ� κα� περ� τ/ν παρ�ντων pπερ κα� πρ�τερον, παρασκευ"ζεσθα	 
τε (ς τ8ν π�λεμον κα� τ= (κ τ/ν >γρ/ν (σκομ	ζεσθαι, �ς τε μ"χην μ3 
(πεξι6ναι, >λλ= τ3ν π�λιν (σελθ�ντας φυλ"σσειν, κα� τ8 ναυτικ�ν, qπερ 
9σχ�ουσιν, (ξαρτ�εσθαι, τ" τε τ/ν ξυμμ"χων δι= χειρ8ς �χειν,  λ&γων  τ3ν 
9σχ!ν α�το�ς >π8 το�των εNναι τ/ν χρημ"των τ?ς προσ�δου, τ= δ� πολλ= 
το% πολ6μου γνQμO κα� χρημ"των περιουσ	] κρατε�σθαι. 

 And concerning the present situation,  he advised  the same things as before, 
namely to prepare for war and to bring in their things out of the fi elds, and 
not to go out to battle, but once they had withdrawn to guard the city and 
tend the navy from which they drew their strength, and to keep the affairs 
of the allies in hand,  saying  that their strength derived from the income of 
money from the [allies] and that war was mostly won by intelligence and a 
reserve of money. (2.13.2  )   

  31     Consistent with the remarks in his fi rst and last speech, Pericles describes his Attic 
property as “houses and land” (2.13.1).  

  32     Cf. Balot ( 2001 ) 146. The introduction to this speech also accomplishes several other 
tasks, since it exposes Pericles’ political balancing act. The curse on the Alcmaeonids 
is mentioned, and on the other hand also the friendships that attend Pericles’ aristo-
cratic status. Both factors complicate Pericles’ relationship to the  demos .  

  33     Verbs of speaking are italicized throughout the discussion of this speech.  
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 The war policy (as Thucydides confi rms) is much the same as that 
presented at 1.143.5  : evacuate Attica, do not fi ght the Spartan infantry, 
guard the city, and tend the navy. However, the explanation of Athens’ 
reasons for such caution is expanded. At 1.143.5  , Pericles   had argued 
that “the affairs (or matters) of the allies” (τ" τε τ/ν ξυμμ"χων) would 
be destroyed if Athens lost a battle to Sparta  , but does not offer further 
description of these affairs. At 2.13, Pericles specifi es that “the affairs 
of the allies” must be kept in hand, and also explains the reason for 
this, namely that Athenian strength was dependent on income from the 
alliance.  34   Thus for Pericles the “affairs of the allies” are the actions 
necessary to subordinate the allies in order to continue to take their 
money  .  35   This money is essential for the war effort. War is won, he argues, 
through intelligence (here clearly Pericles’ own) and a standing reserve 
of money  , the collection of which would necessarily be thwarted if the 
allies were to revolt. 

 Contrary to many readers, who take this connection between Athens’ 
money and Athens’ power to be Thucydidean, I would like to empha-
size, with Kallet-Marx, although not in precisely the same terms, that 
Pericles is creating a rhetorical connection between money and power  .  36   
Our examination of Pericles’ fi rst speech showed some of the means 
by which this rhetorical connection was created. The systematic attri-
bution of signifi cance to campaigns that bring profi t to the aggressor, 

  34     Notice the emphatic repetition in the phrase >π8 το�των εNναι τ/ν χρημ"των τ?ς 
προσ�δου [lit.: is from the profi t of those moneys]. “The profi t” would have been 
suffi cient to express Pericles’ meaning; “the profi t of money” is a more concrete and 
therefore vivid expression of Pericles’ claims. Contrast this vivid expression of the 
gain to be won from the alliance, and the euphemisms (see next note) used to dis-
guise the behavior necessary to win that profi t.  

  35     Just as the words “the affairs of the allies” are a disguise, the expression “to keep 
the allies in hand” is a euphemism. The implications of this sentence were already 
recognized by the Hellenistic scholiast (cited in Poppo ad loc.). δι= χειρ8ς �χειν] δι’ 
(πιμελε	ας bνα μ3 >ποστ/σι (to keep the allies in hand: through taking care that they 
do not revolt). Cf.  CT  ad loc. “… it should not be too easily assumed that Th. intends 
to imply that the Athenians of the Melian Dialogue represent a decline from the stan-
dards of Pericles …” On Pericles’ own campaigns to “keep the allies in hand,” cf. the 
discussion in  Chapter 4 .  

  36     Kallet-Marx ( 1994 ) 238: “Pericles’ speech was produced in such a way as to recreate 
and reinforce a context within which the  demos  could understand and interpret his 
remarks. That the statesman used as a chief means of producing the desired emo-
tional response of confi dence, θ"ρσος, a list of Athenian resources – much like a 
catalogue of ships – illustrates neatly the predisposition of Athenian attitudes. The 
Athenian audience had to have been  conditioned  [her italics] to think of Athens’ 
strength as lying in its money in order to be emboldened by a fi nancial list.”  



Pericles and Athens166

the disqualifi cation of nonprofi t-bearing agricultural ways as a source 
of weakness, the accompanying redefi nition of Attica as dispensable, 
and of the empire as reliable and valuable property: these arguments 
and evaluations were constructed in order to achieve a positive evalua-
tion of acquisitive warfare at Athens, and Pericles did not shy away from 
employing mischaracterization and exaggeration in order to achieve 
this end. 

 Pericles is therefore indeed “conditioning” the Athenians. Our analy-
sis of the fi rst speech also noted that Pericles avoided mentioning the 
ongoing cost of the empire; the speech in indirect discourse displays 
this strategy as well. Pericles insists that Athens   must keep the allies in 
hand, since wars are won with the surpluses of money Athens takes from 
the allies. However, he does not discuss how the continuous subordina-
tion of the allies is to be accomplished, but instead describes the profi ts  
the empire brings to Athens  . By describing Athens’ money, and what 
can become Athens’ money, Pericles creates a close rhetorical associa-
tion between money and power, but he does so at the expense of a real-
istic assessment of Athens’ situation. 

 Thucydides makes this stratagem visible by framing the central sec-
tion of the speech with words that focus the reader (the listener, as 
we have pointed out, had no such aids) on Pericles’ purpose, and by 
inserting corrections into the speech as a whole. The framed passage 
begins at 2.13.3   by stating Pericles’ words in the following way: “He told 
them to take courage, since about six hundred talents of tribute were 
coming into the city annually…” (θαρσε�ν τε (κ6λευε προσι�ντων μ�ν 
Dξακοσ	ων ταλ"ντων <ς (π� τ8 πολ! φ�ρου κατ& (νιαυτ8ν…). The 
passage closes at 2.13.6   with the narrator’s restatement: “And so, in 
this way he encouraged them with money…” (χρ�μασι μ�ν οEν ο\τως 
(θ"ρσυνεν α�το�ς…).  37   The opening phrase of the frame reports that 
Pericles tells the Athenians to take courage because so much money 
is coming to the city on a regular basis; the closing phrase uses the 
same verb (θαρσε�ν) and emphasizes that Pericles encouraged the 
Athenians with money in the manner Thucydides has just recorded  . 

  37     Cf. the verb θ"ρσειν at 2.65.9 where Thucydides confi rms Pericles’ ability to restore 
the People to confi dence. Probably the most famous use of this verb appears in 
Thucydides’ account of the departure of the Athenian fl eet for Syracuse at 6.31.1: “but 
the power before their eyes, the quantity of what they saw, gave them courage again 
[>νεθ"ρσουν]” and Macleod ( 1983 ) 144. By 415, the  demos  trusts that the appear-
ance of copious war materials in the manner of Herodotus’ Xerxes. (Cf. e.g. Hdt. 
7.100–103.)  
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 How does the passage work? Let us review it in detail, noting also the 
narrator’s other intrusions. I have included the end of 2.13.2, so that the 
opening of the frame can be seen in context: 

 τ" τε τ/ν ξυμμ"χων δι= χειρ8ς �χειν,  λ&γων  …, τ= δ� πολλ= το% 
πολ6μου γνQμO κα� χρημ"των περιουσ	] κρατε�σθαι.  θαρσε'ν τε 
�κ&λευε  προσι�ντων μ�ν Dξακοσ	ων ταλ"ντων <ς (π� τ8 πολ! φ�ρου 
κατ& (νιαυτ8ν >π8 τ/ν ξυμμ"χων τL π�λει Hνευ τ?ς Hλλης προσ�δου, 
�παρχ�ντων δ� (ν τL >κροπ�λει �τι τ�τε >ργυρ	ου (πισ�μου 
Dξακισχιλ	ων ταλ"ντων 

 [And he advised them] to keep the allies in hand  saying  … that war was 
mostly won by intelligence and a reserve of money. And  he told them to take 
courage , since about six hundred talents of tribute a year came into the 
city, without consideration of other income, and [he said] that there were 
still at that time [�τι τ�τε] six thousand talents of coined money on the 
acropolis. (2.13.2–3  )   

 Pericles names two factors that win wars: intelligence and money  . He 
makes no further remarks about intelligence   (his plan has been adopted 
in every detail, cf. 1.145), but as far as money is concerned, states that 
the Athenians should take courage, since the allies pay six hundred tal-
ents a year of tribute  . As has been noticed by others, this creates a false 
sense of the reliability of Athenian income  .  38   

 Thucydides immediately confi rms that Athens’ profi t from the empire 
was more tenuous than Pericles is indicating. In his next sentence, 
Pericles informs the Athenians that six thousand talents are “still” avail-
able at that time  .  39   The word “still” is an admission that money has been 
spent, and Thucydides intervenes to explain: There had been as much 
as 9,700 talents in the treasury, but some money has been spent on “the 
gateway of the Acropolis   and the other buildings” and some on the siege 
at Potideia (τ= γ=ρ πλε�στα τριακοσ	ων >ποδ6οντα μ�ρια (γ6νετο, >φ& 
~ν �ς τε τ= προπ�λαια τ?ς >κροπ�λεως κα� τ�λλα ο9κοδομ�ματα κα� (ς 
Ποτε	δαιαν >πανηλQθη 2.13.3  ). Thus, despite the fact that 9,700 talents 
is a very large amount of money, it has been depleted by more than a 
third in recent times  .  

  38     Cf. Will ( 2003 ) 194.  
  39     How much money is this?  HCT  notes (ad loc.) that the average pay for a skilled worker 

or a hoplite on special commission was about a drachma a day. 600 talents = 3,600,000 
drachmas. Seen from the allied perspective, the Athenian standing reserve is equiva-
lent to ten years of allied contributions.  



Pericles and Athens168

 This narratorial intrusion contains a rare Thucydidean reference to 
the Periclean building program   on the acropolis  .  40   The recent period, 
in which Athens has been dominated by Periclean policies and projects, 
has been expensive as well as lucrative, and the building program has 
been costly. Equally problematic for Pericles’ presentation, however, is 
Thucydides’ reference to Potideia  . Thucydides’ mention of Athens’ fail-
ure to control this small tribute  -paying ally raises the specter Pericles’ 
recitation of Athenian wealth avoids: Pericles catalogues calculable 
amounts of wealth as if they were secure; in fact, Athens’ income is 
dependent on suppressing exactly such revolts   as the one Athens has so 
far failed to suppress at Potideia. Efforts to end this revolt have already 
cost Athens much more money than Athens could hope to claim from 
such a small contributor.  41   Could the policy of “keeping the allies   in 
hand” potentially cost more than it brings in? The speaker and the nar-
rator contrast: where Pericles shows us how much money the city has, 
Thucydides shows us how much money the city spends, even before she 
is engaged in a full-scale war. Where Pericles boasts about Athens’ sup-
ply of money  , Thucydides’ interruption brings to mind the combined 
expense of imperial decoration and the ongoing siege of Potideia, and 
suggests the fragility of the empire’s economic benefi t to Athens  . 

 Pericles goes on to list all of the unoffi cial sources of wealth   in Athens. 
The great builder of temples   reveals a frankly mercenary view of the 
riches deposited inside them: 

 …χωρ�ς δ� χρυσ	ου >σ�μου κα� >ργυρ	ου �ν τε >ναθ�μασιν 9δ	οις κα� 
δημοσ	οις κα� +σα �ερ= σκε�η περ	 τε τ=ς πομπ=ς κα� το!ς >γ/νας κα� 
σκ%λα Μηδικ= κα� εb τι τοιουτ�τροπον, ο�κ (λ"σσονος [dν] ; πεντακοσ	ων 
ταλ"ντων. �τι δ� κα� τ= (κ τ/ν Hλλων �ερ/ν  προσετ�θει  χρ�ματα ο�κ 
'λ	γα, οfς χρ�σεσθαι α�το�ς, κα� ;ν π"νυ (ξε	ργωνται π"ντων, κα� 
α�τ?ς τ?ς θεο% το�ς περικειμ6νοις χρυσ	οις·  �π&φαινε  δ& �χον τ8 Hγαλμα 
τεσσαρ"κοντα τ"λαντα σταθμ8ν χρυσ	ου >π6φθου, κα� περιαιρετ8ν εNναι 
pπαν. χρησαμ6νους τε (π� σωτηρ	]  )φη  χρ?ναι μ3 (λ"σσω >ντικαταστ?σαι 
π"λιν. χρ�μασι μ�ν οEν ο\τως (θ"ρσυνεν α�το�ς… 

 … and in addition [to the six thousand talents] there was unstamped gold 
and silver in public and private dedications, and such sacred equipment as 

  40     The Propylaia and other buildings on the acropolis are among the “very expensive” 
(πολυτ6λεσι) buildings referred to at 1.10.2, from the sight of which future spectators 
will conclude that Athens was twice as powerful as she really was. For a possible refl ec-
tion of contemporary response to the extravagance of these buildings, cf. Plutarch, 
 Per . 12.2–4.  

  41     Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 104, as well as  CT  and Rusten ( 1989 ) ad loc.: the fi nal cost of 
the siege will be about two thousand talents.  
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was used for parades and games, and Persian spoils and whatever else there 
was of this kind [worth] no less than fi ve hundred talents. And  he added  
also the things from the other temples, being no small amount of money 
they could use, and if they should be entirely depleted of everything, also 
the golden veneer of the goddess herself. And  he showed  that the statue 
had a forty talent weight of refi ned gold, and that all of it could be taken 
off. But if they used it for their salvation  he said  that they had to replace it 
undiminished. Thus he cheered them up with money…  42   (2.13.4–7  )   

 Pericles transforms all available Athenian resources into money, and 
turns all money toward the prosecution of the war.   He lists Athens’ 
valuables without description or differentiation, but this does not mean 
that the objects to which he refers have no particular meanings for the 
assembled Athenians or the reader, or that Thucydides is not creating 
associations through contrast.  43   For instance, Pericles’ reference to melt-
ing down the equipment for religious parades and athletic competitions   
reminds us of Thucydides’ reference to the Propylaia  , the main func-
tion of which was to be a ceremonial gateway for the pan-Athenaic pro-
cession. Members of the assembly may or may not have been shocked 
by Pericles’ suggestion that they should consume religious apparatus 
for the sake of the war; the reader must wonder about the coherence 
of Pericles’ plans. Pericles was willing to spend large amounts of money 
on the Propylaia  , certainly enough, as Thucydides pointed out at 2.13.3, 
to diminish what Athens had available to prosecute the war, and then, 
if Athens ran out of money, to compensate by melting down the equip-
ment of the festivities the building was (theoretically) intended to glo-
rify. Besides demonstrating Pericles’ fundamental indifference to these 
festivities, Pericles  ’ argument reinforces the reader’s sense that the city 
is living beyond its means.  44   

  42     Verbs of speaking (in italics) accumulate in this part of the speech, emphasizing that 
these are Pericles’ statements. Thucydides thus ensures that Pericles’ words are associ-
ated with Pericles himself, and not with any Thucydidean view or summary. The pas-
sage contains a number of characteristically absolute and urgent adjectives: Pericles 
is insistent about the perfect nature (>π6φθου) of the gold, the fact that absolutely all 
of it (pπαν) is available, and that all of it must be replaced (μ3 (λ"σσω) if used.  

  43     In this regard, the tight narratorial control afforded by indirect discourse helps iso-
late particular objects for the readers’ attention, since the objects mentioned seem to 
be chosen as exemplary from a longer list. Note the words κα� εb τι τοιουτ�τροπον 
(2.13.4) and τ= (κ τ/ν Hλλων �ερ/ν προσετ	θει χρ�ματα ο�κ 'λ	γα (2.13.5), which are 
summaries of other secular and sacred objects that Pericles may have mentioned but 
Thucydides does not record.  

  44     The debate about whether or not the Athenians took money from the allies for the 
building program on the acropolis is summarized in Kallet ( 2005 ) 57 and explicated 
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 Further questions are provoked by Pericles’ suggestion that Athens 
could consume the spoils   from the Persian War.  45   These spoils are 
reminders of Athens’ great defensive victory over an imperialistic effort, 
and therefore of the spirit of resistance imperialistic efforts can pro-
voke. For both reasons, Pericles would perhaps be glad to melt them 
down, but his willingness to do so once again demonstrates his indif-
ference or even hostility to Athens’ proudest memories.  46   It seems likely 
that Thucydides’ references to Pericles’ argument that Athens should 
consume these kinds of objects for the sake of the war are intended to 
characterize Pericles and his leadership.  47   

 Thucydides’ fi rm control over this speech is therefore evident in his 
selection of references that subvert Pericles’ message despite the wealth 
he is displaying. The key example of this technique is Thucydides’ pre-
sentation of Pericles’ culminating argument that as a last resort the 
Athenians could use the gold veneer covering the statue of Athena   in 
order to fund the war.  48   Thucydides has Pericles protect himself from 

as fully as possible in Samons ( 2000 ) 150–163. The argument made here does not rely 
on any conclusion about this diffi cult problem.  

  45     The scholiast (with Poppo’s help, ad loc.) interprets as follows: “Median spoils: 
Xerxes’ silver-legged (or footed) throne, and Mardonius’ golden acinaces (sword).” 
(Σκ%λα Μηδικ"] τ8ν >ργυροποδ= θρ�νον [Xerxis] κα� τ8ν >κιν"κην τ8ν χρυσο%ν 
[Mardonii].) The scholiast’s thought, then, was that the spoils were unique objects 
intended to commemorate Athens’ victories at Salamis and Plataea.  

  46     Pericles would have a particular interest in leaving behind any victory accomplished 
in alliance with Sparta. On Pericles’ hostility to Athenian hoplite culture, closely 
allied to his hostility to Attica, see Sicking ( 1995 ) 418–419.  

  47     This is especially the case in that Thucydides never records that these objects were 
melted down, so that the Periclean plans Thucydides is outlining in 2.13 refl ect 
Pericles’ vision of the future more than any actual event he would narrate.  

  48     This gold was very valuable. Lapatin (2005) estimates the weight at forty-four talents. 
“44 talents of gold was worth 616 talents of silver, sixteen talents more than the annual 
tribute of Athens’ allies/subjects under Perikles … The purchasing power of this sum 
was immense: 616 silver talents were the equivalent of 3,696,000 silver drachmai … 
thus the gold of the Athena alone could have kept an army of 10,000 or a fl eet of one 
hundred triremes at sea for more than a year…” (270). Gold is often deceptive or a 
bad omen in Thucydides. Cf. 6.46.3–5 (the Egestaeans display borrowed gold and 
silver in order to deceive the Athenians), and 6.32.1 (the Athenians pour libations 
from golden cups at the beginning of the expedition to Syracuse); cf. Hdt. 7.35, where 
Xerxes pours libations from a golden cup before crossing the Hellespont into Europe. 
Even the golden cicadas of 1.6.3 are somewhat problematic, since they indicate a focus 
on the display of wealth (by contrast, the Spartans manage to avoid such display; 
1.6.4). Gold in Herodotus is equally treacherous and much more prominent. A few 
examples: Amasis’ golden footbath turned god (2.172), the Ethiopian King laughs at 
Persian golden necklaces, which he had mistaken for shackles (3.22.2), the golden 
spoils of the failed expedition to Greece (7.190, 9.80, cf. 9.83.1). Cf. note 50.  
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the charge of impiety   by positing an absolute fi nancial emergency as the 
basis upon which the Athenians would make use of the Athena statue: “if 
they [i.e. the Athenians] should be entirely depleted of everything” (κα� 
;ν π"νυ (ξε	ργωνται π"ντων), then they might use the gold. Then 
Thucydides reports that Pericles described the gold  ’s tempting value 
and accessibility like a man planning a robbery (“he showed that the 
statue had a forty talent weight of refi ned gold, and that all of it could be 
taken off”), but afterward added a pious caveat (another defense against 
a charge of impiety) that the gold would have to be exactly replaced if 
it were used. 

 Thucydides vividly exhibits Pericles’ daring depiction of the statue 
as a valuable treasure that could be considered part of Athens’ stand-
ing reserve, even if it was a religious object  . Pericles’ focus is the money 
this treasure preserves; his remarks constitute a defense of the building 
program as an investment in addition to being a civic decoration. For 
Pericles, Athena herself (rather than merely the Parthenon temple) is a 
kind of bank. 

   Thucydides’ closing remark: “And so, in this way he gave them cour-
age with money” may therefore strike the reader as ironic or even sar-
castic. Pericles’ way of giving the Athenians courage anticipates melting 
down religious and cultural artifacts in order to fund the war. His fi nal 
suggestion was to strip the gold from the statue of Athena  , should the 
war cause desperate fi nancial need, so that his argument ends by con-
structing both the Athenians and their goddess as destitute because of 
the war. He insists that they would replace the gold, but if Athens were 
to reach such a state of emergency, how would the city ever replace such 
a treasure? Pericles, who knows his audience well, has shown them that 
they have a lot of money to spend, if they need to spend it.  49   Thucydides’ 
interpolations address the reader. In repeating that Pericles “gave the 
people courage with money in this way,” Thucydides ironizes   Pericles’ 
strategy and provokes us to ask whether courage could really be taken 
from Pericles’ argument that the Athenians could spend everything, if 
they needed to. 

 Overall, Pericles has replaced a discussion of issues such as the siege at 
Potideia   with an enumeration of everything valuable in the city. Listeners 
might have been very impressed with the evident surplus available to 

  49     Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 104: “The copiousness of the description and elaboration, the 
quantities that were immediately accessible and expendable, combined with the great 
area throughout which more wealth existed and could come into the city, would have 
created an impression of near invincibility.”  
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Athens  . Thucydides’ remarks and careful structuring of Pericles’ speech 
have separated the reader from this kind of listener. For the reader, and 
perhaps also some listeners, Athens’ religious and cultural memorials 
emerge from Pericles’ list transformed into a horde with which the war 
is to be supported. Pericles himself, the leader of this wealthy state, is by 
his words transformed into the Athenian Midas  . He turns everything to 
money, including even Athena   herself.  50   

 Once Pericles has given the people courage with money in this way, 
he continues to list Athens’ material resources. Athens has thirteen 
thousand hoplites and, in addition to the men guarding the forts in 
the countryside, sixteen thousand guards for the walls  . Population is 
the primary sign of prosperity, and these are impressive numbers for 
a single Greek city.  51   Thucydides, however, interrupts Pericles again, in 
order to explain the numbers: for the number of guards exceeds the 
number of fi ghting hoplites. He explains the length of the Phaleric 
wall, the circuit of the city, the long walls  , and the Piraeus. The statistics 
are impressive. The sixteen thousand men (the old, young, or other-
wise unoccupied metics) guard thirty-fi ve stades of the Phaleric wall, 
forty-three stades of the circuit around the city, and forty stades of the 
long walls toward the Piraeus. Furthermore, half of the circuit around 
the Piraeus and Mounichia also required guards, which adds another 
thirty stades (2.13.7).  52   Thucydides’ interruption shows that Athens, its 
treasure, and its harbor are sealed off from the continent by a huge and 

  50     Edmunds ( 1975 a) 37–38 argues that Pericles’ daring words in respect to the Athena 
statue are a response to those who thought he might still be able to be cowed by 
accusations originating in the curse against his family. I suggest that Pericles’ sug-
gestion could also be seen as vengeance: disgrace the goddess by undressing her 
(cf. Hdt. 1.8.3), and profi t from it, a kind of sacred prostitution the pious Herodotus 
had not invented. Herodotus is by no means absent from the picture, however, 
since Thucydides’ Pericles appears as a continuator of the love of gold famous to 
the Alcmaeonids in Herodotus. On Alcmeon’s founding of the Alcmaeonid house 
on the gold he carried bodily from the treasury of Croesus, tyrant of Lydia, cf. Hdt. 
6.125.3–5.  

  51     As Archidamus knew (1.80.3). Nevertheless, the Peloponnesians are more populous. 
 HCT  (ad loc.) reckons the total Peloponnesian forces at about thirty thousand, so that 
Pericles would be right, at 1.143.5, when he argues that Athens should not fi ght the 
Peloponnesian infantry, since if they did win, the Peloponnesians would return with 
another army just as large as the fi rst.  

  52     The total length of wall to be garrisoned is 148 stades or about 26,000 meters: two 
meters per man, or four meters per man if half the men are on duty at any one time 
( HCT  ad loc.). Whatever lengths of wall do not require guards are between two 
guarded walls. Contrast this situation to Sparta’s situation. Sparta has no wall, and 
thus no men guarding a wall (cf. 1.10.2).  
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ceaselessly guarded system of walls.  53   We may compare Sparta  , which 
has little money but also no walls, to Athens, and marvel at the burden 
the defense of Athens represents. 

 The speech concludes with Pericles’ enumeration of Athens’ cavalry 
and archery (twelve hundred), light armed forces (sixteen hundred)  , 
and triremes (three hundred)  , and with the narrator’s emphatic con-
fi rmation that Pericles   was not exaggerating. “These things were avail-
able to Athens, and no less than these things in each category, when 
the Peloponnesians were about to attack and the war was beginning” 
(2.13.9  ).  54   Although the narrator has displayed contrasting evaluations 
of the signifi cance of Pericles’ list, he does not dispute its accuracy. Both 
here, and again at 2.65.13  , Thucydides argues that Pericles correctly 
assessed Athens’ material resources for the war. As I shall emphasize in 
 Chapter 6 , however, in Thucydides, a rational calculation of the exact 
extent of particular war resources regularly coexists with an irrational 
attachment to those same resources. 

 In sum, Thucydides uses Pericles’ speech in indirect discourse   to 
display some of the least attractive aspects of Pericles’ policy. I suggest 
that this speech would have been unbearable in direct discourse. The 
narratorial interruptions, subtly ironized   frame, and selected refer-
ences to specifi c objects not only set Pericles’ words in the context of 
Thucydidean correction, but also break up the speech, reducing the 
intensity of Periclean rhetoric. Spoken in direct discourse, this confi -
dent list of everything Pericles   could take from Athens to fund the war 
might have created an ineradicable impression of ruthless materialism. 
This would confound the complexity of Thucydides’ characterization 
of Pericles, which compels us to admire Pericles and his capacities, and 
therefore to realize that intelligent and dedicated people can make 
these mistakes and fall into these attitudes. 

 At the same time, however, Thucydides’ explanations of the points of 
this particular speech refl ect his determination that the reader should 
understand Periclean materialism. Pericles   here advertises Athens’ war 
materials as Athens’ great advantage in the war with Sparta  . He states 
that money, in combination with intelligence, wins wars, and lists the 

  53     This was not part of Themistocles’ plan. Themistocles’ walls were intended to be 
guarded by “few and the weakest” (1.93.6). However, they were never completed to the 
height he had conceived. For the Themistoclean walls, see  Chapter 3  on 1.90–93.  

  54     The navy especially, is Greece’s biggest and proudest. Three hundred triremes would 
require about fi fty thousand rowers and about three thousand  epibatai . (Cf.  HCT  
ad loc.)  
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materials upon which Athens should rely. Thucydides’ interventions 
clearly separate his own views from these opinions. 

 We should also remember the contrast to Archidamus  . Where 
Archidamus had been concerned to restrain the passions provoked by 
his impressive army, Pericles’ display of the profi t   already gained from 
the empire encourages both the desire for more wealth and also the 
fear   that income may somehow diminish (κα� ;ν π"νυ (ξε	ργωνται 
π"ντων … χρησαμ6νους τε (π� σωτηρ	] �φη χρ?ναι μ3 (λ"σσω 
>ντικαταστ?σαι π"λιν…). Pericles’ rhetorical strategy therefore both 
models and promotes collective  pleonexia     . In the Thucydidean context, 
this infl uence is very problematic.  55   Thucydides identifi es  pleonexia  as 
a foundation of civic disaster (3.82.8  , with 3.82.6) and particularly of 
Athens’ reckless prosecution of the disastrous Sicilian expedition.  56   
What societal infl uences restrain  pleonexia ? Could it not be strong 
attachments to elements of life for some other reason than that they 
are materially valuable? Such attachments are on emphatic display in 
Thucydides’ contrasting narrative of the Athenian city and its history.   

   Thucydides on Attica and Athens  

   Thucydides’ explanation of the character and history of Attica   and 
Athens   in 2.14–17   is juxtaposed to Pericles’ speech at 2.13 in the same 
abrupt way that the plague   narrative at 2.47–53 is juxtaposed to the 
Funeral Oration  .  57   In 2.13, Pericles   counts stored up tribute money, 
never considering the cost to its human sources. More surprising is that 
he is not much kinder to the Athenians than to the allies. He integrates 
Athenian cultural objects into the same reserve of money as tribute  , 
disregarding traditional Athenian values and attachments. 

  55     Such infl uence is equally problematic in Herodotus. Cf. e.g. Artabanus at Hdt. 7.16.2, 
where Artabanus expresses his concern that Xerxes might be led to arrogance and 
πλεονεξ	α, and therefore lead the Persians as a whole toward such passions, through 
the infl uence of poor advisers. The adviser in question is Mardonius, whose advice 
may fruitfully be compared to Pericles’ arguments. For instance, Mardonius incites 
πλεονεξ	α by arguing that Greece is a prize the king deserves to possess (Hdt. 7.5.3; 
cf. Pericles at 1.141.1) and that it will moreover be easy to possess through the proper 
application of force (Hdt. 7.9α.1–2; cf. Pericles at 1.143.5).  

  56     Money as the incentive to pursue the conquest of Sicily: 6.6.2–3, 6.8.1–2, 6.24.3 (cf. 
Nicias’ warnings at 6.22.1 and the revelations of 6.44.4 and 6.46.1–5); contrast the 
collection of money from the defeated Athenians at 7.82.3.  

  57     Note the structural similarity between the two passages that frame the plague nar-
rative at 2.47.4 and 2.53, and our present passage. Like the description of Attic 
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 Thucydides’ contrasting explanations turn to personal attachments 
and to the history that makes Attica a foundation of Athenian cultural 
stability. In opposition to Periclean inhumanity, the passage begins and 
ends with explanations of the emotional distress caused by the displace-
ment of Attic farmers from their ancestral lands in Attica: 

 ο� δ� .θηνα�οι >κο�σαντες >νεπε	θοντ� τε κα� (σεκομ	ζοντο (κ τ/ν 
>γρ/ν πα�δας κα� γυνα�κας κα� τ3ν Hλλην κατασκευ3ν q κατ& οNκον 
(χρ/ντο, κα� α�τ/ν τ/ν ο9κι/ν καθαιρο%ντες τ3ν ξ�λωσιν· πρ�βατα 
δ� κα� �ποζ�για (ς τ3ν ΕFβοιαν διεπ6μψαντο κα� (ς τ=ς ν�σους τ=ς 
(πικειμ6νας. χαλεπ/ς δ� α�το�ς δι= τ8 α9ε� ε9ωθ6ναι το!ς πολλο!ς (ν το�ς 
>γρο�ς διαιτ5σθαι # >ν"στασις (γ	γνετο. ξυνεβεβ�κει δ� >π8 το% π"νυ 
>ρχα	ου Dτ6ρων μ5λλον .θηνα	οις το%το. 

 The Athenians, having heard [Pericles’ speech] obeyed, and brought in 
their children and wives and whatever equipment belonged to their house-
holds, even pulling down the woodwork of the houses themselves. Their 
fl ocks and draught animals they sent across to Euboia and to the near 
lying islands. And the move was hard for them, because most of them had 
always been accustomed to pass their lives in the fi elds. For this had been 
the case for the Athenians, more than for others, since very ancient times. 
(2.14.1–15.1  )   

 Most Athenians did not live in the city Pericles described in chapter 
13, but rather in Attica  .  58   Chapter 14 describes the migration   of the 
Athenian citizens into the fortifi ed city and the dissolution of a settled 
way of life. The dispersion of Attic families echoes the separation of 
Plataean families at 2.7  ; the Spartans   are on their way to Attica (2.12.4) 
and the Boeotian cavalry is on its way to Plataea   (2.12.5). As the war 
enforces itself, Greece becomes a scene of  kinesis     . 

 Thucydides provides the Attic migration with a treatment the Plataean 
diaspora does not receive: concrete details illustrate the dissolution of 
the farmsteads Pericles had disparaged in his fi rst speech.  59   The small 
houses   (the farmers themselves pull down the woodwork), domestic 
equipment, and displaced families   form a striking contrast to the huge 
stone fortress and copious military materials of the previous chapter. As 
with the Plataean narrative, Thucydides focuses on objects and subjects 

immigration, the plague narrative begins and ends with a statement of the signifi cant 
social effect of the event.  

  58     Note in the Greek the emphatic position of the subject noun (ο� δ� .θηνα�οι), and 
the claim this implies that the ensuing argument is not about some part of the popu-
lation, but the population as a whole.  

  59     Thucydides’ emphasis on houses and fi elds responds in a precise way to Pericles’ 
terms. Cf. the arguments in Chapters  4  and  6  with Chapter  6 , notes 13 and 14.  
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Pericles contemns: agricultural equipment  , families, and personal emo-
tional responses. 

 Thucydides argues that it was diffi cult for the Athenians to leave this 
landscape because they had always lived there, and then sets out to 
explain and illustrate that they had always done so. His argument takes 
the antiquity of the Athenians’ stable   habitation in Attica as the cause of 
the Athenians’ attachment to Attica, and the breaking of those attach-
ments as the cause of deep distress. Pericles  ’ hostility to such attach-
ments seems well founded. These attachments would tend to attenuate 
the Athenians’ desire for empire (i.e. such attachments would tend to 
make them satisfi ed with what they have). In his last speech, Pericles 
will urge contempt   for such attachments in terms that directly oppose 
Thucydides’ emphases here (2.62.2–3). 

 Attica  , Thucydides tells us, had been cultivated for a much longer 
time than other Greek territories (2.15.1, cf.1.2.5–6).   Eventually, how-
ever, Theseus   united   the stubbornly independent Attic  poleis  into one 
city administered from Athens:  60     

 ξυνTκισε π"ντας, κα� νεμομ6νους τ= α�τ/ν Dκ"στους pπερ κα� πρ8 το% 
Mν"γκασε μι� π�λει τα�τO χρ?σθαι, ` Xπ"ντων @δη ξυντελο�ντων (ς 
α�τ3ν μεγ"λη γενομ6νη παρεδ�θη �π8 Θησ6ως το�ς �πειτα… 

 He united them all [i.e. the Attic poleis], and although each group culti-
vated its properties in the very same way as before (pπερ κα� πρ8) he com-
pelled them to use this one city, which, since everyone was contributing to 
it, was handed on by Theseus to his descendents a great city. . . (2.15.2  )   

 Like Periclean Athens  , ancient Athens required money. Contributions 
of some kind were necessary, and after unifi cation came to Athens exclu-
sively. As a result, the city “became great” (2.15.2  ). This wealth was based 
in Attica  ; Thucydides emphasizes that under Theseus  ’ political unifi ca-
tion, the Athenians cultivated their old holdings “in the very same way 
as before” (cf. 2.15.2, 2.16.2)  . 

 Thucydides does not idealize this unifi cation: force (notice Mν"γκασε) 
had been involved in the unifi cation of Attica.   But the effect of unifi -
cation had evidently been positive enough that whatever resentments 
this produced were long forgotten, and the people still celebrated 
the  sunoikia      as Thucydides was writing (2.15.2). Theseus  , praised like 
Pericles, Themistocles  , and Archidamus   for his intelligence and capacity 

  60     Thucydides argues that these  poleis  had their own offi cers and governments and did 
not consult with the king at Athens unless under attack from outside; the proof of 
their political independence is that there were even wars among them (2.15.2).  
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(2.15.2), had founded the Athenian state, and made it prosperous with-
out disturbing the landed culture of Attica. 

 Despite Themistocles  ’ innovations, Theseus  ’ balance of city and coun-
try had by no means disappeared from Athenian life at the beginning 
of the Peloponnesian War. On the contrary, Thucydides’ examples of 
ancient Athenian culture are formed exclusively from practices still cur-
rent and buildings still visible and used in Pericles’ and his own day. His 
ancient Athens   is one aspect of his modern Athens, so that his descrip-
tion begins as follows: 

 κα� ξυνο	κια (ξ (κε	νου .θηνα�οι �τι κα� ν%ν τL θε0 Dορτ3ν δημοτελ? 
ποιο%σιν.τ8 δ� πρ8 το% # >κρ�πολις # ν%ν οEσα π�λις dν, κα� τ8 �π& 
α�τ3ν πρ8ς ν�τον μ"λιστα τετραμμ6νον. τεκμ�ριον δ6· τ= γ=ρ �ερ= (ν 
α�τL τL >κροπ�λει † κα� Hλλων θε/ν (στ� κα� τ= �ξω πρ8ς το%το τ8 
μ6ρος τ?ς π�λεως μ5λλον Kδρυται, τ� τε το% ∆ι8ς το% �λυμπ	ου κα� 
τ8 Π�θιον κα� τ8 τ?ς Γ?ς κα� τ8 <το%> (ν Λ	μναις ∆ιον�σου, � τ= 
>ρχαι�τερα ∆ιον�σια [τL δωδεκ"τO] ποιε�ται (ν μην� .νθεστηρι/νι, 
Bσπερ κα� ο� >π& .θηνα	ων �ωνες �τι κα� ν%ν νομ	ζουσιν. Kδρυται δ� κα� 
Hλλα �ερ= τα�τO >ρχα�α.  61   

 And the Athenians even now hold a festival to the goddess, celebrating his 
[i.e. Theseus’]  sunoikia  at public expense. And in earlier times that which 
is now the acropolis now was the city, together with the area beneath it on 
the southward side. And there is proof. For the temples of the other gods 
are both on the acropolis itself and founded mostly in the area outside [the 
acropolis] in this part of the city, such as the temple of Olympian Zeus, and 
the Pythian temple, and the temple of Gaia, and that of Dionysus in the 
Marshes, at which the more ancient Dionysia is celebrated on the twelfth 
day of the Anthesterion, just as the Ionians who are descended from the 

  61     Editors have been unsure enough about this passage that the  Oxford Classical Text , 
quoted here, includes a dagger after >κροπ�λει. The  apparatus  of the  OCT  suggests 
an emendation with no warrant in the manuscripts: the German editor Friedrich 
Classen (a near contemporary of that Friedrich Poppo whose commentary I have 
often cited) suggested that some reference to the Athena temple must have been lost 
from the manuscript, and this idea was taken so seriously that the text was presumed 
to be defective. The  OCT  remarks: “After the word ‘acropolis’ Classen established 
that there was a lacuna, and added the words ‘and the [temples] of Athena.’ (“post 
>κροπ�λει lacunam statuit Classen, qui κα� τ= τ?ς .θην5ς addidit.”) The emenda-
tion has passed (for instance) into the Crawley translation, now the basis of Robert 
Strassler’s popular “Landmark Thucydides” and may give unwary readers the impres-
sion that Thucydides referred to the Parthenon temple in this passage. However, he 
did not (Thucydides never explicitly refers to the Parthenon temple), and Thucydides’ 
sentence also does not need the emendation. Since the acropolis as a whole belonged 
to Athena, Athena’s presence there could be taken for granted and all other temples 
could be referred to as the temples of “the other gods.” Cf. Rusten ( 1989 ) ad loc. on 
the passage, and Camp ( 2001 ) 14–17 on the basic reliability of Thucydides’ account.  



Pericles and Athens178

Athenians still practice it. And also other ancient temples are founded in 
this area. (2.15.3–4  )   

 Athens   was a smaller but nevertheless wealthy city in earlier times, and 
besides referencing temples   still existing from this time, in our passage, 
Thucydides provides two examples of persisting practices: the Sunoikia   
and “the more ancient Dionysia  ,” still held in the spring both at Athens 
and in Ionia.  62   In Thucydides’ description, the Ionians   reassume their 
identity as relatives who practice the same rites as the Athenians (cf. 
1.6.3, 3.104). These are the tribute   paying allies Pericles enjoined the 
Athenians to “keep in hand.” 

 The history of a fountain house supports the narration of a third 
tradition: 

 κα� τL κρ�νO τL ν%ν μ�ν τ/ν τυρ"ννων ο\τω σκευασ"ντων lννεακρο�ν1 
καλουμ6νO, τ8 δ� π"λαι φανερ/ν τ/ν πηγ/ν ο�σ/ν Καλλιρρ�O 
iνομασμ6νO, (κε�νο	 τε (γγ!ς οFσO τ= πλε	στου Hξια (χρ/ντο, κα� ν%ν 
�τι >π8 το% >ρχα	ου πρ� τε γαμικ/ν κα� (ς Hλλα τ/ν �ερ/ν νομ	ζεται τ0 
\δατι χρ?σθαι· 

 And the spring which is now, since the tyrants fi xed it up, called Nine-
Spouts, but anciently, when the streams were visible, was called Fair-
Flowing, they used, since it was near, for the most important things, and 
from this ancient habit it is still customary to use the waters before wed-
dings and other sacred rites. . . (2.15.5  )   

 Modern Athenians still use the traditional waters   to mark the regular 
changes of family life. Thucydides stresses the continuity of this custom. 
The tyrants’ domestication of the fountain (the name changes from 
“Fair-Flowing” to “Nine-Spouts”) has not changed the  demos   ’ original 
relationship to the site. They had used it earlier on for “the most impor-
tant things” because of its convenience, and presumably also because 
the water   was clear and attractive, as the name Fair-Flowing seems to 
imply.  63   They are still using it according to the “ancient habit.” The exam-
ple therefore illustrates a stable persistence of ritual and therefore of 

  62     Cf. Capps ( 1907 ) for a thorough discussion of the distinction between the words 
“ancient” and “old” in this passage (and in Greek in general). The “more ancient 
Dionysia” is the Lenaian Festival; cf. Goldhill ( 1987 ) 61 on the contrast between this 
older civic festival and the imperial display of the Great Dionysia.  

  63     Note the focalization here: for the people, private rites are the most important things. 
This view, which Thucydides in this passage seems to share with the Athenians, is 
in broad agreement with Herodotus’ Solon’s description of human happiness (Hdt. 
1.30.3–5  ).  
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memory   at Athens, as does Thucydides’ fourth example, which remarks 
on preserved language: the Athenians still call the acropolis   “the city” 
(2.15.6  ). A sense of the historical urban topography exists among the 
Athenians of Thucydides’ time.  64   

 The persistence of these habits demonstrates the achievement of cul-
tural stability   over generations. For Pericles  , temples   are storehouses for 
money and valuables. For Thucydides, they are the site for the continu-
ation of practice and memory that creates a stability of attachment to 
Athens. Thucydides might have argued the social and political conse-
quences of disturbing such stability  , but he will do this after the plague   
narrative at 2.53  ff.  65   Here, he stresses the emotional disturbance that 
demonstrates the depth and reality of the Athenians’ attachments. The 
excursus closes as follows: 

 τL τε οEν (π� πολ! κατ= τ3ν χQραν α�τον�μ1 ο9κ�σει μετε�χον ο� .θηνα�οι, 
κα� (πειδ3 ξυν1κ	σθησαν, δι= τ8 �θος (ν το�ς >γρο�ς +μως ο� πλε	ους τ/ν 
τε >ρχα	ων κα� τ/ν \στερον μ6χρι το%δε το% πολ6μου γεν�μενο	 τε κα� 
ο9κ�σαντες ο� e]δ	ως πανοικεσ	] τ=ς μεταναστ"σεις (ποιο%ντο, Hλλως 
τε κα� Hρτι >νειληφ�τες τ=ς κατασκευ=ς μετ= τ= Μηδικ"· (βαρ�νοντο 
δ� κα� χαλεπ/ς �φερον ο9κ	ας τε καταλε	ποντες κα� �ερ= z δι= παντ8ς 
dν α�το�ς (κ τ?ς κατ= τ8 >ρχα�ον πολιτε	ας π"τρια δ	αιτ"ν τε μ6λλοντες 
μεταβ"λλειν κα� ο�δ�ν Hλλο ; π�λιν τ3ν α�το% >πολε	πων Pκαστος. 

 Thus the Athenians for a long time shared in the autonomous lifestyle on 
the land, and since because of this ethos even after they had been united 
most of the ancient and later [generations] were born and dwelt in the 
countryside up to the time of this war, they could reconcile themselves 
only with diffi culty to migrating with their whole households, especially as 
they had just now recovered their establishments after the Persian Wars. 
And they were distressed and took it hard, since they were leaving the 
homes and ancestral temples which had been theirs throughout time as a 
result of governance in the ancient way. And each person was both in the 
process of overthrowing his inherited way of life and also leaving behind 
nothing other than his own city. (2.16.1–2  )  66     

  64     Seen in the context of the  History  as a whole, this passage and these examples seem 
somewhat exceptional. Since no study is available, I suggest that Thucydides is 
the usual preserver of memory in the  History , and that historical agents more fre-
quently forget or wish to forget (cf. his accusations at 1.20.1 and 6.54.1). For instance, 
Thucydides preserves the inscription the Athenians erased from the tyrant’s altar 
(6.54.7) or the Spartans erased from Pausanias’ tripod (1.132.3), and he also thwarts 
the Spartans’ efforts to erase Plataea (3.68). Some memories are lost forever, however, 
as when  stelai  disappear into Athens’ wall (1.93.2).  

  65     Cf.  Chapter 6 .  
  66     On the diffi culties of translating this passage, see Pearson (1964) and Rusten ( 1989 ) 

ad loc.  
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 The simultaneous freedom   and cultural support offered by Attic life 
had created steadfast habits and deep attachments among the people. 
This has created a πολιτε�α founded on a basis of ancient habits. In 
its emphasis on tradition  , family  , and agriculture  , this constitution 
contrasts to the system of governance Pericles describes in the Funeral 
Oration   (2.37). 

 An important element of this contrast is Thucydides’ emphasis on 
the agricultural basis of life. Our examination of the Archaeology   
brought out Thucydides’ views on the important effect of the natu-
ral environment for the development of human societies  . Poor land 
encouraged cooperation and the development of politics, especially in 
Attica. Rich land caused competitive warfare  , and therefore poverty   
(1.2–6). Nature’s benefi cent role in Attica is also evident in the pas-
sage we are examining. The life “in the fi elds” offers human beings a 
consistent and necessary basis for existence, and the generational hab-
itation of the place also offers something more, namely a setting in 
which individuals can be independent of the aggressive πλεονεξ	α     that 
befalls those who are without those stable   familial and cultural achieve-
ments that come to seem “most important” (2.15.5  ) when private life is 
able to develop (cf. 1.6.4). The stages of this private life were marked 
with simple ceremonies and natural (not golden and glorious  ) materi-
als: for example, water   (2.15.5, for marriage), the wooden houses  , land  , 
and suburban temples   of the Athenian landscape, cypress wood boxes   
(2.34.3, for death in battle). Like the Plataean story, in which the agrar-
ian weapons of the victors contrasted to Pericles’ emphasis on money 
and naval power, both Thucydides’ description of Attica   (2.14–17  ) and 
the so-called  patrios nomos  chapter (2.34  ) deploy signs that oppose 
Periclean materialism.  67   

 By contrast, in his fi rst speech, Pericles treated the supposed agricul-
tural   ways of the Spartans   as a systemic source of weakness and argued 
that Attica was property Athens could replace with land wrested from 
the allies; indeed, he suggested that the Athenians should be willing to 
destroy it even without this compensation, in order to show the Spartans 
that they were unwilling to sacrifi ce any part of their overseas holdings 
(1.143.5  ). In the same sentence, Pericles had reimagined Athens   as an 
island: a naval state, disburdened of the disadvantage Attica’s vulner-
ability to Spartan attack continuously posed, as if Attica were a pure 
disadvantage. 

  67     On the  patrios nomos  chapter, cf. also note 18 in  Chapter 6 .  
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 In Thucydidean context, Pericles  ’ views emerge as antihistorical and 
unrealistic. Pericles’ requirement that the Athenians imagine them-
selves as something physically impossible (as an island, when they are 
not; as rulers of the sea, when this cannot happen) separates the foun-
dations of his policy from the cultural foundations that Athens had actu-
ally achieved. Thucydides’ presentation, characterized by precision   and 
grounded in history  , contrasts sharply to the exaggeration  s of Athenian 
imperial greatness that will become so prominent in Pericles’ last two 
speeches. Furthermore, Thucydides’ descriptions of Attica   defend the 
evaluations of the Attic farmers. They perceive their own history in 
Attica correctly, and are mourning the loss of consciously possessed cul-
tural goods.  68   By contrast to Pericles’ dismissive contempt  , Thucydides 
treats the end of the continuous culture of Attica as a serious political 
event, worthy of detailed historical explanation because it is the story of 
an important consequence of the war: the loss of a culture that cannot 
be bought for any price. Thucydides’ recognition of the political signif-
icance of private attachments is as un-Periclean as his refusal to make 
wealth   the standard of historical importance.  69   

 A long process of civilization has now ended. Upon entering the city, 
the Attic citizens become a homeless rabble, and the close associations 
they have lost are in no way replaced  . Most fi nd no “refuge,” although 
some are preserved by family or friends   (2.17.1).  70   They settle in the 
empty places of the city and in “all the temples   and shrines, except for 
the Acropolis and the temple of Demeter, and whatever other building 
was securely locked” (2.17.1  ). Pericles has just explained how much valu-
able property each temple contains. The immigrants’ exclusion from 
the main sanctuaries was perhaps necessary, but was also a sign that the 
property and money in these temples took precedence over the people’s 
pressing needs. 

  68     Cf. Sicking ( 1995 ) 56.  
  69     It also shows that Thucydides could see the other side of the Athenian people, whom 

he frequently condemns.  
  70     Here, it seems just to remark that Thucydides was fully aware that such immigrations 

could be and were being organized more capably. Cf. 1.58.2, where Perdiccas, King 
of Macedon, resettles the Chalcideans, bringing them all together to “one large city,” 
namely Olynthus. Thucydides’ depictions of the Athenians’ ability to organize com-
mon projects (cf. e.g. 2.56.1–2) leaves no doubt that arrangements could have been 
made, had these been a priority, especially since the evacuation was long foreseen. 
The political will to organize properly the infl ux from the country into the town 
seems to have been lacking, and Thucydides will describe the slumlike conditions 
in which the Attic immigrants were living in vivid colors at 2.52. Cf. the argument of 
 Chapter 6 .  
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 Finding nowhere else to go, the immigrants also settle in the accursed 
Pelargikon.   They have exchanged their ancestral temples for places 
actually accursed, then, and Thucydides confi rms that the prophecy 
foresaw an ill future for Athens if such an occupation became neces-
sary (2.17.2).  71   The excess population disperses toward the vast walls   
Thucydides described at 2.13.7  . They fi nd shelter in the towers of the 
walls, “or as each one was able.” But the circuit wall cannot contain 
them. Finally, they settle outside, in the area between the great walls and 
in the Peiraeus, so that at the end of the passage, as we turn our atten-
tion to the approaching Spartans  , we leave the Themistoclean walls bur-
geoning with Periclean money and displaced farmers – a complicated, 
unpredictable combination.   

       

  71     2.17.2  : “And it seems to me the prophecy happened in the opposite way than they 
expected. For the disasters did not happen to the city on account of the illegal occupa-
tion, but rather [the oracle refers to] the necessity of occupation because of the war. 
Although the oracle does not name the war, it looks forward to the fact that it would 
never be for a good reason if this area were occupied.”  
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 Thucydides and Pericles’ Final Speeches  

   For both Herodotus   and Thucydides, acmes   produced by men arise, 
exert force, and self-destruct. Both historians also show that nature   
exerts force that overwhelms human powers, and their account of natu-
ral facts and events serves to put men’s ambitions in the context of the 
necessary and the possible. In Thucydides’ account of the meeting of 
Athens and the plague  , a man-made acme   of wealth and population 
confronted a natural acme  . As was inevitable, the force of the natural 
acme prevailed. 

 The following chapter will conclude the exposition of Pericles’ 
speeches in narrative context by comparing the simultaneously ideal-
ized and evasive presentation of Athenian imperial rule in Pericles’ last 
two speeches with Thucydides’ inexorably precise descriptions of the 
war and the plague  . Once again, the argument will not offer a com-
prehensive analysis of the speeches, but will highlight the differences 
between Pericles and Thucydides. It will conclude with a discussion of 
Thucydides’ praise of Pericles in chapter 65 of book two. If Thucydides 
displays Pericles’ failings to this extent, how can he praise   him so 
highly? 

   Pericles and Thucydides on the Reality of the Athenian Empire  

   Besides representing the Athenian empire as a single entity, subordi-
nate to Athens, Pericles frequently depicts Athens as ruling the sea  , or 
the earth   and the sea. His imagery contrasts sharply with Thucydides’ 
description of Athens’ imperial existence, which discusses collecting 
money   and putting down particular revolts  .  1   Moreover, this language 

  1     Cf. 1.96–99, discussed in  Chapter 3 .  
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also contrasts to Thucydides’ portrait of Pericles’ experience and per-
sonality, since Thucydides does not attribute to Pericles a relationship 
to the natural world. Although he characterizes some of the smartest 
people in the  History  (including, for instance, Themistocles  ) by describ-
ing their ability to assess natural surroundings accurately, Pericles   is not 
among them.  2   

 Instead, Thucydides emphasizes Pericles’ accurate perception of 
Athens’ material resources  . As we have seen, in the speeches at 1.140–
144   and at 2.13   Pericles explains Athens’ resources for the war at length. 
The accuracy of Pericles’ knowledge of these resources is then con-
fi rmed by the narrator at 2.13.9  , by the views of the  demos    recorded at 
2.65.5  , and again by the narrator at 2.65.13  .  3   I suggest that Thucydides’ 
repeated announcements of the accuracy of Pericles’ assessment of 
Athenian resources have received too little consideration in the schol-
arship. Thucydides emphatically associates Pericles with an accurate 
knowledge of Athens’ acme  , at the same time as repeatedly demonstrat-
ing that his speeches exaggerated the power and meaning of those very 
resources  . Pericles argued that Athens controls land, sea, and time  . As 
Thucydides shows in many places (we might think, for instance, of the 
apparently inexplicably lengthy coda to his account of the Battle of 
Sybota), this control is impossible for human beings. Thucydides’ con-
trast between Pericles’ close practical knowledge of Athens’ resources 
and the impossible aims to which he argued Athenians should devote 
these resources displays the extent to which the desire for glory was rul-
ing Pericles’ political program. 

 Thucydides has therefore endowed Pericles’ speeches with impressive, 
even unforgettable, statements that reveal his deeper motivations. He is 
careful to mold his narratorial voice in an opposing way. Thucydidean 
 akribeia  contrasts to Pericles’ idealizing language, and helps to mark 
the substantive differences between the narrator Thucydides and 
his Pericles. We have observed this contrast throughout our analysis. 
Thucydides’ narrative technique favors vivid description over nar-
ratorial explanation and is distinguished by an astonishing degree of 

  2     For example, Themistocles sees the natural advantages of Athens’ harbors (1.93.3), 
Demosthenes sees the advantages of the site at Pylos (4.3.2, cf. 4.29.3–4), and Phormio 
assesses sea conditions correctly (2.84.2). For a more mysterious example, cf. Alcmeon 
at 2.102.6. Parties who can assess their environment also include the Plataeans (2.3.4, 
cf. 3.20.3–4, 3.22.1), discussed at the beginning of  Chapter 5 .  

  3     For the argument that the view of Pericles recorded at 2.65.5 is that of the  demos , see 
the fi nal section of this chapter.  
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coherence. To say the same thing in another way, Thucydides supports 
narratorial reticence with a carefully ordered and suggestive presenta-
tion of the events and physical details of each story; in order to under-
stand the story, Thucydides’ reader must construct hypotheses about 
meanings and causes from these details. The very process of construct-
ing meaning from the narrative in this laborious way creates our trust 
in the narrator, who withstands a thousand tests as we read each nar-
rative.  4   By contrast, Thucydides’ speakers, Pericles included, have not 
withstood these tests, but, as compared with our knowledge of their 
situation, wrung from close examinations of Thucydides’ descriptions, 
they have displayed moments of incoherence, ignorance, exaggeration, 
or disingenuousness. Comparison of the speeches to the narrative has 
been a key interpretive tool of this study. 

 This study has in particular endeavored to show that Thucydides’ nar-
ratives lead the reader to conclusions opposed to the idealization of war-
fare, and perhaps of naval warfare   in particular. Thucydides’ narrative 
of the Battle of Sybota   showed that it was a waste   of lives in which men’s 
hatred   and greed dissolve every element of human order and their 
corpses   return to nature   and the streams of Acheron  . At Potideia  , the 
Athenian navy   is an expensive tool, consuming Athens’ resources for a 
questionable return. The ambition  s that caused these incidents, and the 
hatred and fear   they create, builds inexorably until fi nally a small band 
of Thebans   impels the great Athenian navy   and the great Spartan infan-
try   into a war of attrition that will last twenty-seven years and cause the 
greatest suffering   known to the Greeks (1.23.1–5). 

 Nothing in this plot would tend to idealize warfare, war materials  , or 
to show that warfare leads to secure   power. Thucydides’ treatment of the 
fi rst years of the Peloponnesian War is no different. As Thucydides tells 
us immediately upon the conclusion of Pericles’ Funeral Oration  , the 
plague   fell upon the Athenians in the second year of the war. He describes 
the terrors of the plague in the chapters preceding Pericles’ fi nal speech, 
and then relates that Pericles led a very large Athenian and allied expe-
dition around the Peloponnesus, which wasted land in several places on 
the Peloponnesian coast, although it captured and sacked only one small 
town (2.56.6).  5   This expedition was a response to the Spartan invasion of 

  4     On Thucydides’ simultaneous artistic coherence and historical authority, cf. the intro-
duction to Dewald ( 2005 ) 1–22.  

  5     The expedition was comprised of 150 Athenian and allied ships. Cf. also Thucydides’ 
foreboding references to the ineffective expeditions of this summer at 6.31.2: in terms 
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Attica   in that year. Before it set out, the similarly destructive and unsuc-
cessful Spartans   had stayed in Attica for forty days, wasting all of Attica 
(2.57.2). Thucydides next relates that the Athenian general Hagnon, who 
has lost fi fteen hundred of his four thousand troops from the plague  ,   and 
in fact spread the infection to previously healthy parts of the Athenian 
forces, had just returned from Potideia   (it is now two years since the orig-
inal revolt of this small ally) having failed to lift the siege   (2.58). 

 Without further comment, therefore, Thucydides catalogues the dam-
age each combatant is causing, and reminds us of the Potideians’ so-far 
successful resistance. The events of the war had already overwhelmed 
the Athenians, who were urging Pericles to come to an agreement with 
the Spartans and had in fact sent ambassadors to Sparta   independently 
of Pericles. These, however, had also failed (2.59.2  ). Coming as they 
do, directly on the heels of Thucydides’ description of the horrors of 
the plague, the chapters of the narrative that introduce Pericles’ fi nal 
speech are as discouraging as possible that warfare is grand.  6   

 Once he begins to speak, Pericles does not evade mention of Athens’ 
civic disasters  . He begins and ends his fi nal speech with appeals to the 
Athenians to rededicate themselves to the common interest and to 
accept suffering   on behalf of Athens and the war (2.60–61, 2.64.2–6). 
He also reaffi rms his personal and unchanging   commitment to the war 
and to Athenian greatness (2.61.2). Finally, he reminds his audience that 
things could be worse, speaking more frankly than previously of the 
dangers that will follow if Athens does not both prosecute and also win 
the war (2.63.2–3). 

 However, neither the situation depicted in Thucydides’ narrative 
explanations nor his own warnings of Athens’ potential vulnerability   to 
allied revenge prevent him from presenting Athens’ power as potentially 
endless and already eternally famous. We will initially examine one key 
passage. In a mid-speech description that claims Athens’ rule of the 
allies as secure, and sees Athens’ rule extending from this basis to an 
endless realm, Pericles founds Athenian power on a vision of the capaci-
ties of the Athenian navy   to dominate not only the allies, but nature  , the 
Persians  , and any other enemy that may appear: 

 οbεσθε μ�ν γ=ρ τ/ν ξυμμ"χων μ�νων Hρχειν, (γr δ� >ποφα	νω δ�ο μερ/ν 
τ/ν (ς χρ?σιν φανερ/ν, γ?ς κα� θαλ"σσης, το% Dτ6ρου �μ5ς παντ8ς 

of the armaments sent out, they were as large as the equally ineffective initial contin-
gent sent on the Sicilian expedition.  

  6     On Hagnon’s expedition as setting the context for Pericles’ speech at 2.60–64, cf. 
Bloedow ( 2000 ) 298. On the plague, see the subsequent sections of this chapter.  
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κυριωτ"τους Wντας, (φ& +σον τε ν%ν ν6μεσθε κα� ;ν (π� πλ6ον βουληθ?τε· 
κα� ο�κ �στιν +στις τL �παρχο�σO παρασκευL το% ναυτικο% πλ6οντας 
�μ5ς οFτε βασιλε!ς οFτε Hλλο ο�δ�ν �θνος τ/ν (ν τ0 παρ�ντι κωλ�σει. 

 For you [Athenians] believe that you rule only the allies. But I argue that of 
the two visibly useful parts of the world, namely earth and sea,  7   you are the 
absolute masters of all of the latter, both to the extent that you now possess 
it and also to whatever extent you wish, since no one, neither the King nor 
any other people of those presently existing will hinder you from sailing 
with your present naval resources. (2.62.2  )   

 Athens rules the empire and the Athenian navy   is invincible, Pericles   
argues, by any human force; furthermore, no one can hinder the 
Athenians from making themselves masters of as much of the sea as 
they wish: the sea  , an element of the world, is a possession of their will.  8   
Like gods, the Athenians will decide their wishes (these will include pos-
sessing more of the world) and fulfi ll them, such is the power of Athens’ 
navy to elevate mortal men. Pericles’ claims are un-Thucydidean, and 
ought to have been un-Periclean: as we mentioned, Thucydides repeat-
edly shows that Pericles knew both Athens’ vulnerabilities  , and also the 
real extent of Athens’ resources, down to the last penny. 

 In a striking article of 2000, Bloedow argues that Thucydides shows 
us two Pericles: one who has learned carefully prudent   policy through 
Athenian failures of the past, and another who is an ideological impe-
rialist (308).  9   Taking into account Pericles’ cautious injunctions against 

  7     Note the lack of the article in the Greek. The reference is not to any particular earth 
and sea, but to earth and sea as a conceptual entirety.  

  8     The argument about the exact character of Pericles’ references to nature in this pas-
sage is nearly as old as the scholarship on Thucydides: cf. Poppo, ad loc.: “I do not 
think that two elements are being opposed to the other two with these words (for who 
will pay attention to the scholiast’s remark: ‘for fi re and air are not such as to be obvi-
ously useful, for they are common to all?’), but I think that the world is being divided 
into land and water (cf. the share of the sea, 8.46.3), of which both are useful to man.” 
(Non putamus his verbis duo elementa duobus reliquis contraria poni (quis enim veram 
existimaverit scholastiae adnotationem (τ8 γ=ρ π%ρ κα� A >�ρ ο� τοσο%τον ε9σιν (ς 
χρ?σιν φανερ=· κοιν= γ=ρ π5σι;) sed orbem terrarum in continentem et aquam (τ8 τ?ς 
θαλ"σσης μ6ρος 8.46.3) discerni, quarum utraque hominibus usui sit.) Poppo’s view 
is sensible. For instance, the Persian King took earth and water from places declaring 
their subjection (cf. e.g. Hdt. 7.32), and Pericles’ words in fact remind us too much of 
this. Nevertheless, I am not sure Poppo is entirely justifi ed in dismissing the scholiast’s 
instinct (cf. Foster  2009 ). Cf. also Edmunds ( 1975 a) 42, who broaches a Heideggerian 
reading: “The Athenian  techne  of sailing … converts the sea to usefulness.”  

  9     On the division in Pericles’ character, cf. also Orwin ( 1994 ) 28: “In principle or in 
speech, the empire is universal (2.41.4, 2.43.1–3); in practice Pericles promotes a strat-
egy of temporary restraint (1.144.1; 2.65.6–7). Yet in urging the Athenians to stick 
by this strategy, he does not refrain from reminding them that their dominion is 
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expanding the empire during the war he argues that “one has … to dis-
tinguish between Pericles the radical imperialist and Pericles the care-
ful conservative” (307). He argues that both cannot be historical: “We 
have therefore to confront the question, as reluctant as one might be 
to do so, whether Thucydides himself may have erred” (308). My argu-
ment is that Thucydides displays both elements of Pericles  ’ character. 
Thucydides shows Pericles’ superior skills, intelligence, and political 
capacities, and also that these did not secure him against delusions of 
power. For Thucydides, Pericles’ character was not entirely coherent, 
but characterized by contradictions and fl aws, as well as virtues. The 
confl ict between rhetoric such as we see in this passage, and the prudent 
advice or accurate assessments Pericles also provides, is not an error  , but 
rather part of Thucydides’ portrait of Pericles. 

 Pericles’ rhetoric of ruling the sea   was extremely infl uential after 
his death: as the story of the expedition to Sicily   demonstrates, it was 
far more infl uential than his advice not to expand the empire during 
the war. How pervasive was rhetoric throughout his speeches? Pericles 
had introduced his remarks at 2.62.2 with the statement that he was 
telling the Athenians something they had not thought of before, and 
that he would not be advertising this boastful thought at all if they 
were not so stricken down by the plague   (2.62.1). Despite this claim, 
his language is familiar.  10   Pericles had confi gured Athens  ’ “control 
of the sea” in the fi rst speech: μ6γα γ=ρ τ8 τ?ς θαλ"σσης κρ"τος. 
σκ6ψασθε δ6: ε9 γ=ρ dμεν νησι/ται, τ	νες Gν >ληπτ�τεροι dσαν (For 
the rule of the sea is a great thing. For if we were islanders, who would 
be harder to capture? 1.143.5  ) and in the Funeral Oration  , he brought 
this theme to a rhetorical climax: >λλ= π5σαν μ�ν θ"λασσαν κα� γ?ν 
(σβατ8ν τL #μετ6ρ] τ�λμO καταναγκ"σαντες γεν6σθαι, πανταχο% δ� 
μνημε�α κακ/ν τε κ>γαθ/ν >	δια ξυγκατοικ	σαντες (…but compel-
ling the whole sea and earth to be accessible to our daring, and at 
the same time founding ageless monuments of good and evil 2.41.4  ). 
In his previous speeches, therefore, Pericles had already employed 
the language of ruling the sea to create an imaginary empire   that 
extended far beyond the physical reality of Athenian rule over the 
islands and coasts of the Aegean.  11   Pericles’ claims for the signifi cance 

 potentially as boundless as the sea (2.62). His poetic vision is at some odds with his 
prosaic policy.”  

  10     Cf. Rusten ( 1989 ) and  CT , ad loc., Connor ( 1984 ) 70, Flashar ( 1989 ) 465–466.  
  11     For an Herodotean comment on Pericles’ imagery and its consequences for Athens, 

cf. Artabanus’ speech at Hdt. 7.49. He warns Xerxes that his real enemies are the land 
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of the Athenian navy   are similar to the Corcyraeans’ exaggeration 
of the power of their navy   (cf. 1.33.2), and border on suggesting its 
divinity: through its power, Athens dominates the endless elements 
of the world   (1.143.5, 2.41.4, 2.43.3, 2.62.2), and the glory   of her 
achievements is eternal (2.43.2, 2.64.3, 2.64.5  ). 

 Pericles’ impious and dramatic rhetoric therefore challenges both 
Poseidon   and Athena   for their kingdoms.  12   As in the previous speeches, 
the endless realm Pericles envisions is consistently contrasted with the 
uselessness of Attica  . The mental image of Athens as an island (1.143.5  ) 
had freed Athens from Attica’s burdensome existence. The proclama-
tion of Athens’ power over the sea in the fi nal speech is again combined 
with a renewed appeal to abandon any attachment to Attic possessions 
(I repeat the end of 2.62.2): 

 Bστε ο� κατ= τ3ν τ/ν ο9κι/ν κα� τ?ς γ?ς χρε	αν, ~ν μεγ"λων νομ	ζετε 
(στερ?σθαι, α\τη # δ�ναμις φα	νεται: ο�δ& ε9κ8ς χαλεπ/ς φ6ρειν α�τ/ν 
μ5λλον ; ο� κηπ	ον κα� (γκαλλQπισμα πλο�του πρ8ς τα�την νομ	σαντας 
'λιγωρ?σαι…  

 So that this power [i.e. the mastery over sea and land] is not measured by 
comparison to the usefulness of the houses and land you so greatly mourn. 
For it is not reasonable to be upset about these things rather than to take 
them lightly, believing them the kitchen garden and ornament of wealth 
compared with this [power]… (2.62.2–3  )   

 In Pericles’ argument, land   possessed by the Athenians overseas 
refl ects Athenian greatness, but the possession of Attica  , which is prop-
erty with a trivial monetary and sentimental value, does not. The Attic 
possessions to which the people are so attached are merely decorations 
of Athenian greatness, an ornamental garden of wealth, not its essence.  13   
Athenians should understand that if they preserve their freedom, these 
properties will easily   (e]δ	ως) be reclaimed, but that those who must 
obey others usually lose what they previously possessed (2.62.3).  14   

and the sea, i.e. famine and the sea’s unpredictably destructive power over Xerxes’ 
fl eet. Xerxes answers that only the courageous progress in power (Hdt. 7.50, espe-
cially 7.50.3), an equation of acquisitive warfare with courage, like the one supplied 
by Pericles at 2.64.3. Cf. Pelling ( 1991 ) 134–139.  

  12     Pericles’ fearless treatment of the statue of Athena (2.13.5) is more easily explicable in 
light of this sense of superiority to the gods.  

  13     Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 116: “homes and land have no relevance to Athens’ naval  duna-
mis , and therefore, individual wealth is essentially a useless trifl e.”  

  14     To wander outside of the text for a split second, Pericles’ reduction of Attica to prop-
erty is perhaps a consequence of Athens’ policy of making cleruchies of the land of 
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   As Thucydides shows, Attica, which had just previously to the war 
fi nally recovered from the Persian depredations (2.16.1  ), will not easily 
be regained, but repeatedly wasted and ultimately occupied, to the tre-
mendous harm of the Athenians (cf. 7.27–28). He also shows that the 
Athenians’ attachment to Attica was an important basis of Athenian 
stability  , not to mention his vivid demonstrations that Athens does not 
securely control even individual small allies (Plataea  , Potideia  ) much less 
the earth   and sea  . By contrast, in his effort to convince the Athenians 
to continue to fi ght the war, Pericles   rejects Athens’ actual natural sur-
roundings in Attica and employs the endless and symbolic elements of 
nature   to create, in speech, a glorious, but impossible, even unreal, naval 
empire for Athens. Pericles is the poet   of the empire, as he himself partly 
admits (cf. \μνησα at 2.42.2), and therefore “adorns things to make them 
seem greater” just as Thucydides says poets will do (1.10.3  , 1.21.1  ).    15   

 As we shall discuss, in the plague narrative  , Thucydides opposes both 
the claim that Athens dominates nature as well as the exaggerations that 
support this claim. Before examining the plague narrative, this analysis 
will focus on the strategic suppressions and generalizations that support 
Pericles’ idealization of Athens’ imperial project. 

   Unnameable Acquisitions  

 Pericles’ rhetorical enlargements of the power of the Athenian navy   and 
concomitant disqualifi cations of Attic and Spartan agriculture   are impor-
tant foundations of his argument for Athenian imperialism. What is sur-
prising is that this clear binary arrangement is not completed with equally 
vivid praises of the specifi c acquisitions of the Athenian navy  , since these 
are the profi t of empire. However, with one exception that I can fi nd, 
in the last two speeches Pericles does not specify the acquisitions that 
comprise Athens  ’ empire, be they territories, money  , or war materials. 
Moreover, despite Pericles’ consistent praise of acquisitive warfare   as the 
source of imperial glory  , the reader will search these speeches in vain for 
a particular story of warfare successfully prosecuted. By rigorous contrast 

other Greek cities; to him, all agricultural land, no matter where it was, had come to 
seem interchangeable. If this is the case, this is another ill effect of imperial circum-
stances upon Pericles’ mind. On Pericles and the cleruchies, cf. Vogt ( OCRST ) 226.  

  15     Pericles’ rhetorical devices are also poetic: e.g. metaphors (ornamental garden), 
metonymy (rule of the sea), imagery (Athens as an island), superlatives, repetition of 
key themes (sometimes carefully disguised: cf. his claim at 2.62.1 that his explanation 
of Athens’ rule of the sea will be new), and exaggeration, as I argue throughout.  
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to the speech at 2.13, in his latter speeches, Pericles signifi es Athenian 
acquisitions with generalizing adjectives or with no word at all. Even his 
climactic and defi ant statement at 2.64.3, that Athens “has acquired the 
greatest power up to this time … ruled the most Greeks … and resisted 
the greatest enemies” remains general: no specifi c example of successful 
conquest or defense is provided. 

   This rhetorical proportion, according to which acquisition   is a main 
theme, but specifi c acquisitions are not mentioned, is familiar to us from 
the Corinthian speech at the fi rst Spartan congress (1.68–71). In this 
speech, the Corinthians had emphasized Athens  ’ acquisitive behavior, 
but in order to conceal their damning similarity to the Athenians they 
were criticizing, had as much as possible avoided mentioning exactly 
what the Athenians were taking from others.  16   One would think that 
pride in Athens’ achievements would lead Pericles to exactly the opposite 
rhetorical strategy. Instead, however, Pericles   passes in silence over every 
real event or possession. In the following paragraphs, we will engage 
with Pericles’ avoidance of naming Athens’ particular acquisitions and 
campaigns. 

 Successful imperial acquisition   is established as the important stan-
dard for judging the generations of men at the beginning of the Funeral 
Oration  .  17   According to Pericles, the generations further in the past 
were worthy of praise, since each successive generation preserved “the 
land” from conquest (2.36.1).  18   However, the generation of Pericles’ 

  16     Cf.  Chapter 3 .  
  17     Even beyond the wise remarks in Bosworth ( 2000 ), it is important to note the contrast 

between the immediate narrative context of the Funeral Oration and the speech itself. 
The  patrios nomos  chapter (2.34  ), like the plague narrative we will discuss, contrasts 
profoundly to both the meaning and the rhetoric of Pericles’ Funeral Oration. The 
modernity and self-invented ways of the Athenians described in the Funeral Oration 
bear little resemblance to the traditional practices of the funeral ritual described in 
2.34, and the careful Thucydidean  akribeia  with which the rite is described is foreign 
to Pericles’ rhetorical enlargements. Just as he had emphasized the persistence of 
memory in 2.14–17, Thucydides emphasizes the persistence of this burial rite (2.34.5, 
2.34.7). Two other elements of the  patrios nomos  chapter are relevant to our discus-
sion: fi rst, the reference to the dead from the Battle of Marathon, which is incompat-
ible with Pericles’ hostility to Athenian hoplite culture (the Athenians reward their 
bravery with a grave on the spot where they fell; contrast Pericles’ dismissal of physical 
tombs at 2.43.2–3), and Thucydides’ mention that regular Athenian war dead are bur-
ied in “the most beautiful suburb of Athens” (2.34.5). It is worth remarking upon this 
judgment, which seems to refl ect the narrator’s opinion (cf.  CT  ad loc.). If Thucydides 
were ever to expose such an opinion about war materials, we could rest in the confi -
dence of his emotional attachment to such objects.  

  18     The Greek is τ3ν χQραν. The designation is already avoidance of naming, familiar 
from previous speeches. Pericles will not name Attica (in all his speeches he names 
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fathers is worthy of more praise. “For having acquired (κτησ"μενοι), in 
addition to what they inherited, as much empire as we possess, they left 
it – not without labor – to us who live now” (2.36.2  ). Most praiseworthy of 
all is the present generation, which consolidated Athens’ hold over the 
empire and made Athens self-suffi cient  : 

 τ= δ� πλε	ω α�τ?ς α�το� #με�ς οKδε ο� ν%ν �τι Wντες μ"λιστα (ν 
τL καθεστηκυ	] #λικ	] (πηυξ�σαμεν κα� τ3ν π�λιν το�ς π5σι 
παρεσκευ"σαμεν κα� (ς π�λεμον κα� (ς ε9ρ�νην α�ταρκεστ"την. ~ν (γr 
τ= μ�ν κατ= πολ6μους �ργα, οfς Pκαστα (κτ�θη, ; εb τι α�το� ; ο� πατ6ρες 
#μ/ν β"ρβαρον ; Jλληνα πολ6μιον (πι�ντα προθ�μως Mμυν"μεθα, 
μακρηγορε�ν (ν ε9δ�σιν ο� βουλ�μενος ("σω· >π8 δ� οKας τε (πιτηδε�σεως 
@λθομεν (π& α�τ= κα� μεθ& οKας πολιτε	ας κα� τρ�πων (ξ οKων μεγ"λα 
(γ6νετο, τα%τα δηλQσας πρ/τον εNμι κα� (π� τ8ν τ/νδε �παινον… 

 But we ourselves who are now alive and still approximately middle-aged 
brought the empire to greater growth, and we have equipped the city for 
the greatest independence for both war and peace in every regard. And 
the deeds of war, by which each thing was acquired, if either we ourselves 
or our fathers bravely warded off a barbarian or Greek enemy when they 
were attacking, since I do not wish to tell long stories to an audience that 
already knows these things, I will let them go [i.e. unmentioned]. But from 
what sort of practices we came to these things, and from what constitution 
and habits [the city] became great, having shown these, I will proceed to 
praise these [dead cavalrymen]… (2.36.3–4  )   

 In Pericles’ view, the culminating achievement of Athens’ greatest 
generation was to make Athens self-suffi cient through the defensive 
warfare that enlarged the empire to its present size  . Proclaiming his 
consideration for the audience (he does not wish to bore the Athenians 
with long stories about familiar events), Pericles excuses himself from 
mentioning specifi c achievements or acquisitions. Instead, he praises his 
own generation for acquiring to a greater extent, or simply, for acquir-
ing “more” than the previous generation.  19   Without naming any particu-
lar victory or territory gained, Pericles thus sets up imperial acquisition 
as the foundation of Athenian success, and announces that he will set 

Attica only once, at 1.143.4), and thus imply that the preservation of Attica was 
important.  

  19     Note the initial position of τ= πλε	ω. On the dangerous long-term effect of such praise 
of conquering and acquiring “more,” cf. e.g. Macleod ( 1983 ) 143 “It was overconfi -
dence … which led the Athenians to ‘want more’ (4.17.4, 21.2, 41.4, 65.4) and reject 
the Spartans’ appeal for a peace [after Pylos]. The same spirit of pride and greed is 
one motive for the Sicilian expedition (6.11.5, 24.3–4 and 17–18).” Cf. Bloedow ( 2000 ) 
300 and 308, Vogt ( 2009 ) 237.  
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Athens’ habits, constitution, and ways in the context of an explanation 
of their usefulness for acquiring the things that made Athens great.  20   

 What exactly Athens acquired that brought her to greatness remains 
opaque, therefore, and the rhetoric of our passage is further compli-
cated by Pericles’ claim that the Athenians are said to bring Athens to 
growth by “warding off” (or “taking vengeance on”) her enemies.  21   In 
other words, Pericles claims the moral high ground of the defender 
simultaneously with the achievement of acquisition. 

 Moreover, Pericles   assimilates the defeat of Greek and barbarian ene-
mies. In his presentation, it does not matter whether Greek or barbarian 
attacks were warded off: as long as Athens’ power was advanced by the 
particular action, it was praiseworthy. Pericles ignores the distinction 
that founds the Spartan war effort, the aim of which was to liberate 
Greek cities from Athenian oppression   (cf. e.g. 1.86.5, 1.139.3, 2.8.4; 
Corinthians at 1.124.3–4). Instead, he characterizes any power that 
stands in the way of Athenian expansion as an offender who is legit-
imately warred down.  22   Pericles’ claim that Athens’ acquisitive behav-
ior is defensive therefore conveniently negates arguments that Athens’ 
defeated opponents might have legitimate claims to their property. 
Since all enemies are equally offenders, all possessions resulting from 
Athenian victories can be claimed by the empire. 

 An initial motivation for Pericles’ strategy of leaving particular con-
quests unnamed emerges from this fact: by generalizing all acquisitions 
into the same unnamed pool of “the acquired,” Pericles claims it all 
equally for Athens, regardless of its origin. Other important motivations 
for suppressing references to particular acquisitions also exist, however, 
and become more evident if one analyzes Pericles’ unique reference to 
the realities of Athenian warfare. Farther on in the Funeral Oration  , 
Pericles compares Athens to Sparta  , and in the course of his remarks, 

  20     Generalizing language in the Funeral Oration referring to whatever the Athenians 
have acquired: 2.36.3–4 τ= δ� πλε	ω, το�ς π5σι, Pκαστα, (π’ α�τ", μεγ"λα, 2.43.1 
α�τ", 2.63.1–2 ~ν. Cf. in the fi nal speech 2.64.4: ε9 δ� τις μ3 κ6κτηται, φθον�σει; the 
acquisitions in question are marked with aposiopesis. (This strategy is not entirely 
new to the latter speeches. Note for instance the generalizing p κεκτ�μεθα at 1.141.1.) 
On μεγ"λα, which particularly as a plural is very general and means both large and 
great (cf. the uses of Latin  magnus ), cf. LSJ ad verbum.  

  21     For the ambiguous meaning of >μ�νομαι, see again LSJ ad verbum.  
  22     This attitude was established in Pericles’ fi rst speech at 1.140ff, in which Pericles 

treated all Spartan complaints equally as attacks on Athens’ claim to hold “that which 
we have acquired” without fear (1.141.1  ). Cf. the Persian attitude to Greek resistance 
as an intentional insult to the King’s authority, as expressed, for instance, at Hdt. 7.5.2 
or 7.8β3.  
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once indicates what sorts of things Athens acquires from her enemies. 
By contrast to his claims at the beginning of the speech, the warfare 
Pericles describes is not defensive, and the acquisitions it gains are not 
glorious: 

 τεκμ�ριον δ6· οFτε γ=ρ Λακεδαιμ�νιοι καθ& Dαυτο�ς, μεθ& Xπ"ντων δ� (ς 
τ3ν γ?ν #μ/ν στρατε�ουσι, τ�ν τε τ/ν π6λας α�το� (πελθ�ντες ο� χαλεπ/ς 
(ν τL >λλοτρ	] το!ς περ� τ/ν ο9κε	ων >μυνομ6νους μαχ�μενοι τ= πλε	ω 
κρατο%μεν. Xθρ�] τε τL δυν"μει #μ/ν ο�δε	ς πω πολ6μιος (ν6τυχε δι= τ3ν 
το% ναυτικο% τε pμα (πιμ6λειαν κα� τ3ν (ν τL γL (π� πολλ= #μ/ν α�τ/ν 
(π	πεμψιν· ;ν δ6 που μορ	1 τιν� προσμε	ξωσι, κρατ�σαντ6ς τ6 τινας #μ/ν 
π"ντας α�χο%σιν >πε/σθαι κα� νικηθ6ντες �φ& Xπ"ντων #σσ?σθαι. 

 And there is proof: The Spartans do not attack our land by themselves, but 
together with all [their allies], whereas when we alone attack our neigh-
bor’s land we usually conquer without diffi culty, although we are fi ght-
ing in someone else’s land against people defending their own domestic 
goods. And no enemy ever met with our consolidated power, since we 
attend to the navy and send out land forces both frequently and simulta-
neously. And whenever they encounter some part [of our forces], if they 
win, they boast that they have pushed back all of us, and if they lose [they 
boast] that they were worsted by all. (2.39.2–3  )   

 Pericles is boasting that Athens’ attacks on her neighbors, whoever 
they may be, are often easily successful, although Athens can fi ght each 
campaign with only part of her forces, and is fi ghting men who are 
mobilized by the necessity to defend their home resources.  23   He takes 
for granted that Athens will undertake such attacks: his point is that 
Athens alone and fragmented is more successful than Sparta   together 
with her allies.  24   

 This passage is particularly interesting for our argument, since 
Pericles   does describe Athens’ activity and also names the resources 

  23     This description seems rather deceptive. Pericles’ campaigns to Samos (1.115–117) 
and Epidauros (2.56.1–2) gathered the massive forces of the empire against much 
smaller parties; the attack on Megara (2.31) led out Athens’ full infantry. The latter 
two campaigns were fruitless of any result but destruction. On the historians’ rigorous 
punishment of parties who claim that warfare will be easy, cf. note 4 in  Chapter 5 .  

  24     Not a fair comparison, incidentally, since when Sparta attacks Athens, she attacks 
a huge power, and when Athens attacks her neighbors, she attacks smaller powers. 
(And cf. note 23.) In addition, moral distinctions must once again give way: Pericles 
equalizes Sparta’s punitive attacks on Attica with Athens’ imperial adventures as if 
they had the same meaning, namely the meaning derived from winning or losing. 
The different reasons for attacking (the Spartans are not attempting to acquire Attica 
in order to exploit the land and people for revenue) disappear. We may notice also 
the apparent contradiction between these passages and Pericles’ claims for Athenian 
generosity at 2.40.4–5. Cf. Macleod ( 1983 ) 150 and Orwin ( 1994 ) 27.  
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Athens takes from the defeated. His description of Athens’ capture 
of their neighbors’ ο9κε�α (domestic properties) echoes Thucydides’ 
description of piratical   behavior in the Archaeology  : 

 … (πειδ3 @ρξαντο μ5λλον περαιο%σθαι ναυσ�ν (π& >λλ�λους, (τρ"ποντο 
πρ8ς λOστε	αν, #γουμ6νων >νδρ/ν ο� τ/ν >δυνατωτ"των κ6ρδους το% 
σφετ6ρου α�τ/ν Pνεκα κα� το�ς >σθεν6σι τροφ?ς, κα� προσπ	πτοντες 
π�λεσιν >τειχ	στοις κα� κατ= κQμας ο9κουμ6ναις Rρπαζον κα� τ8ν 
πλε�στον το% β	ου (ντε%θεν (ποιο%ντο… 

 … when they began to travel amongst one another more commonly in 
boats they turned to piracy. The most powerful men led them, both for the 
sake of their own profi t and also for the sustenance of the weak, and falling 
on cities that were unwalled and inhabited in groups of villages they plun-
dered them and got most of their living from this source … (1.5.1  )  25     

 Although Athens’ resources are far larger and better developed than 
those of the pirates, Athens falls upon weaker states for the sake of 
profi t  , and gets vital resources from this source, as Pericles himself has 
argued (1.143.5, 2.13.2). Pericles’ description of Greek-on-Greek warfare 
also reminds us of Thucydides’ insistence on the reciprocity of piracy   
between the pirates themselves (cf. 1.7). Himself one of the powerful 
men who leads such attacks, Pericles has the luxury of providing for the 
sustenance of the strong rather than the weak. His attitude toward the 
suffering of the defeated is correspondingly arrogant. His reference to 
the potential loss of home resources that motivates the resistance of 
the attacked serves only to prove Athens’ superiority:  in Pericles’ (over-
confi dent) presentation, even with only part of their forces, the Athenians 
easily defeat people who are obviously going to put up a desperate defense. 
For Pericles, their situation merits no further attention than is necessary 
to stress the extent to which Athens can ignore such responses  .  26   

 The fact is, however, that taking personal property from weaker 
peoples is not glorious. Pericles’ moment of frankness in this passage 
reveals why he cannot generally be so frank. His characterizations of the 
empire   as eternal and glorious rather than simply rapacious partly rely 
on suppressing the mention of the specifi c actions that win the empire 
most of the time. His evasions disguise the piratical   nature of Athens’ 
imperial enterprise, while his exaggerations clothe the empire with a 

  25     This passage is discussed in  Chapter 1 .  
  26     Pericles here projects, on behalf of the city as a whole, an attitude toward the attach-

ments of others that is similar to the attitude he displays toward the Athenians’ attach-
ments to Attica. Cf., in Thucydides’ account, the Attic ο9κε�α at 2.14.1 and 2.16.1.  
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glory   that justifi es turning the energy and lives of the citizens toward 
acquisition  .  27   

 Pericles is a brilliant speaker, and his generalizing mode adopts a vari-
ety of impressive registers. For instance, a strategy of sublime abstrac-
tion, which lifts Pericles above and away from such sordid details, is 
displayed in the statement at 2.43.1 that Athenians should become lov-
ers   of their city.  28   Here, Pericles gestures toward the city, but mentions 
nothing concrete, saying to the Athenians “that men who were daring 
and who recognized the necessary and avoided shame in their deeds 
acquired these things (α�τ"),” but never specifying exactly what things 
the Athenians should look at and love: 

 … >λλ= μ5λλον τ3ν τ?ς π�λεως δ�ναμιν καθ& #μ6ραν �ργ1 θεωμ6νους 
κα� (ραστ=ς γιγνομ6νους α�τ?ς, κα� +ταν �μ�ν μεγ"λη δ�ξO 
εNναι,(νθυμουμ6νους +τι τολμ/ντες κα� γιγνQσκοντες τ= δ6οντα κα� (ν 
το�ς �ργοις α9σχυν�μενοι Hνδρες α�τ= (κτ�σαντο, κα� Aπ�τε κα� πε	ρ] 
του σφαλε�εν, ο�κ οEν κα� τ3ν π�λιν γε τ?ς σφετ6ρας >ρετ?ς >ξιο%ντες 
στερ	σκειν, κ"λλιστον δ� �ρανον α�τL προϊ6μενοι. 

 … rather, [you] should be daily spectators of the actual power of the city 
and become her lovers, and when the city seems to you great, [you should] 
ponder that men who were daring, who recognized the necessary, and 
practiced honour in their deeds acquired these things (α�τ= (κτ�σαντο). 
And even if she should fail of some endeavor, not even then did they think 
it right to rob the city of their virtue, but brought it forward as the noblest 
love gift for her. (2.43.1  )   

 Pericles’ recommendation that the citizen should “be a spectator of 
the actual power of the city” asks him to look at something immaterial 
and invisible  . On the other hand, the acquisitions of daring Athenians 
are material and can be perceived. But these are unnamed, and it is 
up to us to imagine what Pericles might be referring to (and perhaps 
gesturing at). Whatever they are, the visible acquisitions Pericles does 
not name have the capacity to symbolize the invisible power of the city 
to which Pericles asks his listeners to devote their love  , and toward the 
end of the sentence, their lives.  29   In this sentence, Thucydides shows 

  27     Cf. Balot ( 2001 ) 175: “If we accept Thucydides’ own view that the Athenian empire 
was driven by the impulse of greed within the Athenian national soul, then we should 
see Pericles as brilliantly reimagining that characteristic as, now, no longer greed, but 
glory.”  

  28     Cf. Hussey ( 1985 ) 125.  
  29     Pericles’ description of death for the city as an �ρανον (love gift) is a famous trans-

ference of private feelings to the public realm, and simultaneously an astonishing 
euphemism. Cf. Connor ( 1984 ) 69.  
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Pericles deploying a strategy of intense abstraction that allows him to 
reference concepts of the deepest dedication without getting entangled 
in any particulars.  30   

   Thus Pericles has practical reasons for avoiding references to particu-
lars, even in his most moving passages; another aim of his rhetoric is 
to construct a vision of eternal glory. In the sentences of the Funeral 
Oration   that follow directly upon the passage we just reviewed, the 
immaterial memory of Athenian war dead is praised as more important 
for glory   than their physical tombs  : 

 κοινL γ=ρ τ= σQματα διδ�ντες 9δ	] τ8ν >γ�ρων �παινον (λ"μβανον κα� 
τ8ν τ"φον (πισημ�τατον, ο�κ (ν � κε�νται μ5λλον, >λλ& (ν � # δ�ξα 
α�τ/ν παρ= τ0 (ντυχ�ντι α9ε� κα� λ�γου κα� �ργου καιρ0 α9ε	μνηστος 
καταλε	πεται. >νδρ/ν γ=ρ (πιφαν/ν π5σα γ? τ"φος, κα� ο� στηλ/ν μ�νον 
(ν τL ο9κε	] σημα	νει (πιγραφ�, >λλ= κα� (ν τL μ3 προσηκο�σO Hγραφος 
μν�μη παρ& Dκ"στ1 τ?ς γνQμης μ5λλον ; το% �ργου (νδιαιτ5ται. 

 For having given their lives for the common cause, individually they 
received ageless praise and the most conspicuous tomb, not so much that 
one in which they lie, but rather the one in which their glory is deposited, 
ever-remembered at each chance opportunity for speech or action. For of 
famous men all the earth is the tomb,  31   and not only the writing on steles 
gives a sign of this in their own land, but rather even in a land that does not 
belong to them, the unwritten memory of their resolve, more than their 
deed, lives in everyone. (2.43.2–3  )   

 Pericles denies that the physical monument, “the tomb in which 
[the war dead] lie,” has very much value. The immaterial memory   
of the dead cavalrymen’s glory   is the actually valuable memorial.  32   
It stretches over “all the earth  ” and does not diminish with time   (cf. 
“ageless praise”). That is to say, Athenian glory is exempt from natural 
limitations  .  33   Physical writing on a tomb   at home may indicate this 

  30     Pericles’ treatment of Athens’ temples as repositories of treasure and the statue of 
Athena as a standing resource in the speech recorded at 2.13 was materialistic, so that 
if Pericles had mentioned any specifi c building, including the Parthenon temple, or 
any object that was supposed to mean more than its monetary value, he might not 
have been able to redefi ne it successfully. Thus the speech in indirect discourse is not 
unconnected to the speeches in direct discourse, but rather imposes restrictions on 
Pericles’ rhetoric here.  

  31     A striking phrase, entirely devoid of defi nite articles in Greek.  
  32     Notice, in the Greek, the emphatic placement of the negation in 2.43.2: μ5λλον is 

placed in the fi rst clause. Cf. the explanations of Rusten ( 1989 ) ad loc. The second, 
eternal “tomb” is a negation of the fi rst, material one.  

  33     Cf. Crane ( 1998 ) for an interesting analysis, opposed to the analysis offered here, of 
Pericles’ “aggressive idealism” (315) in this passage.  
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glory, but is superseded by the anonymous and universal “unwritten 
memory  ” of Athenian resolve. We note that the deed itself has a lower 
status than the “resolve” (γνQμη) with which it is accomplished: no 
physical accomplishment, be it a deed, a stele  , or a written memorial, 
is allowed to restrict, through its imperfect reality, Athens  ’ eternal 
glory. 

 Thus individual things, deeds, or men are the rhetorical enemies of 
Periclean glory  , just as the individual speaker Pericles characterized at 
the beginning of the Funeral Oration   was the enemy of the fame of 
those praised: if the speaker spoke badly, he would endanger the fame 
of the dead (2.35.1  ). There was a great danger that particular materi-
als (our ο9κε�α, for instance) or particular deeds (Corcyra  , Potideia  , 
Megara  ) would not speak well enough of the empire to support its ideal-
ized image. The rule of the sea  , by contrast, is great without reference to 
any person, event, time, or place. 

   Athenian Glory and Imperial Acquisition  

 In the previous section of the argument, we saw that Thucydides 
endows Pericles’ latter speeches with a rhetorical style characterized 
on the one hand by absolute claims about Athenian rule and glory  , 
and on the other hand by opaque generalizations about particular 
imperial acquisitions and the means by which they were acquired; the 
lists and assessments of Athens’ war materials so prominent in the 
fi rst speeches give way to claims of imperial glory   undisturbed by the 
reality of particular calculations. Many other themes besides imperial 
glory are also broached in these speeches, especially in the Funeral 
Oration  , and in the last section of this chapter, I shall attempt to do 
brief justice to the breadth of Pericles’ conception of Athens. In this 
section, I shall, however, hew to the topic already begun, and argue 
that in the absence of particulars, in Pericles’ speeches the acquisition   
of more becomes in itself the aim and guarantor of Athenian glory   
and self-suffi ciency  . 

 We have already seen several striking examples of Pericles’ tendency to 
present the allies   collectively as Athens’ unifi ed possession; perhaps the 
most striking instance so far was at 2.62.2. Pericles’ description of this 
possession varies, but his claim to the empire does not, even in the most 
dramatic statements of Athens’ vulnerability to Sparta   and the allies: 

 …μηδ� νομ	σαι περ� Dν8ς μ�νου, δουλε	ας >ντ& (λευθερ	ας, >γων	ζεσθαι, 
>λλ= κα� >ρχ?ς στερ�σεως κα� κινδ�νου ~ν (ν τL >ρχL >π�χθεσθε. 
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{ς ο�δ& (κστ?ναι �τι �μ�ν �στιν, εb τις κα� τ�δε (ν τ0 παρ�ντι δεδιrς 
>πραγμοσ�νO >νδραγαθ	ζεται: <ς τυρανν	δα γ=ρ @δη �χετε α�τ�ν, `ν 
λαβε�ν μ�ν Hδικον δοκε� εNναι, >φε�ναι δ� (πικ	νδυνον. 

 … and do not believe that you are fi ghting about only one thing, freedom 
or slavery, but rather about the loss of the empire and about the dangers 
resulting from those things for which you are hated in the empire. It is 
not possible for you to stand aside of it, in case someone who is afraid 
right now is ready on account of his idleness to die in battle even for this. 
For you hold it like a tyranny, which it seems unjust to take, but which it is 
extremely dangerous to let go. (2.63.1–2  )   

 Pericles has from the beginning identifi ed concessions to Spartan 
complaints and demands as “slavery  ” (cf. 1.141.1).  34   In this last speech, 
he couples a renewed deployment of this argument with the suggestion 
(also not new, cf. 1.143.5) that if Athens loses the war, she will lose the 
empire and face the responses motivated by allied hatred  .  35   Thus the 
empire is a possession it is imperative to retain, even if the continuing 
domination of the allies (notice the present tense of the verbs) seems 
tyrannical. The passage is remarkable for the way it treats the empire   
as a single entity, to be held or lost as a whole; this is a sharp contrast to 
Thucydides’ narrative of events. 

 Who would want to exchange tyranny over this entity for slavery   to 
general hatred  ? At 2.63.1–2, Pericles goes out of his way to ridicule men 
who would die in battle in order to give up the empire. For Pericles’ 
imperial purposes (as opposed to his civic purposes), the pursuit 
of justice   makes no sense, since the tyrants and the slaves will simply 
exchange places if Athens releases her allies.  36   Moreover, in the subse-
quent sentences, Pericles’ brief suggestion that the empire might seem 
unjust to someone is overwhelmed by the vision of the undying great-
ness of Athens’ future reputation. Far better for Athens to retain the 

  34     The slavery to which Pericles here refers is the acceptance of restraint on Athenian 
expansion. For the argument that this is the case, see  Chapter 4 .  

  35     A position Strasburger OCRST 215 calls “logically inescapable … a city which has 
made itself despised by using its strength oppressively can for that reason never retrace 
its steps, since it must now fear not only for its power, but for its very existence.” Cf. 
Connor ( 1984 ) 69–70 who argues that the dangers faced by the Athenians because 
of the empire become in this passage “an active power,” against which the Athenians 
must defend themselves.  

  36     Justice was equally absent from his statement in the Funeral Oration that “we 
[Athenians] have forced the whole earth and sea to be embarkable to our daring and 
at the same time have established everywhere deathless monuments of good and evil” 
(>λλ= π5σαν μ�ν θ"λασσαν κα� γ?ν (σβατ8ν τL #μετ6ρ] τ�λμO καταναγκ"σαντες 
γεν6σθαι, πανταχο% δ� μνημε�α κακ/ν τε κ>γαθ/ν >	δια ξυγκατοικ	σαντες 2.41.4  ). 
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empire, which compensates for every injustice  , diffi culty, and labor with 
its eternal glory  : 

 γν/τε δ� Wνομα μ6γιστον α�τ3ν �χουσαν (ν pπασιν >νθρQποις δι= τ8 
τα�ς ξυμφορα�ς μ3 εbκειν, πλε�στα δ� σQματα κα� π�νους >νηλωκ6ναι 
πολ6μ1, κα� δ�ναμιν μεγ	στην δ3 μ6χρι το%δε κεκτημ6νην, {ς (ς >�διον 
το�ς (πιγιγνομ6νοις, ;ν κα� ν%ν �πενδ/μ6ν ποτε (π"ντα γ=ρ π6φυκε κα� 
(λασσο%σθαι), μν�μη καταλελε	ψεται, _λλ�νων τε +τι Jλληνες πλε	στων 
δ3 @ρξαμεν, κα� πολ6μοις μεγ	στοις >ντ6σχομεν πρ�ς τε ξ�μπαντας κα� 
καθ& Dκ"στους, π�λιν τε το�ς π5σιν ε�πορωτ"την κα� μεγ	στην Vκ�σαμεν. 

 Know that [the city] has the greatest name among all men because of 
this: that she has not yielded to disasters and has spent the most lives and 
labor in war and has acquired the greatest power up to this time, a memory 
of which will forever be left behind for those who follow us, even if we should 
someday give way somewhat (for it is natural that all things also deterio-
rate). Also because being Greeks, we ruled the most Greeks and we endured 
the greatest wars against their collected power and also against individual 
enemies, and we passed our lives in the city that was most open to all and 
the greatest. (2.64.3  )   

 The cause of Athens’ glory   is an intransigent pursuit of the empire 
that spares no cost and counts no consequence except the attainment 
of power. Pericles is explicit: more Athenians have died and labored in 
war than citizens of any other people. This greatest effort has acquired 
the greatest reward, since Athens possesses the greatest power among the 
Greeks. This power, in turn, will fade away, but the glory   of having con-
quered other Greeks, and of having resisted attempts to recapture Athens’ 
gains, and of all the while having maintained Athens as Athens: that this 
achievement will meet eternal remembrance   is Pericles’ great hope  .  37   

 Pericles’ magnifi cent language is founded on simple physical pro-
portions. It relies on the impressiveness of the largest possible size of 
whatever is named (e.g. the  greatest  name among  all  men; acquiring the 
 greatest  power; ruling the  most  Greeks, resisting the  greatest  enemies).  38   
This reliance arises perhaps not only from a desire to be impressive and 
inspiring, but also because acquisition   is at the center of Pericles’ claims. 

On this passage and its history of emendation, see Flashar ( 1989 ) 455 note 52. 
Unannounced emendations appear in Lamberton ( 1905 ) and Nagy ( 2005 ).  

  37     Samons ( 2007 ) 298: “Pericles’ ideals, his integrity, and his personal charisma, com-
bined with his ability to abstract himself and other individual Athenians from their 
real political environment in order to focus on Athens’ position in history, made 
Pericles both the greatest and the most dangerous leader Athens ever produced.”  

  38     On superlatives in Thucydides, cf. Grant ( 1974 ) 83–85, and cf. Rusten 1989 ad loc.  
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The acquisition of “greatest power up to this time” is the reward for 
Athens’ heroic labors; the biggest acquisition is clearly the best acqui-
sition, since it has brought eternal fame  . Pericles’ assessment of the 
Athenian achievement refl ects the drift of πλεονεξ	α     itself toward desir-
ing the greatest imaginable amount of whatever is desired. 

 In the next sentences, Pericles designates the ability to fulfi ll the 
desire for more as the capacity that defi nes the status   of each man, just 
as it had defi ned the status of the successive generations at the begin-
ning of the Funeral Oration   (2.36.1–3  ). The failure to acquire excludes 
a man from respect and accomplishment. Nonacquirers are consigned 
to resentment and unimportance: 

 κα	τοι τα%τα A μ�ν >πρ"γμων μ6μψαιτ& Hν, A δ� δρ5ν τι κα� α�τ8ς 
βουλ�μενος ζηλQσει· ε9 δ6 τις μ3 κ6κτηται, φθον�σει. τ8 δ� μισε�σθαι κα� 
λυπηρο!ς εNναι (ν τ0 παρ�ντι π5σι μ�ν �π?ρξε δ3 +σοι Pτεροι Dτ6ρων 
Mξ	ωσαν Hρχειν· +στις δ� (π� μεγ	στοις τ8 (π	φθονον λαμβ"νει, 'ρθ/ς 
βουλε�εται. μ�σος μ�ν γ=ρ ο�κ (π� πολ! >ντ6χει, # δ� παραυτ	κα τε 
λαμπρ�της κα� (ς τ8 �πειτα δ�ξα α9ε	μνηστος καταλε	πεται. 

 And certainly the useless man would blame these things [i.e. Athens’ labor to 
possess the empire], but anyone who can do anything, and wants to, will imi-
tate them. And if someone does not acquire, he will be envious. And certainly 
all who think that they are worthy to rule others are hated and burdensome 
in the present. But whoever puts up with resentment in return for the great-
est things is thinking correctly. For hatred is short lived, but present splendor 
and ever-remembered glory are left behind for the future … (2.64.4–5  )   

 The man who cannot value Athens’ rule over the greatest number of 
Greeks and simultaneous prosecution of the democracy is useless. By 
contrast, the useful and active man will imitate Athens, and acquire. 
Acquisition   is enviable, and the man who does not acquire will feel 
envy.  39   The acquirers should ignore him. He is contemptible  , and the 
ruled always hate those who rule them. Athenian acquisitions and rule 
are “the greatest things” and are worth enduring resentment for, par-
ticularly as the duration of this hatred   will be short, while the glory   of 
their deeds will last forever.  40   

 Success or failure to acquire therefore determines both a city’s sta-
tion in the world and also the status of individuals. Acquisition leads to 
freedom   and the claim to rule. Failure to acquire results in envy and 

  39     The verb κ6κτηται has no direct object, so that Athens’ acquisitions, the cause of the 
hatred Pericles once again references, remain to the end unspecifi ed.  

  40     Cf. note 24 of  Chapter 1, and also the contrast between the people’s “most important 
things” (2.15.5, discussed in chapter 5), according to Thucydides, and Pericles’ “greatest 
things.”   
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hatred  . Pericles opposes the achievement of eternal glory   through suc-
cessful acquisitive warfare to the humiliation  s of loss and insignifi cance 
that attend inactivity, and engages each Athenian to avoid, both for him-
self and for Athens, the disqualifi cations of slavery   (cf. 1.141.1, 2.63.1–2). 

   Self-Suffi ciency through Materialism  

 Pericles therefore claims individual Athenian citizens, as well as the 
city itself, for his materialism. The assumption that wealth   is the cen-
tral concern for each individual emerges most conspicuously in the 
Funeral Oration  . Here, Pericles   describes the desire for wealth as the 
single factor that might restrain an Athenian from dying for the city. 
Referring to the men who had recently died for Athens, he says, “No 
one of these grew soft because he gave precedence to the further enjoy-
ment of wealth, or put off the terrible things in the hope   characteristic 
of poverty  , namely that fl eeing it, he might become rich” (2.42.4  ).  41   On 
the contrary, he goes on, they chose to punish their enemies. According 
to Pericles, these cavalrymen were thinking about whatever wealth they 
were giving up or might have had, not past happiness or family   or the 
gods, when they decided to die for Athens. 

 Nevertheless, the citizen should consider the maintenance and 
defense of Athens, which upholds all citizens (cf. 2.60.2–4) more impor-
tant than his personal wealth.  42   At the same time, and despite the fact 
that Athenian  tropoi  have made it possible to escape some of poverty  ’s 
consequences, to attempt to rise from poverty is an ethical imperative 
(2.37.1).  43   Wealth is therefore a central concern of the Athenian citizen, 
and Pericles further binds the individual to the acquisition   of personal 
wealth by constructing each citizen’s self-suffi ciency   along the model he 
constructs for the city. 

  41     Cf. Rusten ( 1989 ) ad loc.: “the soldier’s choice (usually between bravery and coward-
ice on the fi eld) is presented as one between military action and personal prosperity.” 
Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 113 and also Pericles’ later argument that “in the uselessness 
of old age” honor means more than money (actually, more than profi t making: τ8 
κερδα	νειν 2.44.4), which implies that youth, which is useful, is oriented in the oppo-
site way.  

  42     This Periclean principle, Thucydides emphasizes, began to evaporate during the 
plague (2.53), and private interests highjacked Athenian policy after Pericles’ death 
(2.65.7). Cf. the subsequent sections of this chapter.  

  43     2.40.1: φιλοκαλο%μ6ν τε γ=ρ μετ& ε�τελε	ας κα� φιλοσοφο%μεν Hνευ μαλακ	ας: πλο�τ1 
τε �ργου μ5λλον καιρ0 ; λ�γου κ�μπ1 χρQμεθα, κα� τ8 π6νεσθαι ο�χ Aμολογε�ν τιν� 
α9σχρ�ν, >λλ= μ3 διαφε�γειν �ργ1 αbσχιον. A useful gloss of this sentence is found 
in Rusten ( 1985 ) 18: “For in the fi rst place (τε) we seek what is noble with moderation 
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 Periclean Athens, as we have seen, is an invincible island (1.143.5  ), 
and is fundamentally independent of physical and moral restrictions 
(2.41.4). The most self-suffi cient city (τ3ν π�λιν … α�ταρκεστ"την) was 
beholden to no one for help in either peace or war, and relies on no one 
for examples (2.36.3, 2.37.1, 2.41.1  ). 

 The individual Athenian is equally beyond the need of others. 
According to Pericles, Athenian men   have achieved an unprecedented 
combination of respect for law   with a versatile competence in many dif-
ferent spheres of life (2.40.2, 2.41.1). This makes them far superior to 
the Spartans  , who produce a single virtue  , courage  , by means of labori-
ous exercises and strict law   (e.g. 2.39.1, 2.39.4). 

 Nor are individual Athenians burdened by ordinary attachments to 
family and gods.  44   The gods play almost no role at all in Pericles’ discus-
sion.  45   Moreover, and as we saw, not family but the hope   for personal 
wealth is the one thing that might attenuate an Athenian citizen’s dedi-
cation to Athens. In the Funeral Oration  , the family   is treated as a sup-
plier of men; it is mentioned as the producer of those materials (here, 
people) that uphold the Athenian  tropoi , and has no meaning outside of 
this civic function (2.44.3, 2.46.1).  46   Just as the empire is free of Attica, 
the Athenian male is free   of family: only φθ�νος (envy) bites him, and 
drives him to greater accomplishments to the extent that he has not 
acquired more material wealth or personal glory   than others (cf. 2.35.2, 
2.45.1).  47   

in expense, and seek wisdom without becoming soft; furthermore (τε), wealth is for 
us an opportunity to act rather than something about which to speak boastfully, and 
as for poverty, it is not a disgrace for anyone to admit to it, but it is a disgrace not to 
attempt actively to escape it; fi nally (τε), those who manage our city do the same for 
their households as well, and others, even though they pursue their trades, have a 
thorough knowledge of politics.”  

  44     Flashar ( 1989 ) 459: “…every reference to the divine or religious practice is absent 
from the whole speech, although the contents would have supplied good opportuni-
ties, for instance when [Pericles] refers to the contests and sacrifi ces (2.38.1). Thus the 
human being and city are entirely without outside support, and man’s life is seen from 
an entirely human point of view…” (…in der ganzen Rede jeder Bezug zum göttli-
chen, religiösen Brauch fehlt, obwohl vom Inhalt her durchaus Anlass dazu gegeben 
wäre, etwa bei der Erwähnung der Agone und Opfer [2.38.1]. So ist der Mensch und 
die Polis ganz auf sich selbst gestellt, das Leben des Menschen vom rein menschlichen 
Aspekt her gesehen).  

  45     Pericles once refers to the plague as τ" δαιμ�νια at 2.64.2.  
  46     On Pericles’ subordination of the family to the state, cf. Samons ( 2007 ) 296–298. Cf. 

Flashar ( 1989 ) 458.  
  47     On Pericles’ encouragement of such values among the Athenians, cf. Edmunds ( 1975 a) 

82–83: “the [Periclean] polis serves as both the model and goal of that striving and 
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 Pericles’ Athenian citizen therefore has a “self-suffi cient life” (cf. τ8 
σ/μα αFταρκες 2.41.1  ).   He has produced his own character through 
the exercise of the particularly Athenian virtues, and has escaped family 
and gods, just as Pericles himself, and just as the glory of the empire has 
escaped Attica and any other earthly limitation.  48   

   Thucydides’ Plague Narrative on Self-Suffi ciency and Materialism  

 Thucydides’ explicit assertion in the plague   narrative that no person was 
self-suffi cient against the plague (there was no σ/μα αFταρκες 2.51.3) 
directly contradicts, in its choice of words, at least, Pericles’ claim that 
Athenians lived a “self-suffi cient life” (σ/μα αFταρκες 2.41.1  ). What 
does this contradiction mean? 

 At fi rst sight, it is not clear that the two statements are relevant to 
each other. Thucydides’ account of the plague  ’s symptoms is a record of 
observations, and when he states that no one’s body was self-suffi cient 
against the plague, his statement generalizes from the observation of 
medical symptoms, not social principles.  49   By contrast, when Pericles 
used the words σ/μα αFταρκες, he meant that Athens had produced 
a man whose intellectual versatility and energy allowed him to handle 
the world on his own. He was not thinking of the strength to resist 
disease. 

 Pericles and Thucydides use these words differently, therefore, and 
the identical phrase is moreover familiar from Herodotus   (1.32.8  ), 
whose Solon had argued that no man was complete and self-suffi cient, 

acquisitiveness to which the theological mind of Solon saw no end but hubris and  ate .” 
Cf. Flashar ( 1989 ) 443–444, and especially Strasburger OCRST 211.  

  48     Cf. Wells (1983) 152: “Athens seems to have created a man who was more than the 
fragile creature, tied to his human weakness or folly and his mortal destiny.”  

  49     �θνOσκον δ� ο� μ�ν >μελε	], ο� δ� κα� π"νυ θεραπευ�μενοι. Pν τε ο�δ� �ν κατ6στη 
bαμα <ς ε9πε�ν +τι χρ?ν προσφ6ροντας iφελε�ν: τ8 γ"ρ τ1 ξυνενεγκ8ν Hλλον το%το 
�βλαπτεν. σ/μ" τε αFταρκες �ν ο�δ�ν διεφ"νη πρ8ς α�τ8 9σχ�ος π6ρι ; >σθενε	ας, 
>λλ= π"ντα ξυν�ρει κα� τ= π"σO δια	τO θεραπευ�μενα (Some died of neglect, oth-
ers [died] although they received very good care. There was no one remedy that was 
going to help if someone applied it. For what helped one patient, harmed another. 
And no body at all appeared, either because of its strength or its weakness, suffi cient 
to fi ght off the disease, but it destroyed all bodies, even those cared for with every 
possible regimen 2.51.2–3  ). The statement is very decisive. See Pν τε ο�δ� �ν κατ6στη 
bαμα: “absolutely no remedy existed,” σ/μ" τε αFταρκες �ν ο�δ�ν: “no body at all was 
suffi cient,” and the double deployment of π5ς, π"ντα ξυν�ρει κα� τ= π"σO δια	τO 
θεραπευ�μενα “it destroyed every body, even those treated with every regimen.” Cf. 
e.g. Adam Parry ( 1969 ), Macleod ( 1983 ) 151–152, Flashar ( 1989 ) 463–464.  
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meaning that no one’s life was invulnerable from insuffi ciency, harm, 
and chance  . 

 Thus the meaning of these words could be broader or narrower; 
Thucydides’ use of the phrase seems narrowest, since it includes no ref-
erence to social life. Herodotus  ’ Solon and Thucydides’ Pericles both 
use broader, social meanings of the phrase, and seem clearly to dis-
agree, since Pericles denies the importance of the very forces – the gods, 
chance  , family fortunes – Herodotus’ Solon   says rule all men. 

 In my view, Thucydides’ view of the power of chance, nature  , and the 
physical vulnerability     of human life is close to Solon’s, and despite the 
apparently narrower focus of his reference, I suggest that Thucydides 
is using this well-established phrase to highlight an important differ-
ence between himself and Pericles. Pericles’ speeches treat the plague   
as an incident. In his view, the plague was a terrible and unexpected 
event from which the Athenians must now recover so that they can pro-
ceed down the path toward empire   (2.61.3–4, 2.64.2). Thucydides, on 
the other hand, treats the plague as a reversal from which there was no 
return. In his presentation, the effects of the plague began a permanent 
deterioration of Athenian morals that would change the character of 
Athens, weakening in particular the dedication of citizens to the city 
as a whole, a hallmark Periclean virtue (cf. 2.53). Thucydides therefore 
thought he saw something that Pericles did not or could not see at that 
time, namely that the plague changed Athens forever. Furthermore, 
Pericles would die of the plague: this event would also have a decisive 
destabilizing effect.  50   

 By contrast, Pericles  ’ description of Athens’ self-suffi ciency was 
founded on the principle that Athens and the Athenian citizen of his day 
were immune to such deterioration. Deterioration might set in someday, 
but the Athenian he addresses has all the powers of self-suffi ciency and 
the full capacity to create Athens’ glory   (2.64.3). Thucydides’ remark 
and his plague   narrative as a whole, I argue, respond to Pericles’ over-
confi dent description of himself and his generation. There was no σ/μα 
αFταρκες because Pericles’ generation was not in fact immune or above 
the laws of nature  : the Athenians, like all human beings (1.50.1), could 
be overwhelmed by natural forces and their history   changed. 

 Moreover, the plague   narrative is a fi erce correction of Periclean 
views in many other ways. The plague was announced early on (1.23.3) 
as an important instance of the extreme suffering   caused by the war, 

  50     Cf. Flashar ( 1989 ) 469.  
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and demonstrates Thucydides’ contrasting narrative priorities: not glo-
rious   battles, but inglorious ones, not the >να	σθητος θ"νατος (unper-
ceived death 2.43.6), but the terrifying death from the plague. It sets 
not only Pericles’ topics but also Pericles’ rhetoric in the light of con-
trast. The bases of this contrast touch Thucydides’ character as a nar-
rator: in the plague narrative, Thucydides   claims a different situation 
for himself, in his relationship to the reader, than Pericles claimed in 
respect to the Athenians. Thucydides’ statement that he cannot explain, 
but only describe, the plague (2.48.3  ) enacts the opposite of a Periclean 
mastery over nature, and also the opposite of Pericles’ stance as leader 
and seducer of Athenian minds.  51   His announcement that he knows the 
limits of his own understanding returns the task of understanding to 
the reader. By contrast, Pericles understands for his audience, to whom 
he explains their duties and themselves. In addition, right up to the 
very last sentence of Thucydides’ characterization, he is shown to claim 
knowledge of the unpredictable future (cf. 2.65.13). 

 Thus Thucydides’ account of the plague   narrative refuses both 
Pericles’ claims about Athens and the language and attitude with which 
he makes those claims. In Thucydides’ account, the plague arrives over 
land and sea that is subject to the Persian King, not Athens   (1.48.1). Its 
path covers specifi c lands and territories, so that the opening sections 
of the plague narrative recover us back to the real world of existing 
peoples and geography. The description of the symptoms of the plague 
that follows is a famous example of  akribeia , and confronts Pericles’ 
motivated suppression of evidence and complexities with a precise and 
detailed description of the plague’s destruction of individuals and the 
city  . The length of Thucydides’ description of the plague allows many 
opportunities to perceive the contrast between Thucydidean narrative 
and Pericles’ speeches, which Thucydides endowed with a suggestive 
and generalizing treatment of nature   that is opposed to his own. 

 The plague   narrative has been the object of massive scholarly atten-
tion, and I will highlight only two further aspects of Thucydides’ 
differences from Pericles. The fi rst is the role Thucydides gives to com-
passion  . The only immediate gain from the experience of the plague 
was the lesson of compassion: from their own suffering, Thucydides 
and others who survived learned to pity the suffering of others (2.51.6  ). 
Pericles, as he himself boasts, is unchanged by the plague (1.61.2). He 

  51     On the Thucydides’ narratorial stance at 1.48.3, and its relation to his statements at 
1.22, cf. Thomas ( 2006 ) 101–102. On Pericles’ power over the assembly, cf. 2.65.8.  
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has not learned compassion, and as we have seen, in his postplague 
speech, Pericles is still urging the Athenians to disregard the hatred   
that arises from their indifference to the suffering   of those they domi-
nate (2.64.5  ). 

 Truly remarkable, however, is Pericles’ indifference to the Attic   immi-
grants  . Consistent with the sympathies we observed in his description 
of Attica at 2.14–17, Thucydides details especially the suffering   of those 
who immigrated into the city from Attica, and who, having lost their 
homes   and land  , are now living in poverty   and disorganization in the 
city.  52   These die in hordes and under the most wretched conditions 
imaginable: 

 (π	εσε δ& α�το!ς μ5λλον πρ8ς τ0 �π"ρχοντι π�ν1 κα� # ξυγκομιδ3 (κ 
τ/ν >γρ/ν (ς τ8 Hστυ, κα� ο�χ {σσον το!ς (πελθ�ντας. ο9κι/ν γ=ρ ο�χ 
�παρχουσ/ν, >λλ& (ν καλ�βαις πνιγηρα�ς Bρ] �τους διαιτωμ6νων A φθ�ρος 
(γ	γνετο ο�δεν� κ�σμ1, >λλ= κα� νεκρο� (π& >λλ�λοις >ποθν�σκοντες 
�κειντο κα� (ν τα�ς Aδο�ς (καλινδο%ντο κα� περ� τ=ς κρ�νας Xπ"σας 
#μιθν?τες το% \δατος (πιθυμ	]. τ" τε �ερ= (ν οfς (σκ�νηντο νεκρ/ν 
πλ6α dν, α�το% (ναποθνOσκ�ντων· �περβιαζομ6νου γ=ρ το% κακο% ο� 
Hνθρωποι, ο�κ �χοντες +τι γ6νωνται, (ς 'λιγωρ	αν (τρ"ποντο κα� �ερ/ν 
κα� Aσ	ων Aμο	ως. 

 And the immigration from the fi elds into the city oppressed them more 
because of their present suffering, and especially [oppressed] those who 
had come in. For since houses were not available and they were living in 
huts that were stifl ing because of the season of the year, the disaster hap-
pened in entire disorder. Instead [i.e. instead of some order prevailing], 
the dying corpses were lying upon each other and in the roads, and the 
half dead were rolling about all of the fountain houses because of their 
lust for water. And the temples in which they had taken shelter were full of 
corpses, since they were dying there. For defeated by their misfortunes and 
not knowing what would become of them, the people turned to contempt 
for both the temples and the sacred places.  53   (2.52.1–3  )   

 The passage is followed by Thucydides’ well-known description of the 
breakdown of Athenian burial practices, in which Athenians come to 
treat their family members and fellow citizens as a disposal problem, 
stealing pyres   from one another because of the short supply of wood  , or 
simply throwing corpses   on top of pyres that were already lit (2.52.3–4).  

  52     Cf. note 70,  Chapter 5 .  
  53     Contrast the Cylon story, and other passages mentioned in the notes to this story, 

reviewed in  Chapter 4 , in which the living were dragged from the temples lest they 
pollute them with death. On this passage and its literary devices (oxymoron, in par-
ticular), see Foster ( 2009 ).  
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 This detailed description responds to Pericles’ attacks on the 
Athenians’ attachment to Attica. As we have seen, in the speech he is 
about to give (2.60–64), Pericles will reproach the Attic refugees with 
this attachment, disqualifying their prewar, preplague lives with words 
about overvaluing kitchen gardens (2.62.3). Seen in the context of 
Thucydides’ description of the sufferings of the Attic immigrants, it 
seems astonishing, even simply from the point of view of political pru-
dence  , that he would have said things so likely to increase their resent-
ment against him. Perhaps he was simply compelled by Spartan policy 
to continue to argue that Attica was worthless.  54   Perhaps he was deter-
mined to disqualify the enemies of his war policy.  55   Whatever his motiva-
tions, the contrast between the suffering   Thucydides depicts here and 
the carelessness of Pericles’ description of Attica illustrates the extent to 
which Pericles was willing to ignore actual conditions at Athens in order 
to achieve an ideal and future glory. 

 Finally, it is perhaps worth returning to the theme of materialism. 
Since the plague   compelled all Athenians, including both Thucydides 
and Pericles, to experience death or the fear   of death, it was an effective 
teacher on this topic. In chapter 53, Thucydides addresses the question 
of how the plague changed the Athenians’ views of the importance and 
end of money   and worldly goods. 

The Athenians saw that the rich died, he reports, and that wealth 
came suddenly to people who previously had nothing. The collapse of 
expectations of security   and predictability, together with the sense that 
death was likely to come soon, caused them to abandon long-term goals 
and turn to the pursuit of immediate pleasure. The plague began what 
was to be a progressive deterioration of Athenian lawfulness: 

 πρ/τ�ν τε dρξε κα� (ς τ�λλα τL π�λει (π� πλ6ον >νομ	ας τ8 ν�σημα. 
e�ον γ=ρ (τ�λμα τις z πρ�τερον >πεκρ�πτετο μ3 καθ& #δον3ν ποιε�ν, 
>γχ	στροφον τ3ν μεταβολ3ν Aρ/ντες τ/ν τε ε�δαιμ�νων κα� α9φνιδ	ως 
θνOσκ�ντων κα� τ/ν ο�δ�ν πρ�τερον κεκτημ6νων, ε�θ!ς δ� τ>κε	νων 
(χ�ντων. Bστε ταχε	ας τ=ς (παυρ6σεις κα� πρ8ς τ8 τερπν8ν Mξ	ουν 
ποιε�σθαι, (φ�μερα τ" τε σQματα κα� τ= χρ�ματα Aμο	ως #γο�μενοι. 
κα� τ8 μ�ν προσταλαιπωρε�ν τ0 δ�ξαντι καλ0 ο�δε�ς πρ�θυμος dν, 
Hδηλον νομ	ζων ε9 πρ�ν (π& α�τ8 (λθε�ν διαφθαρ�σεται· +τι δ� @δη τε #δ! 
πανταχ�θεν τε (ς α�τ8 κερδαλ6ον, το%το κα� καλ8ν κα� χρ�σιμον κατ6στη. 

  54     Cf. Vogt OCRST 236 : “… in the last reworking of his history, [Thucydides] shows us 
in the terrifying third speech a Pericles who like a despot forces his people to endure, 
a politician without alternatives, a leader utterly paralyzed.”  

  55     Cf. Sicking ( 1995 ) 419–420.  
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θε/ν δ� φ�βος ; >νθρQπων ν�μος ο�δε�ς >πε�ργε, τ8 μ�ν κρ	νοντες (ν 
Aμο	1 κα� σ6βειν κα� μ3 (κ το% π"ντας Aρ5ν (ν bσ1 >πολλυμ6νους … 

 The plague fi rst began a turn toward greater lawlessness in the city, even in 
respect to other things [i.e. than burial practices]. For anyone dared more 
confi dently [to do] things, the taste for which he would previously have 
concealed, since they saw the swift changes: both among the rich, who died 
suddenly, and also among those who had formerly possessed nothing, but 
straightaway possessed their goods. The result [of seeing these changes] 
was that they made immediate enjoyment and pleasure their priority, since 
they considered their lives and money equally ephemeral. And no one was 
interested in enduring any extra hardships for the sake of something that 
seemed right, thinking it was unclear whether he might not be dead before 
it was accomplished. On the contrary, whatever was already pleasant or 
whatever led straight to pleasure became both good and useful. No fear of 
the gods or customs of men restrained them, since they judged that it was 
a matter of indifference whether they showed respect or not, since they saw 
that everyone was destroyed equally … (2.53.1–4  )   

 Thucydides chooses to discuss the responses of those who suddenly 
inherit, or see that others do, when the rich die of the plague  .  56   In their 
terrible situation, those Athenians who are able to do so turn to instant 
personal gratifi cation, since they believe they have no future to be con-
cerned about. They have forgotten Pericles’ teachings along with every-
thing else: their behavior refl ects indifference to present reputation, 
much less eternal glory  .  57   Concern for his words would also make no 
sense: the city and empire that he advertised as powerful over nature 
has failed to protect them from the natural threat that is destroying 
them  .  58   

 The Athenians therefore ignore the city along with the future. Since 
money cannot buy life, it buys momentary forgetfulness of death. This 
is its only power: it certainly cannot restore the Athenians to health or 
happiness.  59     Wealth is turned entirely toward swift gratifi cation, and 
rather than leading to independence helps to establish a dependence 
on pleasure in which (similar to the corruptions listed at 3.82.4ff.) 

  56     Thucydides shows in chapter 52 that many who suffered from the plague were desper-
ately poor. His choice in chapter 53 to analyze the situation not of those who were thus 
ruined, but of those who suddenly became wealthy, would therefore be deliberate.  

  57     On the persistent contrast between momentary pleasures and prudence in Thucydides, 
cf. de Romilly ( 1966 ).  

  58     Orwin ( 1994 ) 175.  
  59     Herodotus’ stories, and particularly Solon’s story of Tellus the Athenian (cf. Hdt. 

1.30.4), tend to show that health makes possessions useful, and is the basis upon 
which possessions are a blessing.  
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concepts of good and usefulness are corrupted for the sake of an imme-
diately attainable end. Thucydides  ’ determination to analyze the role of 
money in the worst of times, just as Pericles has showcased its role in the 
best of times, may be taken as another demonstration of the difference 
between the historian and the statesman. 

   Pericles in Thucydides  

 We have now argued Pericles’ differences to Thucydides at length, so 
that an important question arises: if Thucydides had such signifi cant dis-
agreements with Pericles, why did he not display this in his assessment of 
Pericles’ leadership   in chapter 65 of book two? I have already indicated 
my response to this question: Pericles’ vulnerability to πλεονεξ	α   is as 
much a part of his character, in Thucydides, as his intelligent devotion 
to Athens. Thucydides’ praise of Pericles is therefore as genuine as the 
character portrait that showcases his imperialism. Both are true, and 
both sides of his character also refl ect Athens during this period. 

 Pericles’ fi nal speeches obviously contain many important statements 
outside of the passages we have been able to review. I will cite Helmut 
Flashar  ’s summary of the contrasting topics of the Funeral Oration  :

  Whoever reads the speech [i.e. the Funeral Oration], or even just chap-
ters 37–41, could get the impression, again and again, that Thucydides 
speaks through Pericles’ mouth directly to the particular present of each 
modern interpreter. And in fact it is nearly astonishing how the jargon of 
the most contemporary political discussions is named in the text: a func-
tioning democracy, equality before the law, recognition of the principle of 
merit, possibility of occupying public offi ces without regard to rank and 
wealth, free development of the individual, freedom of opinion, no mali-
cious prosecution, observance of the unwritten laws in reference to justice 
and morality, no discrimination against those seeking asylum, no hostility 
to foreigners, high value recreational opportunities through sports and 
culture, free market and trade, no restrictions on travel, open borders, 
strong military, but without excessive discipline and secrecy, high prior-
ity on art and education: all this is really explicitly in the text. It is like an 
advertisement for a [political] union of our time, or the description of the 
essential features of a modern state of the western type.  60     

 An entire constitutional world accompanies Pericles  ’ invocations  
upon Athens’ rule of the sea. Flashar  ’s astonishment at the modernity 
and importance of Pericles’ political ideas mirrors our own. Pericles’ 

  60     (1989) 46. My guess is that when Flashar wrote “Gemeinschaft” (which I have trans-
lated with the words “political union”) in the last sentence, he was thinking of the 
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intelligence and grasp of these matters was unrivaled among his con-
temporaries, and he articulated democratic ideas whose importance 
has withstood the test of time. Thucydides’ presentation of Pericles’ 
grasp of these concepts is a central part of his characterization, equal to 
or more important than the material we have reviewed in this and the 
preceding chapters. 

 Moreover, Thucydides depicted not only the strength of Pericles’ 
ideas, but also Pericles’ practical political skills. In  chapters 2 .21–22, 
Pericles prevents the Athenians from leaving the walls of the city to fi ght 
the Peloponnesian army that was ravaging Attica: 

 Περικλ?ς δ� Aρ/ν μ�ν α�το!ς πρ8ς τ8 παρ8ν χαλεπα	νοντας κα� ο� τ= 
Hριστα φρονο%ντας, πιστε�ων δ� 'ρθ/ς γιγνQσκειν περ� το% μ3 (πεξι6ναι, 
(κκλησ	αν τε ο�κ (πο	ει α�τ/ν ο�δ� ξ�λλογον ο�δ6να, το% μ3 'ργL τι 
μ5λλον ; γνQμO ξυνελθ�ντας (ξαμαρτε�ν, τ�ν τε π�λιν (φ�λασσε κα� δι& 
#συχ	ας μ"λιστα +σον (δ�νατο εNχεν. 

 Pericles, since he saw that [the Athenians] were angry about what was hap-
pening and not thinking in the best way, and trusted that he had come to 
the right conclusion about not going out of the city [to meet the invading 
Spartans], neither called an assembly nor any kind of meeting, in order to 
prevent them from making some error from gathering more because of 
passion than resolve, and he watched over the city and kept it as calm as 
he could. (2.22.1  )   

 Regardless of whether or not we believe that Pericles was right to 
sponsor the war so fervently, his actions here, in which he exercises 
individual control without resorting to any faction for support, and is 
able to oppose the People’s passionate response to the Spartan pres-
ence in Attica with his personal confi dence   that he has correctly recog-
nized the right course of action, display both a remarkable control over 
Athens and also the psychological constitution that made that control 
possible.  61   Pericles remains calm in a crisis, while the majority fail to do 
so: Thucydides’ dim view of the democracy   emerges from such presenta-
tions, and the problem such a person as Pericles potentially represents 
for democratic Athens is also implied, although in this instance Pericles 
exercises his infl uence in a benefi cial way.  62   

European Union, in its fi rst idealistic stages of formation in the Europe of the 1970s 
and 1980s.  

  61     Cf. 2.55.2, where Thucydides confi rms Pericles’ constancy to this same policy during 
the second Spartan attack.  

  62     Cf. Lugenbill (1999) 207, who argues that Pericles’ ability to prevent the assembly from 
meeting could be seen as a sign of tyrannical control over Athens. Rusten ( 1989 ) ad 
loc. 2.22.1 provides arguments that rather than preventing meetings of the assembly, 
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 That a person capable of such self-control, as well as the deep under-
standing of Athens Pericles displays, should have succumbed to the 
attractions of empire in the way we have described is an important fact 
Thucydides wishes us to observe. In order to complete the separation of 
Thucydides from his portrayal of Pericles, in the following paragraphs 
we will review Thucydides’ famous assessment of Pericles in book two, 
chapter 65, seeking to discover whether any part of it can be construed 
as support for Periclean imperialism or materialism  . 

 Thucydides’ fi nal assessment of Pericles’ leadership   begins with his 
review of Pericles’ purposes in holding his last speech.  63   Pericles wanted 
to free the Athenians from their anger   against him (2.65.1), and also to 
lead their minds from “the present terrible events”: the plague   and the 
Spartan invasions.  64   He aimed, Thucydides says, to calm the assembly’s 
strong passions. Pericles himself had stated a further aim at the end of 
his speech (2.64.6), namely that he wished to fi rm up Athenian resolve 
to continue the war, and to prevent the Athenians from sending further 
embassies to Sparta  . 

 Pericles achieves his political but not his emotional aims. In public 
(δημοσ	]), the Athenians obey Pericles, that is, they stop sending embas-
sies to the Spartans   and prosecute the war more vigorously (2.65.2  ). 
In private (9δ	]), however, they are still angry  . The people have been 
robbed of what little they had, and the rich have lost their beautiful and 
expensive establishments in the country. Most important, all have war 
instead of peace (2.65.2). 

 They blame Pericles for these troubles, (and Pericles says that they 
also hate him for the plague   itself, cf. 2.64.1), but as Pericles also points 
out, they had voted for the war (2.60.4). Thucydides relates, with some 
disgust, how, in their anger  , “the crowd” fi rst fi ned Pericles, but then 

Pericles took control of the agenda to the extent that he prevented debate over going 
out to meet the Spartans.  

  63     Gribble ( 1998 ) 52–54 argues consistent with the analysis presented in this chapter 
that two important themes in the narrative, namely the assessment of Pericles and the 
assessment of Athens’ strength, reach their culmination in 2.65, which is thus deeply 
bound to the surrounding narrative, and not a separate essay, as has sometimes been 
maintained (41).  

  64     These remarks are an abbreviated version of the remarks with which Thucydides had 
introduced the speech. Thucydides had explained Athenian anger in his introduc-
tion at 2.59.2  : “they held Pericles responsible for having persuaded them to go to war, 
and because they had fallen into disasters because of him…” Pericles had expected 
the People to become angry, according to Thucydides; he called a meeting intending 
to encourage them and to lead them from their anger to a gentler and less fearful 
attitude (2.59.3).  
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reelected him general, “and turned over to him all of their affairs,” once 
their personal sufferings   had somewhat receded from their minds, since 
they concluded that he was “most worthy in respect to the things the 
whole city needed” (2.65.4)  .  65   

 Thus the fi rst sentences of 2.65 demonstrate the People’s swiftly chang-
ing moods and dependence on Pericles.  66   They also display the People’s 
ultimately positive judgment of Pericles’ leadership  . The next sentences 
turn to an explanation of the People’s view of Pericles  : we learn why they 
believed Pericles to be Athens’ best leader. In the following quotation, 
I have included 2.65.4 with 2.65.5  , so that the relation between the sen-
tences will be evident: 

 \στερον δ& αEθις ο� πολλ0, +περ φιλε� +μιλος ποιε�ν, στρατηγ8ν εKλοντο 
κα� π"ντα τ= πρ"γματα (π6τρεψαν, ~ν μ�ν περ� τ= ο9κε�α Pκαστος @λγει 
>μβλ�τεροι @δη Wντες, ~ν δ� # ξ�μπασα π�λις προσεδε�το πλε	στου 
Hξιον  νοµ�ζοντες  εNναι. +σον τε  γ+ρ  χρ�νον προ�στη τ?ς π�λεως (ν τL 
ε9ρ�νO, μετρ	ως (ξηγε�το κα� >σφαλ/ς διεφ�λαξεν α�τ�ν, κα� (γ6νετο (π& 
(κε	νου μεγ	στη, (πειδ� τε A π�λεμος κατ6στη, A δ�  φα�νεται  κα� (ν το�τ1 
προγνο!ς τ3ν δ�ναμιν. 

 Not much later [i.e. than they fi ned him] they elected him general, just 
as the crowd usually does, and they turned over all of their affairs to him, 
since the pain of those personal things each one had suffered was now 
less sharp, and because  they believed him  to be most worthy in respect to 
those things the whole city needed.  For , as long as he was chief of the city 
in peacetime he led it moderately and kept it safe; and it was greatest in 
his time, and when the war began, he  seemed  also in this [situation] to have 
recognized [the city’s] power.  67   (2.65.4–5  )   

 In peacetime, according to the  demos     , Pericles   led the city moderately 
and safely. He led moderately, that is, according to an ancient commen-
tator, he was neither violent nor greedy for personal gain, and he kept 
the city safe, that is, he did not risk the city or its power for imprudent 

  65     Cf. a basic similarity to the Cylon story (1.126), in which the Athenian People turn 
over preeminent power to the nine archons when they tire of besieging Cylon and his 
supporters but then also punish the archons when they use this power.  

  66     Cf. de Romilly ( 1965 ) 566–567.  
  67     My interpretation assumes that the sentence introduced with γ"ρ has its usual 

explanatory function: it explains why the people believed Pericles to be “most wor-
thy.” φα	νεται in the same sentence does not seem to refer to Thucydides’ view, but 
still refl ects the People (i.e. φα	νεται could be supplemented with α�το�ς). Even if 
we argue that the narrator shares focalization (as an Athenian or as a contemporary 
of the  demos  whose opinion he is here summarizing), it is the People who are mainly 
characterized by this focalization.  
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adventures.  68   Furthermore, the Athenians associate Pericles with the 
acme   of prosperity   characteristic of his time, and when the war came, 
they thought he assessed the city’s power accurately. Thus the Athenians’ 
view of Pericles responds to their concerns for security and prosperity 
for the whole city, which they entrust to Pericles, who in their opinion 
knows best what to do. Does Thucydides agree with their assessment? 

 In 2.65.6  , Pericles suddenly dies.  69   The announcement of his death 
separates the People’s assessments of Pericles from Thucydides    ’ post-
mortem analysis. Nevertheless, the two views are connected. Thucydides 
in fact sharpens his praise of Pericles to exceed the People’s perceptions. 
Pericles’ insight was recognized even more after his death, Thucydides 
says, confi rming his agreement with the People’s admiration, and rais-
ing a question: why would the postmortem perception of Pericles’  prog-
noia  be even more approving than during his lifetime? 

 The explanation is that by doing everything opposite to Pericles’ pol-
icy and leading the city to catastrophe and defeat, the Athenians proved 
Pericles’ wisdom: 

 A μ�ν γ=ρ #συχ"ζοντ"ς τε κα� τ8 ναυτικ8ν θεραπε�οντας κα� >ρχ3ν μ3 
(πικτωμ6νους (ν τ0 πολ6μ1 μηδ� τL π�λει κινδυνε�οντας �φη περι6σεσθαι· 
ο� δ� τα%τ" τε π"ντα (ς το�ναντ	ον �πραξαν κα� Hλλα �ξω το% πολ6μου 
δοκο%ντα εNναι κατ= τ=ς 9δ	ας φιλοτιμ	ας κα� bδια κ6ρδη κακ/ς �ς τε 
σφ5ς α�το!ς κα� το!ς ξυμμ"χους (πολ	τευσαν, z κατορθο�μενα μ�ν το�ς 
9διQταις τιμ3 κα� iφελ	α μ5λλον dν, σφαλ6ντα δ� τL π�λει (ς τ8ν π�λεμον 
βλ"βη καθ	στατο. 

 [Pericles] said that if they stayed still and took good care of the navy and 
did not bring risk to the city by adding possessions to the empire during 
the war, they would prevail. But they did everything in the opposite way, 
and on account of private ambitions and private profi t they also managed 
other affairs, which were extraneous to the war, poorly in respect both to 
themselves and to their allies, which things, if they succeeded, brought 
honor and advantage more to private parties, but if they failed, harmed 
the city in respect to the war. (2.65.7  )   

 Left to itself, the Athenian People utterly failed to control the desires 
for honor and profi t that have been the instigators of warfare throughout 

  68     ΜετριQς – το%το (στ�ν (ναντ	ον το% βια	ως κα� πλεονεκτ/ς. Aristides quoted in 
Poppo ad loc.  

  69     Thucydides’ anachronistic narrative tendencies are at their most extreme here, since 
the presentation is about two and a half years ahead of itself. For Thucydides’ treat-
ment of Pericles (after 2.65 he will entirely disappear from the narrative), cf. Connor 
( 1984 ) 63 and Monoson ( 1998 ) 290, who argues that Pericles’ death is in itself a dem-
onstration of the power of chance over Pericles’ calculations for the war.  
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Thucydides’ explanations. After Pericles  ’ death, private projects domi-
nated the city’s policies and brought some gain to individuals but dam-
age to the city as a whole: the repetition of the word private at 2.65.7 
contrasts sharply to Thucydides’ ensuing description of Pericles’ abili-
ties.  70   Pericles could not be bribed (2.65.8  ). Furthermore, he possessed 
the authority, intelligence, and integrity to restrain the many. He led 
them more than they led him. He did not fl atter the crowd in order to 
gain power; on the contrary, he was able to displease the crowd, such was 
his authority (2.65.8). He struck them down when they became hubris-
tic, and encouraged them when they became fearful. Thus Athens was 
reputed to be a democracy  , but was really ruled by the  princeps virorum  
(2.65.9  ).  71   No one could doubt Thucydides’ admiration for Pericles’ 
political capacities. Thucydides’ analysis absorbs the People’s assess-
ment by showing that Pericles was not led astray by the People’s high 
estimation of his worth, however it may have been expressed: it was not 
in order to feel the high opinion Thucydides has recorded here that 
Pericles led Athens. 

 Pericles had therefore brought leadership and unity   to Athens, 
which was, however, so dependent on his political, military, and intel-
lectual capacities that it could be suggested that the  demos      was delud-
ing itself that Athens was a democracy  : really, Pericles was in charge. 
In Thucydides’ view, Pericles’ successors did not possess his capaci-
ties, but were interested in occupying his position (2.65.10  ). In their 
desire for private advancement, they turned affairs over to the whims 
of the People.  72   Many mistakes necessarily followed: the leadership of 
the Sicilian expedition   was particularly poor, and led to Athens’ defeat 
(2.65.11  ). Nevertheless, Athens sustained the war for much longer than 
anyone could have expected: 

 σφαλ6ντες δ� (ν Σικελ	] HλλO τε παρασκευL κα� το% ναυτικο% τ0 πλ6ονι 
μορ	1 κα� κατ= τ3ν π�λιν @δη (ν στ"σει Wντες +μως † τρ	α † μ�ν �τη 
>ντε�χον το�ς τε πρ�τερον �π"ρχουσι πολεμ	οις κα� το�ς >π8 Σικελ	ας μετ& 
α�τ/ν, κα� τ/ν ξυμμ"χων �τι το�ς πλ6οσιν >φεστηκ�σι, Κ�ρ1 τε \στερον 
βασιλ6ως παιδ� προσγενομ6ν1, �ς παρε�χε χρ�ματα Πελοποννησ	οις (ς 
τ8 ναυτικ�ν, κα� ο� πρ�τερον (ν6δοσαν ; α�το� (ν σφ	σι κατ= τ=ς 9δ	ας 
διαφορ=ς περιπεσ�ντες (σφ"λησαν. τοσο%τον τ0 Περικλε� (περ	σσευσε 
τ�τε >φ& ~ν α�τ8ς προ6γνω κα� π"νυ Gν e]δ	ως περιγεν6σθαι τ3ν π�λιν 
Πελοποννησ	ων α�τ/ν τ0 πολ6μ1. 

  70     Cf. de Romilly ( 1965 ) 570.  
  71      CT  ad loc. refers to the Herodotean precedent for this view of democracy.  
  72     Cf. de Romilly ( 1965 ) 568 and Flashar ( 1989 ) 471.  
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 And once they had fallen in Sicily with a great part of the navy and 
the rest of their military resources, and were already in civil strife at 
home, they nevertheless held out for three years against their already 
existing enemies and their enemies from Sicily, and when many of their 
allies had revolted; and in addition [they withstood] Cyrus the son of 
the King, who was supplying money to the Spartans for their naval 
effort. And they did not give in before they themselves among them-
selves were ruined, wrecked by their private quarrels. So great was the 
abundance available to Pericles at that time from which he foresaw that 
the city would very easily prevail in a war with the Peloponnesians alone. 
(2.65.12–13  )   

 The resources upon which Pericles had depended at the beginning 
of the war were ultimately suffi cient for a much larger and longer con-
fl ict than he had foreseen. This is shown by the fact that despite the 
number of enemies that accumulated, civil strife, not a lack of money, 
caused Athens’ defeat  . Pericles’ assessment of Athens’ resources was 
therefore correct, Thucydides argues, as long as we remember that he 
was calculating at or before the beginning of the war, and for a war with 
the Peloponnesians.  73   It was Pericles’ successors who undertook impe-
rial adventures (such as the Sicilian expedition  ) during the war, and 
in addition quarreled with each other, and in this way caused Athens’ 
demise. In sum, Pericles’ leadership of the assembly and correct knowl-
edge of Athenian resources was to be preferred to the selfi sh quarrels 
and mistakes of his successors, or at least we have no reason to look with 
contempt   upon Pericles’ failings. 

 W. R. Connor   argued that “the force of the apparent defense of Pericles 
in chapter 65 is, then, not to develop a theory about the war, but to pre-
vent premature and facile judgments about it.”  74   I concur, and extend 
this analysis to the character of Pericles himself. Pericles was not simply a 
fervent imperialist who drove his city into the most destructive Greek war, 
but also a talented and devoted leader, whose best calculations, founded 

  73     Cf. Kallet-Marx ( 1993 ) 119. The translation of 2.65.13 is diffi cult. Poppo’s gloss: “Tantum 
superabat (suppetebat) Pericli eorum quorum ope facillime eos victuros praevidit.” He 
supplies a useful reference from an imitation by Josephus ( Ant. Jud.  19.1.18  ): τοι�νδε 
(περ	σσευεν α�το�ς ε�νο	ας. I have translated accordingly, taking into account the 
arguments made by Connor ( 1984 ) 63 note 30 and Rusten ( 1989 ) ad loc. For a contrast-
ing translation, cf. de Romilly ( 1965 ) 560.  

  74     Connor ( 1984 ) 74–75. Cf. de Romilly ( 1965 ) 562 who argues (for reasons opposed to 
my own) that the main aim of the assessment at 2.65 is to defend the idea that Pericles’ 
prediction of victory was reasonable.  
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on an accurate knowledge of Athenian prosperity, made him believe that 
Athens would “very easily  ” survive the war  .  75   

 Thus his strength was also the foundation of his characteristic error  . 
The words “very easily” are strongly marked as a Periclean focalization. 
They are characteristic of Pericles’ overconfi dence   about the war, and so 
is Pericles’ reliance on war materials in order to found this confi dence.  76   
From the point of view of Thucydides’ reader, both Pericles’ assumption 
that a war of this size could somehow easily be withstood, and also his 
idea, where the empire was so restive, that the main war would be with the 
Peloponnesians, seem far too confi dent. Moreover, both sides were from 
the beginning trying to claim Persia for their side, so that to plan for a 
war with the Peloponnesians seems unrealistic. Without claiming to know 
what Pericles ought to have done, or arguing that Pericles ought to have 
known at the beginning of the war what Thucydides learned by observ-
ing it, Thucydides displays both Pericles’ talents and his limitations, and 
prevents any easy judgments for or against him. The strategy seems to aim 
at supporting the maximum complexity over the length of the narrative 
presentation of the events and speeches of the early part of the war, and as 
we have just seen, Thucydides sustains that complexity to the end. 

 In the meantime, the temperature of Thucydides’ opinions on warfare 
and war materials is unchanging: for Thucydides, Athens’ war resources 
are, regardless of their size and power, just that – materials vulnerable 
to misuse and defeat. Thucydides’ explanations at 2.65 show that the 
resources Pericles endowed with eternal glory   were wasted only a few 
years later by internal quarrels between poor leaders  . As for the war 
itself, Athens’ tenacious self-defense at the end earns Thucydides’ aston-
ished comment, but the Sicilian expedition  , the one imperialistic ven-
ture he mentions here, is singled out as a sordid mess. Had Thucydides 
been an exponent of Athens’ imperialism, he missed a further opportu-
nity to lament over the empire when he remarks that many of the allies 
had revolted toward the end of the war (2.65.12). His explanation of the 
fall of Athens is, however, consistent with the dry-eyed presentation we 
have observed all along: enemies of Athenian rule gradually accumu-
lated, the allies revolted, and the Athenians fi nally did themselves in 

  75     περιγεν6σθαι can be translated with terms ranging from to prevail over (i.e. to defeat)  or 
to survive. I have chosen from the more careful range of possible translations.  

  76     Connor ( 1984 ) 63 note 30: “π"νυ Gν e]δ	ως suggests a Periclean disregard of the 
cost, sufferings, and  kinēsis  of even a short war.”  
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with internal quarreling. Human nature being consistent, it is a com-
mon story, and one that applied to Athens as much as any other place. 

 A review of Thucydides’ assessment of Pericles at 2.65 does not there-
fore provide any evidence that Thucydides was an exponent either of 
Periclean imperialism or of the view that the Athenian navy   and empire 
were glorious   and eternal. Thucydides praises Pericles’ leadership 
because he thought it was genuinely praiseworthy, but does not justify 
the empire or mourn its fate; nor does he ever cease portraying Pericles’ 
overconfi dence. 

   Conclusion  

 Thucydides showed in Pericles’ speeches that the power warfare can 
potentially provide had become for Pericles the aim of Athenian 
existence. Despite his exact knowledge of Athens and Athenian war 
resources, and despite his personal experiences of war, Pericles spoke 
of Athenian warfare as great, unique, and of never-ending impor-
tance and grandeur. A psychological progress had occurred, in which 
Pericles had left behind all other attachments and become attached 
to a sense of Athens’ unlimited future. As we have discussed, this 
progress had several foundations, but one of the most important was 
Athens’ unprecedented growth after the Persian Wars. The power and 
resources Pericles both inherited and helped to create allowed him 
to leave behind all other considerations, and to seek signifi cance in 
Athens’ empire alone  . It is to defend the empire that he urges the 
Athenians to fi ght the war with Sparta, and the possession of the empire 
and its resources, as we have just reviewed, caused him to believe that 
Athens would prevail. 

 In  Chapter 1  of this book, we saw Thucydides’ analysis of the fact that 
similar beliefs are likely to be characteristic of successive generations. 
The Archaeology   describes and analyzes the continuously arising and 
self-destructing material acmes of human history. 

  Chapter 2  discussed an example of this cycle, namely the creation, 
deployment, and destruction of Corcyra’s navy  . In this story, both 
Corinth   and Corcyra deploy navies of unprecedented size as a result of 
arrogance, hatred  , and anger  . Their warfare is anything but glorious  , 
and furthermore, Athens plays a malevolent role, arrogantly exacer-
bating the combatants’ passions. Athens pays the price at Potideia  , the 
story of which, like a gadfl y, haunts the fi rst two books of the  History  
until after Pericles’ death (the siege of Potideia is fi nally relieved at 



Conclusion 219

2.70), continuously exposing the diffi culty and expense of fi rmly con-
quering even one small city of the empire. In the introductory sec-
tions of the  History , Thucydides provides an account of naval warfare 
that stresses its horrors, and introduces us to the fragility of Athens’ 
empire. 

 The Spartan Congress   met to discuss whether Athens should or 
could be tamed with warfare. The Corinthians urged the destruc-
tion of this too similar and too powerful adversary, but the Athenians 
proudly laid claim to their right, by history and by present fact, to their 
empire. Archidamus  ’ argument – that Athenian power was too great 
for Sparta   to meet without much intensive (and un-Spartan) prepara-
tion – failed. Sthenelaidas  , who refused to fear   Athens, but had no 
plan for meeting Athens’ power, carried the day. Taking over from his 
speakers, in the Pentekontaetia   Thucydides displays the resources and 
behavior the speakers at Sparta described. Once again, his presenta-
tion is concrete. He shows the foundation of the empire and its con-
tinuously accumulating acme   in his stories of Athens’ walls and system 
of tribute  , and catalogues the aggressive behavior that followed their 
establishment. 

  Chapter 4  discussed the fi gure of Pericles in Thucydides, focusing on 
his history as a general in the service of the empire, the isolating effect 
of the curse on his family, and the Themistoclean inheritance that 
partly replaced normal aristocratic foundations and social connections. 
Finally, the chapter reviewed Pericles’ fi rst speech. Thucydides states that 
Pericles drove the city into the war (1.127.3), and the speech, in which 
the Spartans are characterized as enemies whose weak agricultural basis 
will prevent them from capably prosecuting any war, but in particular a 
war against Athenian naval power, confi rms this statement. 

  Chapter 5  discussed Pericles’ speech in indirect discourse together 
with its intense, and intensely corrective, narrative context. It reviewed 
the initial chapters of book 2 in order, focusing on Thucydides’ account 
of the Theban attack on Plataea, the war preparations of each alliance, 
and Archidamus  ’ address to his powerful Spartan army. Pericles’ speech 
in indirect discourse replaces a discussion of Athens’ specifi c challenges 
in the war with a display of Athens’ material resources. As was also the 
case with Pericles’ fi rst speech, the speech exhorts the Athenians to rely 
on these resources for the coming war. By contrast, Thucydides’ many 
internal corrections of this speech cast doubt on Pericles’ materialistic 
emphases, and his stories of the Theban attack on Plataea and of Attic 
history (2.14–17) suggest alternative sources of civic strength. 
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 The present chapter discussed Pericles’ imperial aims, and argued 
further that both Pericles’ arguments and his rhetoric form a stark con-
trast, intended by the author, to the narrative context that surrounds 
them. Our tendency to identify Periclean and Thucydidean views has 
resulted in scholarship that more frequently asks how the Periclean–
Thucydidean identifi cation functions, than what character Thucydides 
wrote up for Pericles. Here, we have separated the author from his 
depiction, and asked the question directly: Thucydides shows simulta-
neously a Pericles who is a dedicated and incorruptible leader, entirely 
focused on his city, and a man who was cruel to Athenian citizens and 
entirely materialistic in his attitude toward the value of nearly anything 
in human life. He shows a man with the most refi ned rhetorical skills 
and a correspondingly sophisticated grasp of emerging political insti-
tutions, and at the same time a man who could heap up superlatives 
to project a vision of Athenian power over the natural elements of the 
world. He shows Pericles’ complex personality, which operated under 
the pressure of the possession of resources and imperial capacity that 
seemed to Pericles unique. The historian knew better, and offered a 
study of Pericles’ deepening dilemma. I suggest that his analysis cannot 
be a matter of indifference to us. 
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  Pelops,     36  
  penalties,     114  
  Pentekontaetia,     3  ,   44  ,   80  ,   81  ,   96–118  , 

    120  ,   122  ,   124  ,   219  
  Pericles    

  accurate assessment of Athenian 
resources,     173  ,   184  

  and Archaeology,     6  
  argues Athena statue part of 

Athenian standing reserve,   
  171  

  argues Athens self-suffi cient 
through acquisition of empire,   
  192  

  argues for the potentially infi nite 
extent of Athenian empire,   
  187  

  argues that Athens’ superior 
materials are her advantage in 
the war,     173  

  assimilates victories over Greeks 
and barbarians,     193  

  and Athenian acme,     133  ,   138  

  and Athenian acme of material 
resources,     81  

  and Athenian cultural objects,     174  
  and Athenian empire,     21  
  on Athenian self-suffi ciency,     205  
  on Athens’ political institutions,   

  210  
  and Athens’ rule over the sea,     183  
  avoids naming means by which 

Athens established and 
sustains the empire,     191  

  building program,     168  
  catalogue of Athenian resources 

for the war,     173  
  confi dence,     140  ,   211  
  continues characteristic Athenian 

policies at Euboia and Samos,   
  127  

  and curse on Alcmaeonids,     129  
  describes Athenian warfare,     194  
  and the  demos ,     213  
  and desire for wealth,     202  
  encourages the Athenians with 

money,     162  ,   163  ,   166  ,   171  
  energy,     123  ,   126  
  exaggeration,     184  
  freedom from history,     132  
  and generation of greatest war,     122  
  hostile to Athenian attachment to 

Attica,     176  
  identifi ed with his own time,     132  
  and imperialism,     1  ,   3  ,   8  
  and leadership,     4  
  and luck,     123  
  and materialism,     2  
  and nature,     184  
  and naval power,     58  
  offers country properties to 

Athenians,     164  
  and opportunities created by 

money,     157  
  and overconfi dence,     157  
  personal restraint,     213  
  policy of temporary restraint from 

imperialism during the war,   
  215  

  political capacity,     132  
  rejection of material restraints,     197  



General Index238

  Pericles (cont.) 
   rejects Athens’ natural 

surroundings in Attica,     190  
  and religion,     169  
  rhetorical connection of money 

and power,     165  
  shown in historical context,     133  
  similarities to Themistocles,     130  
  and temples,     179  
  thought to be misrepresented by 

Thucydides,     119  
  and Thucydides,     5  ,   7  ,   12  
  and Thucydides on history,     122  
  Thucydides shows both sides of his 

character,     188  
  transforms Athens’ available 

resources to money,     169  
  unchanging commitment to war, 

    186   
  views antihistorical,     181  
  and war materials,     154  
  war policy,     132  ,   134  ,   164  ,   165   

  Persia,       39  ,   108  ,   109  ,   158  ,   186  ,   206 
  and Themistocles,     131   

  Persian Wars,     6  ,   37  ,   38  ,   41  ,     81  ,   85–88  , 
    94  ,   98  ,     106  ,     111  

  Phaeacians,     49  ,       71  
  piracy,     15  ,       16  ,   17  ,   18  ,   19  ,   22  ,   26  ,   32  , 

    33  ,   36  ,   39  ,   42  ,   96  ,   195      
  Pissuthnes, son of Hystaspes,     124  
  plague,         42  ,   174  ,   179  ,   183  ,     185  ,   186  , 

  188  ,   190  ,   204  ,     205  ,       206  ,     208  , 
  209  ,   212    

  Plataea,     151  ,   175  ,   190 
  ally of Athens,     152  ,   153  ,   157   

  Plataea, Battle of,     5  ,   88  ,   151  ,   152–157  , 
  160  

  Plato,     21  
   pleonexia ,     3  ,   90  ,   121  ,   174  ,   180  ,   201  ,   210  
  plunder,     15  ,   16  ,   18  ,   23  ,   27  ,   32  ,   70  ,   72  , 

  73  ,   108  
  poets,     9  ,   17  ,   18  ,   28  ,     35  ,   190  
  pollution,     128  
  Polycrates,     38  
  population,     14 

  and underpopulation of early 
Greece,     31   

  Poseidon,     189  
  Potideia,     78  ,   79  ,   84  ,   117  ,   119  ,   139  , 

  168  ,   171  ,   185  ,   186  ,   190  ,   198  , 
  218  

  poverty,     14  ,       15  ,   18  ,   23  ,   24  ,   31  ,   33  , 
  141  ,     180  ,   202  ,     207 

  of early Greece,     11  
  Spartan,     151   

  practice,     145  ,   146  
  praise,     60  
  precision,     181 

  Thucydidean,       155  ,   191  ,   206   
  pretexts,     107  ,   108  ,   109  ,   140  
  profi t,     3  ,   5  ,   15  ,   16  ,   20  ,     22  ,   27  ,   37  ,   39  , 

  41  ,   96  ,   108  ,   151  ,   164  ,   174  ,   195 
  Athenian, from dominating 

Aegean,     115   
  promises    

  Plataean,     156   
  prosperity,     19  ,   20  ,   26  ,   81 

  Athenian,     40  ,   140  ,   214  
  Spartan and Athenian,     41   

  prudence,     187  ,   208 
  Spartan,     94   

  pyres,     207    

  rationality,     121  
  religion,     127  ,   129  ,   133  ,   159  
  responsibility,     160    
  revenge,     50  ,   70  ,   95  ,   96  ,   108 

  Corinthian,     72   
  revolts,     109  ,   110  ,   111  ,   113  ,   123  ,   138  , 

  168  ,   183  
  Romilly, J. de,     6  ,   7  
  ruins,     36 

  Mycenae,     28  ,   29  ,   34  
  Sparta and Athens,     9  ,   28  ,   34     

  Salamis, Battle of,     86  ,     87  ,       88  ,       92  ,   100  , 
  144  

  Samos,     38  ,   113  ,   115  ,       123  ,   124  ,       125  , 
    126  ,   127  ,   134  

  security,     19  ,   22  ,   24  ,   58  ,   113  ,   115  ,   185  , 
  208 

  Athenian,     114  ,   147  ,   148  ,   149  
  because of walls,     101   

  self-restraint,     93  
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  self-suffi ciency    
  Athenian,     192  ,   198  ,   202  ,   204   

  ships,     9  ,   18  ,   26  ,   33  ,   37  ,   41  ,   52  ,   84  , 
  114  ,   136  ,   141  ,   143  ,   162 

  Athenian,     96  
  crews,     136  ,   146  
  crowd of ships at Sybota,     73  
  Spartan,     40  
  wrecks,     71  ,   74  ,   75  ,   78   

  Sicilian expedition,     215  ,   216  ,
  217  

  Sicily,     5  ,   63  ,   134  
  silence,     62  
  size    

  of Athens,     96  ,   97  ,   119  ,   218  
  of initial Spartan expedition to 

Attica,     160  
  Spartan,     159   

  skill,     44  ,   69  ,   70  ,   73  ,     78  ,   137  ,   138  ,
  144  ,   145    

  slavery,     20  ,     40  ,   82  ,   108  ,   138  ,   140  ,
  159  ,   199  ,     202  

  sleep,     82  
  soil paradox,     12–14  
  Solon,     205  
  Sparta,       7  ,   26  ,   35  ,   40  ,   119  ,   134  ,   135  , 

  136  ,   138  ,   140  ,     141  ,     142  ,   143  , 
    149  ,     157  ,   161  ,   162  ,   165  ,   173  , 
  186  ,   193  ,   194  ,   198  ,   212  ,   217  ,
  219 

  and Corinth,     64  
  lack of material wealth,     91  
  little money and no walls,     173   

  Sparta and Athens    
  and appearances,     35  
  in Archaeology,     36    
  defense of Greece,     39  
  difference to other cities,     96  
  in fi rst sentence,     10  
  Persian Wars,     41   

  Spartan War Congress,       80  ,   219  
  Spartans,     41  ,   123  ,   129  ,     130  ,   135  , 
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    143  ,     144  ,     146  ,   147  ,     148  ,   149  ,
  150  ,   156  ,   158  ,   159  ,     160  ,   161  ,
  163  ,   175  ,   180  ,   182  ,   186  ,
  203  ,   212 

  abandon Aegean after Persian 
Wars,     106  

  Corinthian characterization 
of,     82  

  and moderation,     24  
  and sports,     25  
  war vote,     96   

  sports,     26  
  stability,     6  ,   7  ,   9  ,   14  ,     23  ,     24  ,   26  ,   28  ,

  33  ,   40  ,   41  ,   42  ,   96  ,   142  ,   176  ,
  179  ,     180 

  Athenian,     40  ,   190  
  Spartan,     40   

  Stadter, P.,     99  
   stasis ,     13  ,   33  ,   45  
  status,     201  
  steles,     102  ,   198  
  Sthenelaidas,     4  ,   80  ,   81  ,   94  ,       95  ,       97  , 

  219  
  stones,     99  ,   154 

  of Athens’ city wall,     102  
  of Peiraeus wall,     104   

  suffering,     12  ,   42  ,   185  ,   186  ,   205  ,   207  , 
    208  ,   213  

   sunoikia ,     176  ,   178  
  supplication,     45  ,   47  ,     51  ,   106  ,   128  
  surpluses,     19  
  Sybota, Battle of,     44  ,   51  ,   52  ,   58  ,

    59  ,   64  ,     67  ,   74  ,   77  ,   79  ,     89  ,
  116  ,   138  ,   185  

  Syracuse,     188  

  Tanagra,     115  ,   116  ,   117  
  temples,     36  ,   46  ,   168  ,   178  ,   179  ,   180  , 

  181  
  Thasos,     113  ,   114  ,   115  
  Thebans,     5  ,   152–157  ,   185 

  invade Plataea,     152   
  Themistocles,     36  ,   38  ,   99  ,   100  ,     101  , 

    102  ,   103  ,     104  ,     105  ,   122  ,   127  , 
  129  ,   132  ,   134  ,   146  ,   176  ,   177  ,
  184 

  and Periclean imperialism,     131   
  Theseus,       20  ,   21  ,   176  ,       177  
  Thucydides    

  analyzes the role of money in the 
worst of times,     210  
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  Thucydides (cont.)  
  character of narrator opposed to 

Periclean character,     206  
  characterizes himself as an analyst 

of the whole war,     133  
  commonly identifi ed with 

Periclean imperialism,     1  
  does not idealize war materials,  

   43  ,   73  ,   151  ,   217  
  praise of Pericles,     4  ,   183  ,   214  
  sets speeches in narrative 

context,     4  
  thought to be dishonest in his 

representation of Pericles,  
  119   

  tombs,     9  ,   18  ,   197    
  tradition,     180  
  tragedy,     21  ,   121  
  tragic,     4  ,   64  
  traitors,     152  
  treaties,     63  ,   65  
  tribute,     11  ,   21  ,   81  ,     96  ,   105–110  ,           113  , 

  115  ,   117  ,   167  ,   168  ,   174  ,   178  , 
  183  ,   219  

  trickery,     101  
  triremes,     37  ,   38  ,     104  ,   106  ,   138  
  Trojan expedition    

  undertaken by Minoans,     26   
  Trojan War,     20  ,   22  ,   23  ,   26–34  , 

  37  ,   41    

  unity,     15  ,   39  ,   41  ,   135  ,   176   
  joined weapons symbols of,     153  
  Peloponnesian,     161  
  under Pericles,     215   
  Plataean,     154    

  victory,     54  ,   58  ,   72  ,   77  ,   136  ,   137  ,   145  , 
  153 

  over Persia,     88  ,   89   
  violence,     13  ,     14  ,     16  ,   17  ,   18  ,   19  ,   24  , 

  26  ,     33  ,   55  
  visibility,     76  ,   161  ,     196  
  vulnerability,     205 

  Athenian,     187  
  Athenian, to allied revenge,     186  
  of human life,     205     

  walls,     9  ,   12  ,   15  ,   16  ,   19  ,     97  ,   114  ,
   162 

  of Athens,     98  ,   99  ,   100  ,   101  ,
   103  ,   104  

  of Corinth,     101  
  house walls,     154  
  of Peiraeus,     103  ,   104  ,   114  
  of Plataea,     155  
  of Thasos, Aegina, and Samos,

     113  
  unnecessary in Spartan view,     99   

  warfare    
  acquisitive warfare,       8  ,   14  ,   20  ,   42  , 

  133  ,   142  ,   190  
  Athenian,     133  ,   144  ,   148  
  brother war,     141  
  catalogue of Athenian warfare in 

Pentekontaetia,     111  
  competitive warfare,     180  
  defensive warfare,     20  ,   104  
  guerrilla warfare,     156  
  imperial warfare,     104  
  naval warfare,     44  ,   190  
  naval warfare not idealized by 

Thucydides,     185  
  siege warfare,     33  ,   79  ,   126  ,   145  ,   

186  
  unpredictable warfare,     160  
  upon other Greeks,     3  ,   12  ,   39  ,   64  , 

  195   
  warfare and war materials    

  in quarrel between Corinth and 
Corcyra,     96  

  in speeches at Spartan Congress,   
  96   

  waste,     70  ,   78  ,   86  ,   185  
  wealth,     202 

  Athenian,     151  ,   168  
  and confi dence,     48  ,   60  
  and incompetence,     44  
  Greek,     44   
  a Periclean standard of historical 

importance,     181  
  wealth and war materials    

  as objects of necessary drives,     90     

  youth,     25  ,   158     
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