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IN EPIGRAPHY it is a well-established 

principle that in restoring an inscription 
the shortest possible line is to be pre- 

ferred. The principle is honored not so 
much because short lines are known to 
have been particularly favored (they were 
not) nor because the document in question 
is likely to have been expressed in the 
briefest possible terms, but in order to keep 
to a minimum the restored material. And 
for its purposes the principle is admirable, 
since readers of the restored inscription 
can be confident that, although what they 
read may bear comparatively little relation 
to the original document, at least it in- 
cludes the fewest possible additional 
letters or words necessary to make sense 
of what remains to us on stone. 

As far as epigraphy is concerned, we 
would not wish it otherwise, but when the 
same principle is applied, more implicitly 
than explicitly, to the reconstruction of 
historical events, it seems to me pernicious 
in the extreme. Because it keeps at a 
minimum modern supplement and in- 
vention, it lulls into a receptive and ac- 
quiescent frame of mind an audience that 
should be both wary and skeptical. But 
why should historical reconstruction differ 
from epigraphical restoration? In both 
cases all that remains to us is a fragment 
(or fragments) from which we must re- 
create the whole. In both cases it was chance 
that played the largest role in determining 

what fragment (or fragments) of the 
document or event was to survive. And 
here we begin to see the difference: the 
fragment of stone gives part of the docu- 
ment, which is itself our object; but the 
fragment of history is not part of our 
object, which is the event itself, but part 
of an account of that event. Accounts 
necessarily involve a human element, so 
that our sources give us what someone 
saw or heard or thought. And, though all 
history must be based on such human 
reportage and selection, there is little hope 
where the passage of time and of civiliza- 
tions has reduced the reports to odd bits 
and pieces that sheer mass and variety of 
accounts will preserve the kernel of truth. 

So it often happens that we have, as the 
fragmentary material from which to 
reconstruct an ancient event, an array of 
items like the following, each conceived in 
particular circumstances and preserved by 
chance: a summary from a contemporary, 
a passing reference by a writer of comedies, 
a partial (in both senses) account by a 
later orator, circumstantial details from a 
later historian who may or may not have 
had a contemporary source, and an 
unusual expression quoted by a gram- 
marian. Using the epigraphical principle 
quoted above, we would join the five 
elements, add only whatever is the mini- 
mum of connective tissue required to hold 
them together, and call it history. And so 
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with jesting Pilate we may wash our hands 
of responsibility and ask, "What is Truth ?" 

That our items of evidence are not bits 
and pieces of what actually happened we 
may see most quickly in cases where one 
directly contradicts another. Therefore, 
each item must be evaluated in the light 
of the position, purpose, and prejudices of 
its author, so that it may be seen in relation 
to the event and so that the source of the 
light which it sheds on the event may be 
revealed. Only after such evaluation may a 
combination of items be attempted, and 
even then the reconstruction cannot be 
made with the assumption that chance has 
been so provident as to preserve all the 
necessary items. In fact, in reconstructing 
an event about which most of us would 
agree that we know far less than half of 
what was known in its time, if we limit 
ourselves to the evidence preserved, we do 
so at the very probable risk of falsification. 
That is, the false modesty and false piety 
that refuse to supply a B where only A and 
C have survived is far more damaging to the 
truth than the invention of a B that is 
clearly labeled as unattested. At the very 
least such a reconstruction will help to 
create (rather than allay) the spirit of 
skepticism which ought to be our con- 
stant companion in the study of ancient 
history. 

It may be argued that the selection of 
material evidence that has come to us is 
not a matter of blind chance but that the 
important items were emphasized and 
preserved by writers who knew far more of 
the facts than we shall ever know. But the 
preservation of inscriptions, and even of 
relevant scholia and late references gener- 
ally, is truly a random matter; we may not 
even say that only the most important acts 
of the Athenian demos, for example, were 
committed to stone and hence potential 
survival, since it is demonstrably not so. 
Even the preservation of material in the 

accounts of ancient historians is random in 
the sense of its having been selected with 
varying degrees of subjectivity and par- 
tiality. And the survival of their works has 
often depended more on literary quality, 
popularity, or prejudice than it has on 
their strict adherence to fact. 

Remembering then that important ma- 
terial can have failed to survive, we realize 
that it may be false economy to minimize 
the gaps in our evidence. We might do 
better to regard the surviving bits and 
pieces mostly as signposts useful to keep 
us on the track but often separated by 
large expanses where we must make our 
own road. That is, given our scanty evi- 
dence, the only virtue in a reconstruction 
which uses the least possible amount of 
connective tissue in order to tie together 
what survives is that invention on our part 
plays the smallest role. This is to imply 
that our invention (not untutored by 
experience) is less useful and valid than the 
chance which selected the material to 
survive. 

It is easy, as a matter of fact, to imagine 
cases (take the prosecution of Pericles' 
friends, for example) where contemporary 
innuendo and prejudice combined with 
later misunderstandings to provide us 
with a sieve by which the truth is more 
likely to be strained out than contained; 
the only rational and historically sound 
method of approximating what really 
happened is to invent probable situations 
and facts which would have given rise to 
the contemporary innuendo and the later 
misunderstandings. Such a reconstruction 
may not reproduce to the letter the original 
situation, but it has a better chance of 
recapturing essential truths than the pious 
and overthrifty attempt to weave whole 
cloth out of questionable and more or less 
isolated threads. In either case, no re- 
construction should ever be regarded as 
final; not only new evidence of a factual 
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sort, but also the new insight that comes of 
participating in current "history," may 
make a difference in the understanding of 
both evidence and episode. 

This long introduction must serve as 
justification for a somewhat radical re- 
evaluation of Cleon, who seems to me to 
have been the victim not only of contem- 
porary prejudice but also of our historical 
method. First, we may take as our text 
Aristotle's estimate (Ath. Pol. 28. 3) of 
Cleon's unique place among the prostatai 
tou demou: "and the leader of the people 
was Cleon, son of Cleaenetus, who seemed 
especially to corrupt the people by his 
urgings and was the first to shout on the 
platform and make abusive remarks and 
gird himself up to act like a demagogue."1 
If we examine Aristotle's list of earlier 
Athenian prostatai tou demou, the "title" 
seems to be assigned most often to aristo- 
crats whose power and influence stemmed 
at least in part from the people. Like the 
patron-client relationship, that between 
prostates and demos was one of coopera- 
tion for mutual benefit. In Aristotle's list 
Solon is the first prostates tou demou, and 
next is Pisistratus, both aristocrats who 
conferred benefits on the people and who 
were confirmed in their authority thereby. 
The tyranny which Pisistratus created from 
his mutual-benefit association with the 
people was a bad and dangerous thing only 
from the point of view of other aristocrats. 
For the demos the accent was on the 
benevolence rather than on the despotism: 
in return for the support which they gave 
the "tyrant," they gained an increasing 
share in the government. So Thucydides 
himself testifies to the "constitutionalism" 
of the regime and the way in which the 
demos helped to keep the "tyrant" in 
power (6. 54. 5-6). 

When the tyranny had been dissolved, 
Cleisthenes became prostates tou demou and 
continued the policy of giving increased 
power to the demos in return for their 
support against a rival aristocrat (Isagoras). 
This access of power was sufficient to put 
the demos "over the top" or "in the 
saddle," and so Cleisthenes inadvertently 
(as it seems to me) invented democracy. 
"After this," Aristotle goes on to say at 
Ath. Pol. 28. 2, "Xanthippus headed the 
people and Miltiades the well-off; then 
Themistocles and Aristides." This state- 
ment seems, at least to party-oriented 
modern readers, to suggest some kind of 
party organization, but the interpretation 
which best fits what we know of Athenian 
political history is that a man headed the 
people if he was for increasing their power, 
even though his real intent was sometimes 
to use the people's support to win out over 
rivals. Such an interpretation would 
explain why sometimes the prostates tou 
demou stands alone in Aristotle's survey 
and sometimes he is listed as being 
opposed. Thus both Xanthippus and 
Miltiades were aristocrats, but the former 
sided with the demos and Miltiades 
eschewed the "popular gesture." Aristotle 
had already said elsewhere (Ath. Pol. 23. 3) 
that both Themistocles and Aristides were 
prostatai tou demou; that was a case of 
rivals who both used the same methods in 
endeavoring to gain leadership through 
the cultivation of the demos. And so it 
went through the time of Pericles, about 
which Thucydides said, "It was nominally 
a democracy but in fact rule by the first 
citizen" (2. 65. 9). Thereafter, Nicias and 
Theramenes are listed as opposed to men 
like Cleon who not only led the people but 
also helped to give the word demagogue 
its modern connotation. 

1. To0 68^ 8&pov Kwv 6 KAeaveov, 6os OKEt pJdAiaTLa 8LakOElpal 
TOV 67pLOV rTals 6ppacts, Kai Trrpros 'gi ToV 3rijLaTOo davgKpayE Kai 

4AoL6op7raaTO Kaoi treptLoad/pevoS 6 dt71?y6p?Tao. 
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Perhaps we should look to the history of 
ostracism for further indications of the 
relations between the demos and its leaders. 
The purpose of ostracism, as it is most 
often stated, was to get rid of a man whose 
power approached tyranny or might be 
converted thereto. That this purpose was 
modified during the course of the fifth 
century seems certain from the nature and 
activities of those ostracized. Four stages 
may be distinguished: (1) when the new 
democracy feared most the re-establish- 
ment of the Pisistratid tyranny, not so 
much as a tyranny but as the predemocratic 
stage before the balance of power had 
shifted from leader to people, the friends 
of the Pisistratids were first victims, 
Hipparchus, Megacles, and Alcibiades the 
Elder; (2) when the somewhat more es- 
tablished democracy feared the possibility 
of other leaders using the demos more for 
their own purposes than for its good, these 
men had to go, Xanthippus, Aristides, and 
Themistocles; (3) when the securely estab- 
lished demos no longer feared its own 
leaders but wished merely to remove a 
statesman who used his personal power 
to obstruct the demos and their prostates, 
the nature of the tyranny to be prevented 
began to be thought of as an aristocratic 
or oligarchic resurgence and the victims 
were those leaders like Cimon and 
Thucydides the son of Melesias who 
opposed the champions of the demos; 
and (4) when the demos began to be 
wielded by unscrupulous men who played 
upon its passions, ostracism came to be a 
mere instrument of dirty politics, and the 
final victim (Hyperbolus) was a fitting 
symbol of the deterioration in both demos 
and demagogues. 

Taking Aristotle's estimate of Cleon as 
something new in the way of demagogues, 
I want to see if it was because of this new 
departure from the Periclean democracy 
or rule of the people that Thucydides and 

Aristophanes were so prejudiced against 
Cleon. That is, Cleon's leadership style 
would have had not only an absolute 
impact on his contemporaries but also one 
that was relative to the Periclean leadership 
that it replaced. In short, for Thucydides 
and Aristophanes Cleon was the Anti- 
Pericles! By the Anti-Pericles I mean that, 
as Aristotle says, he was the first of the 
leaders of the people who made his appeal 
to what was worst in them rather than what 
was best. The previous leaders of the 
people whom Aristotle mentions (Solon, 
Pisistratus, Cleisthenes, Xanthippus, 
Themistocles, Ephialtes, Pericles) all seem 
to have used the people or led them for 
what turned out to be the people's good; 
whether for the sake of their own in- 
dividual power or to oppose the power of 
others, they increased the people's role in 
government and encouraged the people to 
play that role with responsibility. For this 
there is evidence both in the explicit state- 
ments attributed by Thucydides to Pericles 
and in the fact that the democracy worked, 
as it could not have (for long) if the people 
had acted like a mob, to be swayed by 
emotions. 

So Cleon was an innovator in that he 
led the people not constructively but 
destructively. Even where his actual policy 
differed little from that of Pericles, for 
example, the methods which he used 
undermined the democracy by making a 
mockery of it. The best demonstration of 
this is in the speech about the Mytileneans 
(as Thucydides presents it), where he played 
on the fears of the people, appealed to 
their baser side, sneered at reasoning, and 
showed a cynical scorn for their serious 
concerns. Surely this marks him out as no 
democrat but rather one who uses and 
corrupts the people. He doubted whether a 
demos could rule an empire (Thuc. 3. 37. 1); 
he questioned the value of discussion 
(37. 3-4); he was suspicious of all who 
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would lead the people (38. 3-4); he would 
have had the demos of Mytilene punished 
as well as the leaders (39. 6). In his scorn 
for those who would think their way 
through problems he showed himself more 
like the Spartan Archidamus than a 
democrat had any right to be. 

Whether and to what extent Thucydides 
has given us Cleon's actual words in this 
speech does not matter, since it is not so 
much what he said and did apparently as 
the way he went about it that was respon- 
sible for Thucydides' objection, and what 
his account does most clearly is exemplify 
that objection. For example, Thucydides 
allows Cleon to use Periclean policy in 
action but tries to show the violence of his 
methods-both in the Mytilenean speech 
and in the whole Pylos episode. In this 
latter case it may be that the people were 
right to reject Spartan peace moves, but 
the violence, brutality, and irresponsibility 
of Cleon's maneuvers show that he was 
using the people, that he thought of them 
as an instrument on which he played, a 
tool which he wielded, and so deprived 
them of the self-respect and sense of 
responsibility which Pericles and his 
forerunners had so carefully built up. 

Cleon's policies were often good, and 
it may well be that he sincerely aimed at 
what he thought were the best interests of 
the Athenian state. But it was his dislike, 
based apparently on fear, of the demos 
which made him a danger not only to the 
demos, which he could brutalize, but also 
to the state, which could not long survive 
the corruption of the demos toward which 
his methods tended. It seems certain that 
Cleon was an anti-democrat and that he 
mistrusted and feared the people. But 
because they held the chief power in the 
state through and after Pericles, it was 
necessary for him, despite his fear and 
mistrust, to reckon with that power if he 
was to gain power for himself and to 

implement his policies. Just as during the 
previous century aristocrats had allied 
themselves with the demos for the mutual 
advantage of both parties, so now Cleon 
followed in their footsteps, but with a 
difference, since he led the demos against 
its own advantage. Because he needed the 
people and at the same time feared them, 
he perverted the methods of the aristocrats 
in order to undermine the people's power 
as he encouraged them to use it for their 
own destruction. 

And yet it seems to be generally thought 
that Cleon must be a democrat because he 
was a demagogue. Here we are apparently 
victimized by our own use of the latter 
word. It is true that demagoguery might 
be defined generally as acting in a cheap, 
popular fashion, but, in its origin and in 
sixth- and fifth-century Athenian use, it is 
more literally "leading the demos" or, as 
the Romans said it, agens populariter. 
Demagoguery was at that time the means, 
not the end; it was the method, not the 
platform, of the statesman. Pericles was 
from one point of view (i.e., by birth) an 
aristocrat; but he was a democrat by 
conviction and a demagogue so as to 
implement his belief in the people and 
bring out the best in them. Cleon may have 
been almost anything by birth (we must 
not believe the contemporary slander 
without objective proof); but by con- 
viction he certainly was not a democrat, 
nor did he believe in either the people's 
right or their ability to rule; his dema- 
goguery, by which he led the people 
astray, marked the beginning of the word's 
modern connotation. 

Some scholars have thought of Cleon as 
a radical democrat on the grounds that he 
allowed himself to be led by the people. 
But such passive behavior could never 
have given rise to both the prejudice and 
the picture of active maleficence seen in 
Aristophanes and Thucydides. Nor does 
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the latter have any passive kind of be- 
havior in mind when he says (2. 65. 10) 
that Pericles' followers gave in to the 
people; he means that they did not, like 
Pericles, challenge the demos to a sense of 
its responsibility but appealed instead to 
the irrational fears and desires of the 
people to enlist support for their own 
schemes. 

Everything seems to point to Cleon as 
the enemy of the demos. First, there is his 
opposition to Pericles, attested by both 
Hermippus, who speaks of "Pericles, 
bitten by the mad Cleon" (Frag. 46K), and 
Plutarch, who reports that Cleon was an 
accuser of Pericles in 430 B.C. (Per. 35). 
Second, and more important, is the strong 
dislike in which both Thucydides and 
Aristophanes held him; for whatever their 
own political coloration may have been, 
their loyalty to Athens is apparent in their 
disgusted but fearful presentation of 
Cleon as a corrupter of the demos. 

If then Cleon was no democrat, what 
was he ? In another context he might have 
aimed at a tyranny, but the situation in 
fifth-century Athens made the natural 
refuge of the anti-democrat not tyranny but 
oligarchy. Could Cleon have been an 
oligarch, one of a new breed that used 
democracy for its own ends? 

Aristotle, at any rate, justifies us in 
seeing Cleon as the beginning of something 
new. We must go the next step on our own 
to ask what factors could have caused this 
new departure in the old, established 
political practice of people-leading or 
demagoguery. And since we are not 
fortunate enough to know as a matter of 
fact what Cleon's intentions and purposes 
were, we must be satisfied to look to his 
results and make a reasonable guess about 
the extent to which they reflect his aims. 
We may note in passing that Thucydides 
leads us to believe that he was luckier than 
we are in this respect when he tells us what 

was in Cleon's mind on various occasions 
(e.g., 4. 21-22, 27-28; 5. 7), but since there 
is nothing to suggest that he was on such 
terms with Cleon as to have been taken 
into his confidence, we must assume that 
Thucydides' knowledge is two parts con- 
jecture and one part prejudice. But if we 
look to results to determine Cleon's aims, 
we see that a primary result, both as stated 
by Aristotle and as demonstrated by 
Thucydides, was his corruption of the 
demos; and the fact that this was the 
"success" that crowned his efforts not once 
but many times justifies the assumption 
that it was a primary purpose as well. 

A further question arises. Since it is 
unlikely that corruption of the demos was 
an end in itself, to what further end was 
Cleon addressing himself by means of this 
corruption? One answer (that of Aristoph- 
anes and probably also of Thucydides) 
is personal power, pure and simple. But 
there may be another answer which is 
based less on personal prejudice and which 
fits better with the very real evidence of 
Cleon's statesmanlike concern for Athens, 
which has been firmly presented most 
recently by G. Woodhead (Mnemosyne, 
XIII [1960], 289 ff.): that, given the 
corruptibility of the demos, Cleon felt in 
duty bound to corrupt it for the good of 
the state (in his view) rather than allow it 
to be corrupted by itself or by others for 
more private and less public ends. 

What evidence do we have that Cleon 
was convinced of the people's liability to 
corruption and consequent inability to 
rule? For what it is worth, we have his 
variously stated assertions to this effect in 
the speech Thucydides gives to him in the 
Mytilenean affair; and, because the whole 
tone of the argument here is so un- 
Thucydidean, we have some right to 
think that Thucydides is attempting to 
adhere as closely as possible to the manner 
and method of the speaker as well as to his 
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words. In that speech Cleon first asserts 
his conviction that democracy is incapable 
of empire (3. 37. 1) because of its naivete 
and emotionalism (37. 2), its instability 
(37. 3), and its preference for cleverness 
over constancy (37. 4-5). Second, he as- 
serts the demos' responsibility for dangers 
to the state (38. 3) through their sensation- 
seeking, whoring after novelties, and lack 
of discrimination (38. 4-7). Furthermore, 
the very way in which he puts his case in 
this speech shows his belief that the people 
can be influenced by a judicious com- 
bination of flattery and threats. First he 
threatens them with his conviction of their 
inadequacy (37. 1); then he flatters them 
on their lack of internal dissension, 
inciting them to righteous indignation 
(37. 2: "here we treat these allies just the 
way we do each other, and they turn on 
us!"); and then he plays on their fears of 
what may happen if they do not exercise 
their tyranny by means of force (37. 2). 

If, as this speech suggests, Cleon was the 
Anti-Pericles and anti-democrat of Athens 
in the early years of the Peloponnesian 
War, it is at least possible that his sym- 
pathies were oligarchic. And we are 
fortunate in having from this period an 
extended statement in pamphlet form of 
an oligarchic view of the democracy which 
we may use as a standard by which to 
measure the extent and degree to which 
Cleon's views coincided with those of the 
oligarchs. That is, the pseudo-Xeno- 
phontic Athenaion Politeia, whose author 
is usually known as the "Old Oligarch," 
attempts to expose the democracy as a 
government that has as its primary aim 
not the good of the whole state or of the 
virtuous and worthy few but the good of 
the worthless rabble and the preservation 
of the power in their hands. The cleverness 
of the attack lies in the way that the 
democracy is not simply condemned as 
bad but is shown to be successful in and 

through the very baseness of its aims. The 
oligarch who composed it not only "gave 
the Devil his due" but showed thereby 
what a devil it was! Furthermore, by 
looking at the democracy from the inside, 
as it were, and examining its purposes as 
well as its results, the writer showed 
himself capable of at least partially 
objective analysis as well as party 
prejudice. 

If in measuring Cleon against the Old 
Oligarch we try to find specific echoes of 
one in the other, we shall necessarily run 
into difficulties, because both Thucydides' 
presentations of Cleon's points of view and 
the Old Oligarch's pamphlet have ta deonta 
peculiar to their particular aims and 
audiences which require that their ideas 
receive appropriately specific expression. 
But certain generalized attitudes are clear: 
the Old Oligarch shows repeatedly that the 
advantage of the demos is the raison 
d'etre of the democracy; Cleon makes the 
advantage of the demos the basis of his 
appeal for particular decisions (Thuc. 3. 
37. 3-5; 4. 22. 2). The Old Oligarch shows 
consistent mistrust of the demos and is 
convinced that in ruling for its own good 
it damages the whole state; Cleon asserts 
the incapacity of the demos to rule others 
(Thuc. 3. 37. 1) and shows how the demos 
allows the state to suffer while consulting 
its own pleasures (Thuc. 3. 38). The Old 
Oligarch emphasizes both the instability 
of the demos and the lack of continuity in 
its policies (2. 17); Cleon asserts that the 
worst part of democracy is its inconstancy 
(Thuc. 3. 37. 3). Both play up the rule by 
the demos to undermine it: the Old 
Oligarch does it frankly; Cleon uses the 
demos' jealousy of its power to manipulate 
it. And if we were to ask how the author 
of the Athenaion Politeia would go about 
persuading the demos to a particular 
course of action, it seems almost certain 
that, with his understanding of their aims 
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and motivation, he would use tactics very 
like those employed by Cleon: challenging 
their ability to rule (cf. Thuc. 3. 37. 1), 
playing on their fears of being over- 
reached (cf. Thuc. 3. 37. 2-3), urging them 
to act with passions still high before 
reason returns (cf. Thuc. 3. 38, 40. 6), 
warning them against advisers who might 
use them for their own personal ag- 
grandizement (cf. Thuc. 3. 38). Or perhaps 
we should say that only a man who has 
thought through as cynically as has the 
Old Oligarch the way in which the demos 
preserves itself in power would know (as 
Cleon seems to know) both that the 
demos must be wielded and how to wield 
it. And only such an oligarch would be 
clever enough to act not as an oligarch 
against the demos but as a demagogue 
with the demos. 

By paralleling the attitudes of the Old 
Oligarch and Cleon we have stumbled on 
the rather surprising possibility that, 
despite their different purposes, the sim- 
ilarity of their sentiments and of their 
manipulative techniques is a strong argu- 
ment for the identity of their persons. So 
let us look to see what might be the results 
of assuming Cleon to be the author of the 
oligarchic Athenaion Politeia, whether we 
shall thereby create new problems to add 
to the old or whether our understanding 
will be enlarged and new light will be shed 
on other problems besides the identity of 
the Old Oligarch. First, it is necessary to 
consider the chronology of Cleon as 
possible pamphleteer and as actual politi- 
cian. The Athenaion Politeia has been dated 
variously from the early 440's to the years 
after 415 B.C., always on the basis of 
internal evidence and with reasonably 
good arguments for each date suggested.2 
But since all cannot be right and so some 

2. The most recent review of the question is that of G. 
Bowersock, HSCP, LXXI (1966), 33 ff. Those who would 
date the pamphlet on internal evidence alone tend to take 

of the good arguments based on interpre- 
tation of internal evidence must be wrong, 
it may be that a more objective argument 
for dating can be arrived at by seeing where 
the work best fits in the career of a poten- 
tial author. It is immediately obvious that 
the Cleon we meet in the pages of Thucy- 
dides is an actual politician and no arm- 
chair student of political affairs. That he 
had progressed from theory to practice, 
however, seems likely from the contrived 
and premeditated nature of his arguments 
to the demos. And it seems right to think 
of the Athenaion Politeia as representing 
an earlier stage of thought than, for 
example, the debate with Diodotus, a 
stage at which the author had convinced 
himself that opposing the democracy from 
the outside was hopeless since its greatest 
strength was its "instinct" for self- 
preservation. And if Cleon was the author, 
this would fit in well with his reported 
attempt to ally himself with the knights. 
Theopompus (Schol. Ar. Eq. 225) says 
that Cleon was rejected by the knights 
when he wanted to act with them and so he 
threw in his lot with the demos. If we ask 
how Cleon made overtures to the knights 
and how he was rejected by them, one 
answer might be that he wrote the 
Athenaion Politeia pamphlet to share with 
them his new insight into the workings of 
the demos. That it is in all probability 
addressed to the knights is suggested by the 
way in which it shows that the demos must 
be put up with because it is necessary for 
sea power and that it is by sea power rather 
than by hoplites and nobles that the city 
has its greatness and its empire (1. 2, 2. 2). 
The clear implication is that the only hope 
oligarchs have of taking over the state is 
by betraying it to an outside power (2. 15). 
The alternatives are only implicit, but the 

as gospel everything it says, as if the Old Oligarch had taken 
an oath to tell the truth, although we know perfectly well that 

exaggeration for rhetorical effect is one of his favorite devices. 
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choice is up to the Athenian better classes: 
do you want to defeat the demos, thereby 
losing our sea power, by compounding with 
Sparta; or do you want to have it both ways 
by "leading" the demos on their terms for 
our good? If we take over as an oligarchy, 
we will have to be consistent and provide 
a stable government, but if we have the 
demos as a front, we can operate as we 
will-chopping and changing and blam- 
ing it on the irresponsibility of the mob 
(2. 17). 

By stressing the strength of democracy, 
its importance for sea power, and the great 
value of sea power for Athens as a whole, 
the author of the Athenaion Politeia seems 
to be trying to convince his audience that 
it is both necessary and advisable to work 
within the system rather than to overthrow 
it and lose an empire in the process. And, 
by emphasizing at the same time the 
baseness, the greed, the irresponsibility, 
the inefficiency, and the selfishness of the 
demos, the author is clearly reminding the 
better classes of their duty to make changes, 
even if it is possible only to add or sub- 
tract a little (3. 8-9). For as he says (2. 20), 
"I can understand democracy for the 
demos itself, since it is excusable for all 
men to benefit themselves. But whoever, 

Athenaion Politeia 
1. 1: HEp (SE T7r; AOT vatLWv r7roAhrTEag, OTrL leV ElAovro 

TroVV Trov r TpO7TOV Tr7S 7TOALTreIaC OVK e7raTLV old TOre, 

OrSTL ravO0' eoevoL ehovTro roVS 7TOV77POVS daLELvov 

7TpdrTELV 7 TOVS Xp7aTrovT - td&a EV OVy TOVTO 0VK 

E7TXalv(. e7Tel oe TaVTO7a eSOeV oVTcog aVTOLtE, w0 g Ev 

SLaaOCaSVTCrat TV 7TroALXTEav Kal Tr&XAAa SLa7TTpaTOVTao a 

SoKovaOv aJIapravetv rE TO'S AOLS 'EArlat, rTOTr 

orto3etOw. 

1.5: art ( S ] 7YrT. ' 7a 'r0 l~ErATTrov cvav-rov 7rr 

Sor]/LOKpaC a' ev yap TOl fieArlarots EVL aKoAaaoa TE 

oAty'aTr7r Kac a LtK[a, aKplfletLca e 7rAeaTorr7 ELt Ta XP7raTa, 

ev 8e TC)) 77L)U /d1aOla re rTArearr7 Kal draTla Kal 
7TOvrpLpa' rj Te yap 7Treva avTovs iL&,AAov (dyeYL E7Tr Ta 

aloaxp Kac 7 1 a7rat'evaoa Kal i d/1AaOia <r)> St' evSELav 

XP77LtTdrwv evlotL Trcv dvOp(7rrwv. 

not being of the demos, has chosen to live 
in a democratic rather than an oligarchic 
state, has prepared himself to do wrong 
and has recognized that it is more possible 
to escape notice being base in a democracy 
than in an oligarchy." That is, although 
the knights cannot overturn the democracy 
without losing in the process the com- 
mand of the sea, they cannot continue to 
live in a democratic state without incur- 
ring charges of wrongdoing. So the only 
solution is to work within the democracy 
to manipulate the demos for the good 
of the whole state rather than allow the 
demos to go its own way for its own selfish 
advantage. 

The charges against democracy which 
should, according to the author of the 
Athenaion Politeia, arouse all right-think- 
ing nobles and good men to action, are 
particularly interesting because of the 
way in which so many of the points are so 
neatly answered in the Funeral Oration 
attributed by Thucydides to Pericles at the 
end of the first year of the war. Let us first 
note the parallels, so that we may then ask 
to what extent they could be coincidental 
or to what extent there is some possibility 
of charge and rebuttal in these two op- 
posing views of the Athenian democracy. 

Funeral Oration (Thucydides) 
2. 37. 1: Xpoat')0a yap 7TAroLrta ov /AX0ovar7 Tovs Trcv 

reAas vO/ ovs, rapd(oetyiAa oe fiaAAov avrol o"vres TLalv 
1 tJLiLOV/jLevot erepovs. KaCL OVOICa /1EV oSL TO tLrj es 

dAlyovs dAA' es r7Aiovas OiKelV Sr]q,OKpaT'a KeKA7Tra'L. 

2. 37. 1: /ie'rearit So Kara I/ELV TOVS VO/OV TO 7Tpd Ta 

'(Sa oLdfOopa 7Traa TO Waov, KaTa Soe T 7r' d awO tI, Og 
EKaaTog ev TO.) EV(OKLZel, OVK oTTO /lepovs TO 7rAXov es Ta 

KOLVd X ar 
' 

dpeT7 7TP07Tr&rpaTt, 3 ov'( av KaTa 7TEvlav, 

XWV' ye7 Tt dyaOgv Sopaaa T 7V TorrdA, daet5JaTros 

d/cavela KEK(XAVTaL. 
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1.6: elTrot 3' v -rtl ;s Exprjv avrovs pL7 E av Xeyetv 

waTavra ES9 /Liyre fOVUAe'ELV, aAAa ToV; e6LWiTaToUV Kal 

av8pas adparTovS. Ol oe Kal ev T0OVTu dptaTra flovAeVovra 

EWvreS Kat1 rovs 7TOVr]poS AE'yELV. el iYev yap ot Xp7Ioro- 

AE0yov Kal EovAEv?ov-TO, T0oS 6pOlOtS a(tIatv av7Tols 7v 

ayacOd, ToLS Se 387/LOTiLKolZ OVK CayaOa' vvv SE AeyOV o 

fov6Ao'uevos aOaVTaS, avOpoWWTOs Trovpr]po, e'EvpL`aKEL TO 

ayaOav avT)Z TE KaO rolZS OiOLotS avOr. 

1. 10: Tuv ovAXwv D' av Kal T-WV tLeToLK1)V 7TrrAlaoT 

earlTv AOrivr/aLV aKoAaaLa, KaI OVT?E TraXTaiaL eEnv 

LavrTO oere V7reKarr7aerai ao0 o DovAos. 

1. 9: el 3' eUvo0Piav r/ITeZ, 7Tp7rLa tuEv O6EL TOVS, 

3oeLtiTawT0v avoTs TOV; S VO OVe TLV riTaOE' ErTEtTa 

KodAaovaLt ol Xp'1aTotl TOV;S 7rov71povS Katl 0ovXevaovarv 

ot Xp7r1aTo 7TepL T7rj rroAcEWc Kat OVK edaoovat uaLtvotLEvovg 

dvOpa)7TOvs o30vAeveLV oV8 AeyELt o3vo EKKA7rotLretv. 

aTI TO VTto V Trovvv Trav ayaOcov TraXtarT av 6 or11oS El; 

oovAELav KCaTarTeaot. 

1. 13: Tovs . yvLva,ouie`vovs avroOL Kal 7TrV /ovoatKLV 

E7TILr-E?VOVTaS KaTaAehAVKV K O6jLOS, VO/ItwV 0TVrO OV 

KaAOV lvaLt, yvovs oT r o 3vvarTos TavrT eaTrtv ErTLT7reetEv. 

2. 17: 'ETL 3 oue aUfijLXaX Kal TOVS OpKOVS TalS t EV 

oAtyaPXo0V,uevaCL 7TrAeaLv OVayK] eL7Treoo3vES' v 3oe ptL 

e11E'vwat al -CtS avVOr7KaLS, t7 0v 7 OV70V aoLKelt OVOL(LaTa 

a7ro Tv oAXiywv o U avvEOevro' d aaa o' av 6 o3/jLOS 

(IVVO7/i- L, E0 EUTL v EVL aV ZiLOEV iL i-iV TCLV 7 W 9vvOr)TaL, e C?Ttv aVTU) evt avaTLOevTL Tr1V atTlav T(O 

AeyovTi KaI rtO e7T'rCf7loaavrt pveL O taEa roL TO AA 

Ov TrapryV o3voe dpaKeUL ELOLye, a UavKelt/eva TrvvOdvovTat 

ev TrArjpeL T-rZ rip, KaC el 7x1 SoSatL etIval TraOa, 

7TPpoadaeLtS I/vplaas E1qVp7/K?E -rov /tL 7TroLElV oaa av /1/ 

fovAcovrat. Katl (aV fgLev KKOV dVvaOLalv a7Tdro (wv o 

S7tLOS e/3ovAevaev, aCTlicTaLi o d jjLS ;S ( AiyoL daOproto 

aVTSi avTirLrpaTTVTovre 8LEOetpav, eav $e' Ti ayaLOov 

aolatLv TiroLt rT-'V atiTlav avaLrtOeaL. 

It is notable that the parallels are found 
only in that middle part of the Funeral 
Oration which begins by defining democ- 
racy (2. 37. 1) and concludes by summing 
up Athens as the School of Hellas (2. 41)- 
this last being an answer not to any 
specific point in the Athenaion Politeia but 
to its whole thesis that the Athenian demos 
seems to the rest of the Greeks to err (1. 1) 

2. 40. 1-2: (ItAoKaAovL1EV re yap /tEfT evreAELas Kal 

4LAOXao4>oviIEVv avev iXaAaKtLas' 7TAOViT) TE epyov fUiAAOV 

KaCItpwO Ayov KO6trtu0 X(potLeOa, Kal TO 7reveaat 0 Vx 
6dohAoyEZv -rtv aaxpo6v, ahA& /17 oiaE?vyetv pL/PYL 

a(L XOV. evtL Te TroL aLvro; oOKeLWv d/La Katl rohALtKLCv 

e'rttuLAEta, Karl eripoLs 7rpos epya rerpaIl/tevoLs Ta 

7ToALTtiKd trl EvVe3SE yvCuvat' /t6VOL yap TOV TE /ti/ev 

Trwv3e i1eETXOVTa OVK aTrpay1tova, aAA' OXpeLov vofLL- 

,O,uEV, Kal ol avOro T-TO i-L KPIvo/ev yE 7/ EvOav/iov/I1eOa 

op0(s rTa rrpayYtLaTa, ov -roV;S yovs TOLS epyotS P'flaSr) 

7yovflevot, dAAX fI1 rTpoo3LoaXOrvatiL t&AAov A6oy 

Trp TEporv 7/ E7rT a oet Epyp eAOeLv. 

2. 37. 2: eAev0Apos oe rd rTe TTpoS TO KOLVOV 7TOALtevo/ev 

Kal eS T-iV TrpoS a(AA7Aovs i-)V KEaO r7/Lepav e7Ti7rlEV /1LaTcoV 

VTrofoav, ov 1S' opyrs rTOv rTreAa, EL KaO' roov7rv TI opa, 

EXOViEE, 0v E 71a OV EV, v7/P 3 a OI/EL 

aXOq736vas TTpoartLOe'LevoL. 

2. 37. 3: ave7TraXOS oe i' tC 'Sia rpoaotXLAovives ra 

S7ftoliata Sot oos LEXa /ltar a ov 7Tapavo/1ov/tev, TrWv re atel 

ev apX7/ oVTWrv aKpodaet Kal rTCV VOt/WV, Kal ft1aAtara 
s v s I 'ra 7-COV 'LKOI avrl-v 0aot re E7Tr (Ef>eXAa r-v L OtKOV/JEVWV KelvrTa Kal 

crot aypaotF Oivres alaXvv7Yv o61oAoyovUtev/lv Oepovoav. 

2. 38. 1: Kal /t1Lv Kal rcWv 7rdvov 7rrAELoTas dvacravAas 
i-l Y/V /17 E7TOpti LLL1 L LLcW0L /1EV YE KILM LVU lgLE rr yv qtx E7ropOatLxeOa, ay&u9r Iev ye Kal Ovaoats 

oteri7aJLot vo0/L0IovTes, loiats oe KLararKevasS eTTrpeTreatv, 

cWV KaOE r/epav f reps T7 Op AVXUrTpOV eK7TA7XjaOt. 

2. 40.4-5: KaL ra Es aperr7v evrvTtWiLUe0a Trot 

TroAAoZE' ov yap 7rTa'Xovres ev, 'AAa op(vres KTrjuleOa 

rovs >L'Aovs. fSefatooepos oe d opdaas nV X dpLV WCTre 

OdELAO/,LEV7V 31' EVVOLOa9 LI OEOWKE CTr'ELV' 6 SEVI aVO)EAIOWV 

adLPAvrTepOs, el'OUS OVK es XdpLV, aAA' es d6oelAriz/a r-/V 

apeTr7V daToowa()WV. Kat L /OVOL 0V 7-Ov 6V1pf)epOVTOs 

/jiAAov Aoyta/f L r 7/S eAevUeplas Tr 7TLior-a daoeWS rtva 

Co()eXAOVUeV. 

or to plan badly (1. 16, 3. 10). Since the 
rest of the Funeral Oration is concerned 
with its proper function (praise of the dead 
and affirmation of the tradition), only this 
middle section deals with matter not 
dictated by the occasion. There are, of 
course, many good reasons which hearers 
and readers of the Funeral Oration can see 
or have seen for the inclusion here of this 
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disquisition on democracy (its educative 
value for the human spirit, its inspiration 
as a cause for which men gladly live and 
bravely die, etc.), but there is always the 
question whether such generalized reasons 
are as likely to have motivated Pericles 
to go beyond the well-established tra- 
ditional themes as some specific attack on 
the democracy which he thought required 
an answer that might at the same time justify 
these deaths and restore public confidence. 

Since almost every sentence of these 
chapters (2. 37-41) in this middle section 
seems to take up and counter points made 
in the Athenaion Politeia, it is fair to con- 
sider the possibility that the pamphlet had 
been recently issued in an effort to crystal- 
lize discontent at the way the war was 
going (cf. Thuc. 2. 20) and to mobilize 
anti-democratic forces for action. And the 
one chapter of this section which is 
exceptional and does not take up any 
points from the Athenaion Politeia is the 
very one (2. 39) which may prove our 
earlier contention that the pamphlet was 
written for the knights and consequently 
deplored the democracy which concen- 
trated power in the hands of the demos to 
the exclusion of the "hoplites, the nobles, 
and the good men." That is, there is no 
criticism of the better classes in the 
Athenaion Politeia which Pericles would 
have felt obliged to answer, and yet they 
were a significant part of the state which 
he could not ignore in his glorification of 
the Athenian government. And indeed, by 
acknowledging the virtues of these classes, 
with their "general education in a free 
society" as opposed to Spartan militarism, 
at the same time as he defended the demos 
against their charges, he might weld to- 
gether opposing factions and show how 
complementary were the strengths of the 
demos and the aristocracy. 

We have come a long way in the for- 
mulation of our hypothetical view of 

Cleon. It has seemed right to see him first 
as a rival and opponent of Pericles who 
was mistrustful of Pericles' alliance with 
the demos and eager to ally himself with 
the knights in order to defeat both Pericles 
and the democracy. Then apparently 
came the realization that, with empire 
and sea power both democratically based, 
an oligarchic government, even if possible 
to achieve, would almost certainly bring 
a decline in the city's power. If then the 
demos was necessary, the demos must be 
led as it had often been led before, but 
with a difference: now it must be converted 
into a mob to be swayed by emotional 
appeals to its fears and desires so that the 
real power might be wielded by the clever 
few-ochlocracy with oligarchic direction. 
This insight into both the strengths and 
weaknesses of democracy could have led 
Cleon to the writing of the Athenaion 
Politeia in an effort to show the knights 
how they and he together might under- 
mine the democracy without losing the 
advantages attendant upon full participa- 
tion of the demos in the fleet and in the 
life of the city. That such a cynical prop- 
osition would be rejected by the knights 
might well have been predicted, as could 
also Cleon's headlong drive to implement 
by himself the new kind of demagoguery 
that was to radicalize the people to their 
own detriment. That an even more im- 
mediate result should have been Pericles' 
impulse to defend and glorify the democ- 
racy is something for which we can only 
be grateful. 

In this new look at our scanty evidence, 
full advantage has been taken of the original 
suggestion that discovery of truth in 
ancient history may often require generous 
additions and interpretations. Is the 
generosity more than we can afford in this 
particular area ? 

BRYN MAWR COLLEGE 
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