
TWO PASSAGES IN THUCYDIDESI 

4. 86. 4-5 [B]2 o3 yap ,vaTaao,oaw,v '"KO,, oV86 a,v ucaor r7jv EAEVOeptav votdIow, 
E7rflEpELV, E TO lrarpLov TCapels -ro 'rAXov -rotL oAyoLs 7X TO EXAaucrov rols erai 

oovUcoraquLL. XaAe77rcoEpa yap dav r7js aXXoAovAov dapXqrs el, . . . 

8. 48. 5 [P] oV yap fovAXeraOaa aVrovs ETCr' dAtyapXlas " 87ql o KpaTras SovXAEVEW 

faAhhov } EO' 'T07OTEpO v v TV'XcWL 70ov'v EAEvOepOVS EcvaL. 

THE historical value of these two passages is offset by the extreme difficulties 
of their interpretation, and these raise in their turn questions not only of 

Thucydides' style, but also of his historical methods and aims. Three points 
in common should, however, be immediately apparent, and illustrate the scope 
of the analysis that follows. In the first place both passages contain fairly 
explicit judgements on the comparative desirability for a state of its internal 
and external political freedom.3 While the existence of party struggle in the 

majority of Greek cities at this time pervades contemporary literature and is 

generally accepted by most historians as a historical fact (the locus classicus 
is of course Thuc. 3. 82-3), the strength of this political feeling and its practical 
effect can only with difficulty be inferred from events. Appreciation of it 
relies therefore in no small part on such passages of Thucydides as these two 

being considered here.4 

Secondly, the internal politics of Greek cities has an obvious bearing on the 
now classic controversy over the basis and popularity of the fifth-century 
Athenian Empire. While I do not propose to open this here, it is fair to point 
out that these two passages together bear directly on the central question of 
allied feelings towards Athens and are of especial significance in view of 

Thucydides' general silence on the subject itself.5 [P] could in particular be 

To Prof. A. Andrewes and Mr. G. E. M. 
de Ste Croix are owed my warmest thanks 
for their patience and invaluable criticisms 
of early drafts of this somewhat involved 
paper. 

2 Throughout I shall for convenience refer 
to these two passages as [B] and [P] respec- 
tively; the question of authorship, be it 
Brasidas and Phrynichus or Thucydides, 
will be considered below. 

3 This is most immediately apparent from 
the terminology; internal politics indicated 
in [B] by evaraodawov, odAyoL/lrdvareS, To 
gAaoaov/ rTO 7rXe'ov (te7T oAlyapxtlaS X rLO- 
KpaTtas of [P] is less specific), and external 
shown by 'AevOep'a, adAdovAos a'px-' [B] and 
SovAeveLv, eAevOepovs etvaL [P]. On the 
technical terms of Greek inter-state politics, 
including the rather controversial avTrovotLa, 
see Gomme, HCT i. 384-5; Ste Croix, 
Historia, iii (I954), 21; Bickerman, Rev. Int. 
des Droits de I'Ant. v (1958), 3 3-44. The more 
commonplace terminology of internal party 

politics is scattered throughout literature 
(cf. esp. Thuc. 3. 82-3 and [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 
passim, written, as I believe, at the outbreak 
of the Archidamian War). 

4 Also 8. 64. 4-5 (Thasian secession 411, 
on which see further below); 8. 91. 3 
(priorities of the Athenian oligarchs later 
in 41 ) ; 3. 82. I (war enabling and justifying 
internal o-racals). More often however 
external factors cloud the political spectrum 
as at Acanthus, where fear for crops was 
probably the operative cause for secession 
(4. 84. 2, and repeated at 88. i). 

5 Silence, impartiality, or inconsistency? 
Contrast 3. 82. i, 8 with 2. 8. 4-5 for 
example. The invocation of Thucydides' 
own political views on this question seems 
a trifle unwise as he can write as sympathetic- 
ally of Thasian oligarchic secession (8. 64. 5) 
as of the democratic ideals of Athens (2. 

35 ff.), and even his more specific political 
judgements have not escaped fierce historical 
debate (2. 65. 7-I ; 8. 97. 2). 
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used to support the view that the allies were prepared to overlook their partisan 
interests in internal government in an all-out desire to free themselves from 
Athens, so unpopular was the Empire by 4I I . The force of this interpretation 
is strengthened, rather than weakened, by the fact that it contradicts what 
Thucydides (or Brasidas) had said was the normal political feeling of Greek 
cities (which put internal politics before external freedom). Other interpreta- 
tions, more favourable to the Athenian Empire, are possible and, I hope to 
show, preferable. 

The problems of interpretation lie in the generalized form of [P], and this 
is the third feature it has in common with [B]. Both are entirely general 
comments on political feeling, and yet in neither is the complete generalization 
applicable to the immediate context in which it appears. This obviously raises 
two important questions-why the generalized form ? and what validity resides 
in the generalization as a whole? Though related, these questions are not 
simply another way of asking whether Thucydides invented or carefully repro- 
duced his speeches from originals,2 as even if Thucydides composed them 
himself there remains the additional problem of his concept of historical 
truth. 

Thus I. 22 is by no means the only approach to the central problems of 

Thucydides, even if it is the most direct. My immediate concern, however, is 
historical, and I shall not attempt here an examination of Thucydides' speeches 
or aims except to insist that they are related subjects and that they apply to 
(and should always be kept in mind with) any use, historical or otherwise, that 
is made of what Thucydides wrote. In what follows I shall concentrate on 
elucidating and removing the ambiguities of [P] by means of a close analysis 
of the Greek text and by comparison with the parallel, and more straight- 
forward, passage [B]. My conclusion is that it is possible to distinguish the 
historical context of both passages (Acanthian democrats in 424 and allied 
oligarchs reacting to the offer of universal oligarchy in 4 I) from their actual 
content (completely general political priorities given in [B] but restricted to 
Athenian allies in [P]). The reasons for Thucydides' combining these two, 
and the historical validity of the second, will then be briefly considered. 

Criticism that this is to make unnecessarily difficult the derivation of fact 
from Thucydides' text cannot I feel be sustained. Thucydides is a difficult 
source, nor is this difficulty without its merits and interest. In answer to the 
charge that my method imposes too strict a logical rigour on the texts, I 
should point to the variation in interpretations possible for the second passage 
[P] and argue that for sound historical deductions to be made from what 
Thucydides wrote it is essential to decide precisely what this was and to analyse 
its historical implications. This is so, however imprecise or however un- 
historical Thucydides himself might be thought to have been. 

I Thus, for example, Brunt (New English even though [P] occurs in a synopsis in 
Library) translates: 'The allies did not wish oratio obliqua of what Phrynichus is supposed 
to be slaves under democracy or oligarchy to have argued at the Samos debate. 
so much as to enjoy freedom under either Whether this is because Thucydides had yet 
form of government', and Ste Croix implies to write up Book 8 or had in fact changed 
as much in saying that this passage contra- his practice from the earlier Books, I hope at 
dicts the statement of Brasidas (Historia, least to show that the generalized form of 
iii [I954], 29 and n. 4; not surprisingly he [P] (and for similar reasons of [B] also) 
prefers Brasidas' version). are entirely due to Thucydides' own com- 

2 Both passages purport to be speeches, position of these passages. 
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Brasidas' generalization is made as part of an argument to allay individuals' 
fears of the consequences of Spartan control of Acanthus (put by Brasidas as 
an alliance with Sparta). This argument first dealt with the city as a whole 
(4. 85. 6-86. 2) and then turned to individuals (86. 3, e ns 8Ita). The same 

pattern was repeated at Torone, but for this only a summary is given (4. I 4. 3, 
e'AEe -roits ev r- AKcdvOp rraparArXjta, o'rt .. .). Nevertheless there is still the same 

division, OVjTe iroAtd ovre lSLCOr7v.I The fear was basically just the same. Spartan- 
backed oligarchies were the notorious instrument of Spartan control of the 
Peloponnese as well as outside it.2 Because this method relied on using existing 
internal political factions (and oligarchies were better as more easily con- 
trolled), its effect on the state was along political lines, and members of one 
party could anticipate (and fear) the result of their political opponents' 
gaining the upper hand. So at Acanthus the fear is not simply of ad hoc con- 
fiscation, but of systematic victimization by the group that might be put into 
power. Brasidas is quite explicit--/,j y 7ac rL TrpoaO6t rT7v TroAtv followed by the 

political terminology and groupings of [B] itself To ~'Aaarov/ Tro 7rAXO, oAlyot/ 
7TavreE, EAevOepLa/8ovAELa. The evidence for the political situation at Acanthus 
itself is slight, but some form of democracy is indicated by the form of Brasidas' 
whole argument as by his audience, the Acanthian Sjtkos which then deliber- 
ated and acted on the matters Brasidas raised.3 There was also some form of 

opposition, and ardats is in evidence4 apart from the hypothetical vcrracrtcrov 
of [B]. The nature of the Acanthian democracy, and even its historical anti- 

quity, cannot, however, be more precisely assessed.5 
Brasidas' offer to the Acanthians is therefore quite clear-they may continue 

with their existing democracy but be free of Athenian imperialism, avrovodla 

and eAevOepta bounded only by the terms of the uvlfLuaXta with Sparta. Nor 
can there be much doubt about the particular argument [B]. Having himself 
introduced the subject of internal politics, Brasidas here promises not to 
interfere in them, for if he were to, the result of his favouring one side rather 
than another would be worse for the unfavoured side than the rule of a foreign 

power. From what has been said it will be clear that the force of this argument 
is a promise not to alter the existing democratic constitution (as it was feared 
that he, a Spartan, might well do), based on the realization that the people 

I A similar speech was also made by 
Brasidas at Scione (4. I20. 3), but no sum- 
mary is given that can be compared with 
the speeches at Acanthus and Torone. 

2 Thuc. I. 19, I44. 2; 5. 8i. 2, etc. 
3 4. 84. 2, 87. 6, 88. I. The very fears 

that Brasidas was seeking to allay also imply 
a democracy in view of Sparta's record. 

4 4. 84. 2. 
s T r7rarptov, which I take with Steup and 

most commentators to refer to the Acanthian 
7Trarptos TroAXrea, is thereby too much a piece 
of political propaganda for historical in- 
ferences (cf. Arist. Ath. Pol. 35. 2). It has also 
been suggested, however, that 'Spartan 
tradition' is meant here (thus Brunt in his 
translation, and followed by Andrewes). 
More indicative may be the unique variant 

rTavreS, instead of the usual oi rroAAoi, for 
6o 7rAeov which would appear to imply a 

particularly broad-based democracy (cf. 6. 
39. I, Athenagoras). To contrast internal 
changes (where the Acanthians feared a 
Spartan oligarchy) with external rule (where 
secession from the Athenian Empire was 
Brasidas' avowed objective) must imply that 
this external rule did not itself involve any 
imposition of internal government (always 
supposing what I think there are grounds 
for doubting, namely that these specific refer- 
ences can be maintained for the generaliza- 
tion [B]). Gomme certainly felt that the 
Acanthian democracy was independent of 
Athens (More Essays in Greek History, I68). 
This would be a most interesting admission 
if in fact made by a Spartan. 
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of Acanthus would prefer to remain inside the Athenian Empire than be 
subject (Brasidas says 'enslaved') to Acanthian oligarchs. 

Although the generalization [B] makes sense, it is reasonable to ask why 
it should appear here in Brasidas' argument where there was no possibility (or 
likelihood in view of the Spartan record) of any oligarchy being ousted in favour 
of a puppet democracy. Three reasons are possible. The first, that Brasidas 
wished by generalizing to cover up the fact of the popularity of Athenian 
political control as contrasted with the Spartan alternative (involving imposed 
oligarchy),' is suitably subtle, though undermined by the specific references to 
Athens and Sparta in what follows. A second reason for the gratuitous generali- 
zation could be sought in the somewhat elaborate style of the whole of Brasidas' 
speech. Thucydides himself was aware of the paradox of an articulate Spartan, 
but his comment that Brasidas was ovSe abvvaros ct) AaKeSacpovLoss et7Tecv lacks 
conviction.2 Gomme, who pointed out several rhetorical phrases in the same 
area of the speech as [B], is probably nearer the truth in noting ideas 'more 
Athenian than Spartan-Thucydidean/Athenian that is'.3 In assigning the 
speech to Thucydides I am inclined therefore to favour a wider explanation 
for the generalized form that concerns neither Brasidas' eloquence nor the 
immediate historical context. The remark is in fact an entirely general comment 
on the priorities of Greek politics and closely compares with 3. 82, a passage 
of clearly independent editorial comment. A similar conclusion can also be 
drawn for [P], the second of the two generalizations under consideration. 

II 
In 8. 48 Thucydides summarizes Phrynichus' arguments against a proposal, 
originating from Alcibiades (Xrcyv ar' AtAK,ciCdov, 8. 48. 7), to set up an olig- 
archy at Athens (to gain the support of Persia) and in all allied cities (to 
secure their allegiance to the newly oligarchic Athens). We are here concerned 
mainly with why Phrynichus felt the latter part of this scheme to be mis- 
conceived, and [P] constitutes his reason for believing that the offer of olig- 
archy to allied cities would not be sufficient to keep them in the Empire. 
I have already mentioned above that widely differing interpretations can be 
offered for this passage, whether it be construed as historical comment or not. 
The problems begin, and end, with the generalizations in which it is expressed. 
These are brought out clearly by the interpretation that I hope to establish 
for [P], which I should translate as follows: 

In each allied city [first generalization], neither political party, oligarchic 
or democratic [second generalization], wishes to remain in a condition of 
subservience to Athens (as an ally) with their internal constitution, be it 
oligarchy or democracy [third generalization], imposed by Athens; instead, 
both parties [secondgeneralization continued] would prefer to be free of Athenian 
rule with whichever form of internal government they can on their own 
achieve [fourth generalization that amounts to the same as the second on my view]. 

I See the latter part of p. 64 n. 5 above, excuses at I. 79. 2 ff. etc. Despite Brasidas' 
2 4. 84. 2. Thucydides is similarly apo- eloquence, fear for the crops and lack of 

logetic about the speech he attributes to support from Athens were the deciding 
the Spartan envoys at Athens in 4. I7. 2, factors at Acanthus. 
although Archidamos needed no such 3 Gomme, HCT iii. 554. 

F 
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The first generalization, that the argument holds for all allied cities in 4 I, is 
obvious and not an important obstacle. This subject, vptaxi3oas 7Troi'ELt, how- 
ever, turns into the anacolouthon a3rovs in [P] (OCT line 20) and ought to 
warn us that this passage is about the views of people within these cities and 
not simply about the attitudes of the cities as a whole.I The second generalization 
which I should like to isolate covers those elements of political opinion 
within allied cities that appear woven together in the intricate [P]. These 
are I believe the independent attitudes of oligarchs and democrats just 
as in [B], though now only the oligarchic have any factual substance. This 

point is far from being generally accepted, and will have to be justified at 

length. 
In the section that follows our passage, 8. 48. 6, these same allies are said 

to prefer the s8/fios to ol KaAol KayaOot ovo/LagopevoL. It is usually assumed that 
the reference is to Athens, as the possibility of an oligarchy at Athens underlies 
the whole argument (o'TL &) Kal avtrol o3v $7rIoKpatrarovrat),2 but as it is also 

proposed to impose oligarchies on the allies it could be argued that allied 

8rj7os and KaAoi KayaOot are meant.3 On this view a third group of allied 
citizens, describable neither as KaAol Kayaol nor as S/1zos, must be the subject 
of av-rovs voJ4eEv and indeed of the whole section from ov ya&p PovAjaaeoOaL 
to awqpovtucrrv. Phrynichus on this interpretation would be arguing that these 
a-political allied citizens were not so much interested in the internal govern- 
ment they might have (though democracy might if anything have been pre- 
ferable) as in their cities' freedom from the Empire. That this point was made 
against a proposal designed to secure the allegiance of the allies in general 
would guarantee considerable significance and size for this group of a-political 
citizens, as would the reference to them as 6VIL aX[es TrdoAEit with no further 
qualification. [P] would emerge therefore as strong proof of majority dis- 
satisfaction in 411 with the Athenian Empire. 

This interpretation breaks down, however, at all points. In the first place 
the 87tos must be Athenian. "s 8Tos?" unqualified is too broad a term to be 
restricted, as on this view it would have to be, to the 7rpo-rcrrra and opposed to 
a politically apathetic allied 7rA,TOos. From Thucydides' use of the word in his 
description of the Samian revolution at 8. 73. 2 it is clear that it extendsfrom 
the wider 7rAr0os- to its particular representatives, rather than the reverse. 
The Samian revolutionaries are only called 8/~os- (KaI ovres rimos) when 

acting as such an extension of the broader mass. Moreover, to understand by 
t/o,gS an isolated group of extremists is to make nonsense of Phrynichus' 

argument, for how, unless -tkosg is broad-based, is there any real difference 
between it and the equally closed group of oligarchs ? In particular it is diffi- 
cult to see how the point about the lawcourts could apply. Finally, where 
Thucydides does refer to leaders of allied democracies in 3. 82. i, he calls 

I 
Thucydides has written this passage 3 This would appear to have been 

with some care (though the nominative Gomme's interpretation of the passage, as he 
acKptroi I take as an anacolouthon, rather says of 8. 48. 6 that 'Phrynichus is arguing 
than MS. error as Steup), and we return to ... not to trust to the oligarchs in the allied 
the allied cities only with Phrynichus' con- cities', CQ N.S. iii (I953), 66. Of earlier 
clusions in 48. 7 (OCT line 28). commentators Mitford comes close to this, 

2 Thus Steup 'Tra KaKa . . . namentlich though his paraphrase generalizes the whole 
gegen die Bundesgenossen' (i.e. as a whole), passage into a defence of the institution of 
also Brunt and most commentators. democracy. 
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them olt )r v SrltOv rpoorarral; Sr/pos in the singular and unqualified by con- 
text or place can only be that of Athens, the 8pjos5.' 

To a certain extent it follows from this that the KaAol KacyaOot ovop,a[d6oevot 
cannot be the allied, but must be the Athenian upper classes. Both 87jwos 
and KaAol KayaOot are equally removed from the people whose views are 
being given. Moreover, to suppose these KaAol KayaOol to be the allied upper 
classes would exclude from the subject of the whole argument (vtPuaXSlEs 
7Trd'As) just that section of allied opinion that was most relevant; for the pro- 
posal against which Phrynichus is arguing was presumably based on the 

premiss that allied KaAol KayaOol would respond favourably to the idea of the 

setting up of allied oligarchies. Athenian KaAot KaLyaOol are anyway in them- 
selves more likely from the details given in 8. 48. 6 itself. ra E"pya (OCT line 28) 
are wide-ranging and not particularly explicit,2 but we do know that at least 
in the case of Mytilene there was a debate in the Athenian Assembly (while 
under the absolute control of the KaAol KayaOol, with no S70jos,, the allies feared 
that there would be no opportunity for trial-aKpLcroL),3 and the connection of 
the protective role of the 387/jos with the death penalty (fLtaLdrepov ad7roOvncaKev) 
recalls the judicial arrangements of the Athenian Empire where such cases 
were referred to Athenian courts.4 The sarcastic reference (dvoLadoy4evoL) to 
what I am arguing to be Athenian upper classes may seem surprising in the 
mouth of one who was to be the most enthusiastic supporter of the Four 
Hundred; but it must be remembered that the reason for this enthusiasm 
was Phrynichus' opposition to Alcibiades, whose proposal is here under con- 
sideration and whose dissociation from the Athenian oligarchic movement is 
still to take place.5 Finally, the unsolicited support shown in 8. 48. 6 for the 
Athenian democracy (KaTraovy,v E'vaL Kal E'KELV(JV u(rqpovL(rrjv) is no argument 
for rearranging the passage, even if it does cast a somewhat favourable light 
on the Empire.6 

Not only can the 87/jos and KaAol KayaOoi of 8. 48. 6 not be allied, but the 
I The internal politics of Athens are of 

course bound up with the whole argument 
(05T7 87 Kal avroT o'v s1rFloKpaT7jaovTat). In 
8. 49 it is true that even the Athenian 8jfoos 
is qualified, Tov E'KE SjLzov, but there only 
to distinguish it from the 78!Los of the place 
where the debate was taking place, Samos, 
and for which a similar fate was being planned 
(8. 48. 2-3, 63. 3). The decisions taken by 
the conference (8. 49) are disconnected from 
the oratio obliqua account of Phrynichus' 
objections, and no inconsistency exists in 
the 8/o,oS being qualified now though not 
earlier. " 87/os" is anyway, it would appear, 
a localized term: the $Sjios of Athens is in 
Athens (KEiE), not just an Athenian part of 
a general Greek 8$tLos (put differently, 
" 8sjjtor" is not a universal), just as the plural 
was used for the lower-class sections of 
several states in 3. 82. I. 

2 The reference is to ra KaKa of OCT 
line 24; earqyyrads I take closely with TrO 
OiLup), translating 'being the people who 

devised and proposed to the Athenian 
Assembly measures injurious to the allies' 

(to take Tra KaKa' with rTZ sj'zw on the other 
hand does not do justice to earjlyq-r and 
raises the awkward question of aristocratic 
advantages at the expense of the Athenian 
8tri,os where extremely few can be imagined). 

3 It was this debate that, despite 
Thucydides' presentation, proved decisive 
(cf. 3. 36. 4, a mass reaction). 

4 See Ste Croix, CQ N.S. ix (I96I), esp. 
268-80. 

5 Phrynichus, 8. 68. 3; the split with 
Alcibiades is described at length, 8. 50-I, 
54. 3. Phrynichus' murder may even be 
connected (according to Thucydides it was 
by an Argive, 8. 92. 2, cf. 86. 9, though this 
conflicts with the varying accounts of this 
obscure event that later emerged, cf. Lysias 
13. 71; Lyc. c. Leocr. 12; Meiggs and Lewis, 
85); perhaps Thucydides had still to clear 
up this point in his own mind. 

6 That it is a comparison of evils (oiVK 
e'Aaaowo) does not detract from the striking- 
ness of the terms used (KaTraovy and 
acfpovta7r7s) . 
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subject of the whole section 8. 48. 5-6 cannot possibly be either that third 
group of a-political allies that the suggested interpretation would require. 
Although the existence of such a group is indeed indicated by Thucydides 
elsewhere (the unfortunate 7ra 'xaa Trcv TroAirtTv of 3. 82. 8), it was inactive 
(or osv ~vvTyovliovTo, 3. 82. 8) and surely was never significantly large enough 
to be thought of as the whole of a city. No doubt there was a large a-political 
element in every city, but this is not Thucydides' Ta e/aa and it never plays 
a significant historical role.I 

Of course it remains logically possible that Thucydides did not intend [P] 
to be anything more precise than a description of general allied feeling. In 
view of the degree of Greek internal aTrarts, shown inter alia by such passages 
as [B] considered above, any analysis based on such a level of generalization 
cannot be historically interesting. Yet, far from this, [P] gives every indication 
of being a precise and penetrating analysis of internal allied political thinking. 
It would be very short-sighted to discount it simply because of the difficulties 
of discerning the precise details of the argument. Both in content and context 
[P] in fact relates directly, if differently, to the internal politics of allied cities. 
Contemporary Athenian opinion thought, rightly or wrongly, that the problem 
of the allies in 411 concerned their internal politics (for altering these was 
the proposed solution). This does not mean that internal politics was the 
cause of allied disaffection, but simply that a remedy for it could be seen in 
altering the system of internal government. This is important, but it also 
leads on to Phrynichus' argument itself, which is that this proposed remedy 
will be ineffectual. In [P] he refers explicitly to internal allied politics;2 and, 
with the precedent set by the generalization used by Brasidas, there should be 
no difficulty in understanding that the argument applies independently to each 
of the two usual political factions in the allied cities being considered. Whether 
[P], also like [B], properly relates only to the views of one of these factions is 
best left till the whole of Phrynichus' generalization has been disentangled. 

The real confusion in [P] surrounds the relation of the two /xera-phrases 
(OCT lines 20 and 2I) to the whole argument. These phrases contain the 
options open to the allies and their relative desirability. In bringing internal 
government into relation with external rule (here Athenian only), they closely 
parallel the historical content of [B] as shown above. Two further generaliza- 
tions can usefully be isolated. 

One of these, the third generalization, is contained in pSET' oAtyapxtasg 8-,oto- 

KpaTlas aovAevetEv and is not in itself problematical. It relates to the possibility 
of remaining in the Athenian Empire (technical 8ovAEka, though perhaps 
rather more than technical in this argument), either with the imposed oligarchy 
that Athens is offering or with democracies. It is not immediately apparent 

I Apathetic or a-political, this third many issues: these are Thucydides' ra /te'aa, 
group has no written history. The varied but their separate existence depended upon 
and sometimes detailed evidence we have of the issue; they were not a third political 
city araraLs gives no part to uncommitted group any more than are the 'don't knows' 
groups other than the protagonists (Megara, of today. 
4. 71. I). Thus at Thasos the azcatn, which 2 Oligarchy or democracy inside 
exemplifies the present argument of (SovAveleLv) or outside (EAev0epovs elvat) the 
Phrynichus, involves only oAl'yo, and control of an oligarchic Athens. Despite 
evavrtcouao,FevoS 8$/71,o, and there is no men- Brasidas' 8ovA)c6ract6t, SovAeLa and E'AevOepia 
tion of any third party or group of indivi- are terms more properly of inter-state rela- 
duals. Moderates there were of course on tions (see above, p. 62 n. 3). 
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what force this democratic alternative has, for only oligarchy is being offered. 
For the present, however, we are not concerned with more than the sense of 
[P]; the practical relevance will be discussed later. 

A fourth generalization is ostensibly produced by the next clause, ciuAAov ̂ 
LE0' o7TroTepoV av rvtXcTtoL oiwToV AEvOepovs EtvaU. In so far as this is what the 

allies actually wanted, it is perhaps the most important part (historically) of 

Phrynichus' argument. It is also, however, the most obscurely expressed. 
Moreover, if the disjunction (oligarchy or democracy) implied by [eO' dororEpov 
ro. ;. . OV in fact introduces another genuine alternative, and if the sense of 
av TvXWcaT is that the option was entirely open or left to chance, then there is 

again room for the interpretation (already discussed in one form above) of 
allied hostility to Athens being in 411 sufficient to override the normal priorities 
of internal party politics. This threat is, I believe, entirely illusory. 

Certainly this second [Era-phrase is to be sharply distinguished from the 
first. It is apparently a generalization (pEO' oTrorepov), but av Tv'x(xWo adds an 
element of chance or openness in the disjunction oligarchy/democracy that is 

totally different from the possibility of which of the two Athens might impose 
(that produced the third generalization). Not only is the condition of the allies 
when independent of Athens (EAEvOepovs elvac) independent likewise of what- 
ever constitution Athens was proposing to impose on them inside the Empire, 
but their choice of internal constitution is now also much freer (indicated by 
the indefinite, not generalizing, a'v). The openness of the pe6' TrorE'pov clause, 
while therefore independent of the third generalization !LET' dAyapXtas 7 

87,tLoKpartaS, that can be reduced to an actual offer of imposed oligarchy, 
could itself conceivably be similarly reduced to the actual variations in 
existing allied constitutions by translating 'with whichever of the two they 
happen to have at the present'. Apart from the linguistic difficulties of having 
to understand a participle such as 7roAtrevo6'Evot and the double-duty served by 
/ieO' orrore'pov,1 the problem with this interpretation is that it removes just that 
element of indefiniteness that I have argued distinguishes this tera'-phrase 
from the earlier. Virtually all the Athenian allies at the time, and certainly all 
those to which oligarchy was being offered on the argument that Phrynichus 
is here refuting, were officially in the hands of democracies. On the other hand, 
the required degree of indefiniteness can certainly be obtained by translating 
'with whichever of the two (n'importe laquelle) it might happen that they find 
themselves with'. Attraction of the impersonal Trv'n to the subject of the main 
verb (here the allies) is not without parallels in Thucydides.2 This interpreta- 
tion, however, is in my opinion too far removed from the actual wishes of the 
allies that are here in [P] for the first time personalized (ov3 yap flovAJceaOa& 
avrovs), and could have been conveyed by the simple [eE' Jirore'pov EAevOepovs 
Jevat alone (rather as 4Trorepotaovv in the decree cited at 5. 4I. 2). A more 
straightforward way of retaining the required openness while avoiding these 
linguistic difficulties is to take TvyXadvw here in the sense of 'to gain, to succeed 
in trying to get, to get'. With a personal subject the verb then suits the context 
of the wishes of allied parties and the genitive of aim this sense requires can 
easily have been attracted into /e0O' JTrore'pov while the position of rov'twv 

I LSJ s.v. rvyxadvC) II. 2 only cites ex- (contrast 3. 56. 4, o0?e LETr' avcov fcaav). 
amples of the participle Wv omitted, and 2 3- 43. 5 7rps opyrlv 7vr-va TrvX,re (and 
ovres (Tuer' o'Atyapxlas i S,utoKparias) is ugly, see Gomme's note, HCT ad loc.). 
and unparallelled in the sense needed here 
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after rv'xcoa to a certain extent acts as confirmation. Although certainty is 
perhaps not attainable here on linguistic grounds alone, I feel that the prob- 
ability is in favour of this last interpretation and should translate 'with which- 
ever of the two they can on their own achieve'. 

I have already argued that the subject of rv'XwcI is allied oligarchs and 
democrats independently. On the tolerably obvious grounds that oligarchs will 
try 'on their own to achieve' oligarchy (and democrats democracy), it is now 
possible to see that this fourth generalization reproduces exactly the same 

options (oligarchy and democracy) as the subject of the whole of [P], or, in 
other words, the second generalization. This simplification, with the fourth 

equalling the second generalization, need not in itself be at all remarkable, 
and the confusion has clearly been produced by the extreme compression with 
which Thucydides, typically, has written the passage. 

Some sort of confirmation for this interpretation can be found in the general 
historical context of [P]. Moreover, to the extent that the historical relevance 
of the passage is a justification for its elucidation, this context provides what 
amounts to a further proof of the interpretation itself. 

Alcibiades' proposal is not described in any detail by Thucydides and instead 
we are given only Phrynichus' objections to it and a description of the (un- 
successful) outcome. The similarity between these two, and not simply that 
Phrynichus was right in thinking that the proposal would fail but that he 
correctly analysed the reasons for this failure, is brought out by Thucydides' 
account of the events at Samos, but more typically at Thasos, in 8. 63. 3-64.1 
That Thucydides endorses Phrynichus' analysis can hardly be disputed. Apart 
from favourable comments on Phrynichus' judgement in other matters,2 
Thucydides permits him here the claim raqbos av3ro eSE'vat (8. 48. 7) and has 
written the whole of 8. 64 with the arguments of 8. 48 in mind.3 Both passages 
moreover refer to what the allies wanted (ov' yap flovA-)aEaOat, 8. 48. 5; a 

/3otovro, 8. 64. 4), so it would seem reasonable to expect these later events to 
conform in a positive way to [P]. 

What happened at Thasos is quite clear. The 87/ios? was removed by 
Dieitrephes in accordance with the oligarchic plan and an oligarchy was set up. 
After two months of oligarchic partnership with Athens (7 AETr' A0-qvalwv 

dpLrroKpaTra) the Thasians seceded from the Empire. The result was what they 
had most wanted, independent oligarchy---r7v roTAtv rE daKCvvvws o pOovaOac 
Kat rov EvavrtcoJaoJlEVoV oS7tov KaraXAEAVcOat. 'The Thasians' (8. 64. 3) must 
here refer to the oligarchic party set in power by Dieitrephes; it would be 
invidious to postulate oligarchic coup and counter-coup, for the result of the 
Athenian initiative was quite clearly that the oligarchs took advantage of it 

1 8. 64. 5 Kal ev aAAotg 7roAAoto -r6Cv and not in political analysis. 
VT7rqKowV; the case of Samos was exceptional 3 With TdvavTra TOts r7TV oA)yapgXav 
(see further below). KaOaTracat rTv AOr1vacwov eyeveero (8. 64. 5) 

2 Such as Phrynichus' assessment of the reader is necessarily referred back to 
Alcibiades' motives 07rIp Kal rjv (8. 48. 4), 8. 48, the only place where the oligarchic 
or more generally ovK davveroS (8. 27. 5)- plans have been indicated; and there are 
a commendation used elsewhere by Thucy- further echoes-of structure (Alcibiades, the 
dides only for Themistocles (i. I38. 3), war, and the allies), of general subject- 
Brasidas (4. 8i. 2), the Peisistratids (6. 54. matter (internal allied politics), and even of 
5), and Hermocrates (6. 72. 2). 0epEyyvi- the terminology of political propaganda 
aros- (8. 68. 3), however, is that sort of (compare esp. 8. 48. 6 with 64. 3, 5). 

reliability most needed on the battlefield, 
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to gain political control,' and then profited from the over-all situation to 
secede. The contemporary weakness of the Athenians that made this possible,2 
may have influenced 'the Thasians' in their choice of when to secede and 
enabled them to do it daKLvv'vwos; but it clearly has no bearing upon their 
actual wishes which, as [P] says, were for independent oligarchy from the 
outset. 

The events at Samos were very different. Not only was the oligarchy set 

up there closely related to the Athenian oligarchic movement as a whole,3 
and therefore an allowable exception to the argument in [P], but it quickly 
succumbed to a democratic counter-revolution. Clearly the wishes of the 
Athenian-backed oligarchs are no longer able to decide the question of 
whether Samos should remain in the Empire; but equally clearly the demo- 
cratic revolution and its subsequent association with the Athenian fleet amount 
to secession from the oligarchic Athens that is envisaged by [P] and was then 
in being (the Four Hundred). 

Obviously the truth of [P] can only be tested as far as the oligarchic pro- 
posal was actually put into operation. Thucydides mentions Thasos and aAAot 
rroAAo; Tt3jv vTrrlKowv without naming them. In all of these he believed olig. 
archies were set up by Athens and then seceded.4 Even the possible exception 
of Samos can, for the reasons just given, be said to be covered by [P]. Thus 

Phrynichus' analysis, and [P] in particular, proved correct: internal political 
rivalry (far from irrelevant or left to chance) played in all areas a decisive 

part, in that oligarchs would rather set up their oligarchy outside the Empire 
than within it, and democrats would rather leave the Empire than have an 

oligarchy (local) control them. In view of the similarity between these events 
and [P] itself, and in so far as there is no evidence of allies in 411 preferring the 
rule of their political opponents to remaining in the Empire (indeed quite 
the reverse),5 there can be no justification for any interpretation of [P] that 

might allow this inference. 

Although, however, the Samian democratic counter-revolution provides 
historical content for the democratic half of the second/fourth generalization 
of [P], it is to be noted that this historical content is not logically justified by 
the context of Phrynichus' argument. Phrynichus was correct in producing 
a generalization for all allied cities as the proposal he was attacking was for 
the universal imposition of oligarchy.6 This first generalization is therefore 

V ov6ev ETL rTpoaTEofLevo (8. 64. 3); the 
Ert is important, and no change of subject 
is apparent before and after the appearance 
of ol Oactdmo in this sentence. 

2 a8'a (8. 64. 5, cf. 4- Io8. 4). 
3 It was possibly from personal contacts 

with those Samian democrats who were 
subsequently prepared to turn oligarchic that 
Peisandros and his associates believed 
Alcibiades' proposal would be generally 
successful (8. 2i, 63. 3, 73. I-2). 

4 That Thucydides should be guessing 
here on a matter of fact (8OKEIv 8 e'tot, 8. 64. 
5) is surprising, and can only indicate that 
his researches were as yet not completed 
when this passage, as much of Book 8, was 
written (cf. 8. 56. 3, 94. 2 iEKO6 8e, and 

p. 63 n. 2 and p. 67 n. 5 above). Value 
judgements, as 7. 87. 5 or 8. 86. 4, are quite 
another matter. 

5 At Samos the continued loyalty of 
democrats to the democratic Athenian Empire 
was rewarded not so much by the honorific 
IG ii.2 I (2alu'ovs) A-8vadovs elvaL) as by 
the absence of oligarchy at Samos in the 
meantime. Political trouble at Thasos did 
not end with its secession, but continued till 
the island was returned, democratic, to 
Athens by 407 (Ste Croix, Historia, iii 
[I954], 7 and n. 9). 

6 All evtuIaXlSe ,rToAetr, both defected 
and those hesitating, are implied in 8. 48. 
The fact that the only directive given 
subsequently to Dieitrephes was to impose 
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legitimate. For the same reason, however, it is only relevant for Phrynichus to 
discuss whether this proposal of oligarchy would be successful. While an offer 
of democracy might be historically feasible (if only in the form of continued 

democracy), it is logically irrelevant. This reduces the third generalization. 
Finally, as the offer of oligarchy was aimed presumably at securing the positive 
support of allied oligarchs, it is only the dissatisfaction with this offer as felt 

by these same allied oligarchs that is at all significant for an argument against 
the proposal. That allied democrats would not think much of the scheme would 
be merely obvious or a truism (itself unlikely from Phrynichus); and also, 
as a negation of the very grounds that had led to the proposal's being made in 
the first place, it would be irrelevant. A subsidiary argument that the proposers 
were using was moreover that something would be gained from the olig- 
archic conformity that would ensue (ort 83j Kal avtro ov r 8j1oKpaar'aovrTa). 
The objections of Phrynichus lose most of their point if they are not about the 

feelings of these same allied oligarchs. The objections are surely parallel to 
the arguments of the proposers, thus 'the offer is not attractive enough to 
allied oligarchs, and anyway these see less than nothing to be gained from 

conformity to an Athenian oligarchy'. It is difficult to construct a similarly 
related argument for allied democratic parties (and impossible to make them 
the subject of Phrynichus' first objection while understanding the oligarchs in 
the second). Thus the democratic alternative to the second/fourth generaliza- 
tion is hardly more relevant to Phrynichus' argument than to the third. 

It is reasonable, therefore, to ask why [P] is so generalized when the greater 
part of the generalization is irrelevant both for Phrynichus' argument and for the 
immediate historical context of his arguing it. Precisely the same problem 
arose with [B], but rhetorical expression, which might have explained the 
earlier passage, is out of the question here. Not only is this careful, oratio 
obliqua synopsis by Thucydides unlikely to contain any such extravagances, but 
also from Phrynichus' own reputation for intelligent political thinking it is 
clear that the illogical generalizations of [P] are some way removed from what 

Phrynichus can actually have argued. Nor is it possible to dismiss both passages 
as entirely artificial literary compositions by Thucydides. The tendency to 

gratuitous generalization is admittedly marked in fifth-century Greek (found 
in the Old Oligarch and Euripides or parodied by Aristophanes and Housman), 
but Thucydides is a historian, and neither of these passages is without relevance 
to the broader historical contexts in which they are set, 424 and 411. It has 

already been shown that a fundamental role of [P] in Book 8 of Thucydides 
was to give a completely general description of allied feeling, and similarly 
[B] is a completely general comment about all Greek states (Acanthus only 
by context, Athenian allies only by implication). The only difference between 
these passages and the editorial 3. 82, for example, is that they are attributed 
to historical speakers on historical occasions.' 

oligarchies in such cities at' av rrpoarXuav I As soon as one starts looking it becomes 

(8. 64. i) again implies that no distinction clear that Thucydides' text abounds in 
was to be made. But even if the universality generalizations, from the off-hand otov 
is doubted, my argument is valid, as XlAog qXeAt r oletv (4. 28. 3) to more involved, 
Phrynichus' remarks cover the reactions of positive comments, of which one is rTgcv re 
just those cities, in which oligarchy was yevo!devcov . . . Kal -r6v !LEAA0ovTcov rTOTE aMOts 
to be imposed (at? VS7reaoXraOaL 3) arqas o'Aty- KaTa -To dvOpCt7rvov TroLOVTW Kat 1rapa7rXAqait)Wv 

apXcav, 8. 48. 5). acUrOaL (I. 22. 4) and another TO' e QOEOV 
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This need not in itself be surprising if the speeches of Thucydides are, 
as many believe, fairly free compositions, but it is difficult to explain the im- 
mediate irrelevances of [P] in particular on any view of ra Sov-ra, if this is what 
Thucydides is claiming to give us (I. 22. i). As the effect of the foregoing 
analysis is to suggest that the generalization forms an important part of 
Thucydides' 'historical' technique, it would be interesting to pursue the extent 
to which the emphasis should in I. 22. I be placed on ra ale4 TrapovTa, if these 
can possibly be 'generalizations' as opposed to the usual translation as 'par- 
ticular occasions'.' The belief that the more general truth is somehow truer 
would not be foreign to Thucydides' more philosophical contemporaries,2 and 
the seeking after its historical counterpart, significance, if this was one of 

Thucydides' aims, would make him a better historian even if, as this analysis 
has shown, it makes him a more difficult source. 

Jew College, Oxford 

oefI TOv davOpW7reLOv 7E aaO(cS 8ta r7Trav7ros vo 
JVacoEW avayKalas, ov av KpaTr?, apXELv (5. 

105. 2). There is no real preference for either 
speech or narrative. 

I Translating: '(In view of the difficulties 
of precisely reporting speeches) my practice 
has been, while keeping as close as possible 
to the general sense of what was actually 
said, to make my speakers say what seemed 
to me to be most relevant to the general 
historical situation.' While at'e is of course 

C. H. GRAYSON 

ambiguous ('always' as well as 'at the 
particular time in question'), eKaaTor is used 
of Tr 9pya in the particularizing sense in the 
passage that follows and that ends with the 
well-known KrCrta es aeld. 

2 Cf. Plato, Tim. 29, Theaet. 173 e-I74 a 
(though rather hard on an idea that had 
played a significant part in many of the 
philosophical problems on which he himself 
wrote). 
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