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CLEON'S HIDDEN APPEALS 
(THUCYDIDES 3.37-40)1 

INTRODUCTION: HPOZ HJ ONHN AErEIN 

At 2.65 Thucydides says of Pericles that he did not speak to please (rrpos 'sov6rv 
Aeyetv): he had no need of such means for acquiring influence, since he already 
enjoyed it because of his recognized merits. But his successors were on the same 
plane as one another, each one striving to establish himself as the man first in 
influence with the demos. And in this drive for ascendancy, they began to allow the 
people's pleasures to shape the advice they gave (E'rparovTo KaO' -q7ovads T7) d7, t) 
Kat T r TpadyFLaTa ev6toovat).2 

The next Athenian speaker we encounter is Cleon; and when we are told that the 
demos regarded him as their most persuasive speaker,3 we expect from him that 
gratification of the audience which has been described at 2.65. In one respect this is 
exactly what we see. The savage proposal presented by Cleon at the first assembly gave 
to the Athenians precisely the vengeance they desired. And in the second speech, the 

' This paper has greatly benefited from the suggestions of its anonymous referee. I am pleased 
to take this opportunity to express my gratitude. 

2 On the phrase irpos 8ov'rv Ae'yev and related ideas, see J. de Romilly, 'La condamnation du 
plaisir dans l'oeuvre de Thucydide', WS 79 (1966), 142-8; J. Ober, Mass and Elite in Democratic 
Athens (Princeton, 1989), 43-4 (discussed below, n. 8); S. Flory, 'The meaning of rTO f/) Lv90?&ES 
(1.22.4) and the usefulness of Thucydides' History', CJ 85 (1990), 198-200; M. Heath, 
'Thucydides' political judgement', LCM 15 (1990), 158-60. The following works, cited more than 
once, will be indicated by author's name only: A. Andrewes, 'The Mytilene debate: Thucydides 
3.36-49', Phoenix 16 (1962), 64-85; J. A. Andrews, 'Cleon's ethopoetics', CQ 44 (1994), 26-39; 
D. L. Cairns, 'Hybris, dishonour, and thinking big', JHS 116 (1996), 1-32; G. Crane, Thucydides 
and the Ancient Simplicity (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1998); N. R. E. Fisher, Hybris: A Study in 
the Values of Honour and Shame in Ancient Greece (Warminster, 1992); M. Heath, 'Justice in 
Thucydides' Athenian speeches', Historia 39 (1990), 385-400; S. Hornblower, A Commentary on 
Thucydides, vol. 1 (Oxford, 1991); D. Kagan, 'The speeches in Thucydides and the Mytilene 
debate', YCS 2 (1975), 71-94; J. Th. Kakridis, Der thukydideische Epitaphios. Ein stilistischer 
Kommentar (Munich, 1961); E. Levy, Athenes devant la defaite de 404. Histoire d' une crise 
ideologique (Paris, 1976); C. W. Macleod, Collected Essays (Oxford, 1983); N. Loraux, The 
Invention of Athens: The Funeral Oration in the Classical City (Cambridge, MA,1986); W Nippel, 
Mischverfassungstheorie und Verfassungsrealitdt in Antike undfriiher Neuzeit (Stuttgart, 1980); 
J. Ober, Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens (Princeton, 1989); K. A. Raaflaub, Die Entdeckung 
der Freiheit (Munich, 1985); J. de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism (Oxford, 1963); 
ead., 'Le Theme du prestige dans l'oeuvre de Thucydide', Ancient Society 4 (1973), 39-58; ead., 
Problemes de la democratie grecque (Paris, 1975); J. S. Rusten (ed), Thucydides: The Peloponnesian 
War, Book II (Cambridge, 1989); H.-G. Saar, Die Reden des Kleon und Diodotus und ihre Stellung 
im Gesamtwerk des Thukydides (diss. Hamburg, 1953); C. Tuplin, 'Imperial tyranny: some 
reflections on a Classical Greek political metaphor', in P. A. Cartledge and F. D. Harvey (edd.), 
CRUX: Essays presented to G. E. M. de Ste. Croix ... (Exeter, 1985), 348-75; G. Vlastos, 
'IZONOMIA IIOAITIKH', in J. Mau and E. G. Schmidt (edd.), Isonomia. Studien zur 
Gleichheits- vorstellung im griechischen Denken (Berlin, 1964), 1-35; reprinted in G. Vlastos, 
Platonic Studies (Princeton, 1973), 164-203; A. W. Gomme, K. J. Dover, and A. Andrewes, A 
Historical Com- mentary on Thucydides, 5 vols (Oxford, 1945-81), hereafter HCT. 

33.36.6 rT 8,ruco rrapa 7roAVV Ev Tr6 TOTE 7rtlavWararos. Cf. 4.21.3. So too the Sicilian dema- 
gogue Athenagoras is ev TrO TrapovrTL 7rLavwrTaror- roTs roAAoE? (6.35.2). On Athenagoras, see 
below. 
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one Thucydides has seen fit to relate, Cleon persists in this appeal to opyr], using (as we 
shall shortly see) some fine techniques for rekindling that spent anger.4 

For some, Cleon's appeal to his audience's desire for revenge, coupled with the 
elements of slander and exploitation of social tensions, is enough to confirm that 
Cleon is Thucydides' prime illustration of the post-Periclean leadership, as charac- 
terized at 2.65.5 And yet it is Cleon himself who takes up Thucydides' complaint and 
denounces both the demagogic flatterers (40.3 ot TreP7roVTV7ES AoyU pTOpES) and the 
Athenians themselves for succumbing to pleasure (38.7 aKojs 'Sovj 7yoaTrcovoI; cf. 
40.2 '8ov- Ayoywv). Moreover, he begins his speech by harshly upbraiding his audience 
for the consequences of their democracy, which leads Gomme to comment that 'there 
is no flattery of the demos by this persuasive demagogue, no letting himself be led by 
the people'.6 How, then, can Thucydides say that Pericles' successors won the support 
of the demos through fawning and flattery and then give to the first of these succes- 
sors a speech as outspoken as this?7 

Cleon's criticism of democratic practices is certainly loud and overt. What is less 
obvious and more important, he also attacks certain aspects of democratic ideology. 
This form of criticism takes outspokenness to a dangerous level,8 and makes sense 
only if there is some deeper, hidden appeal. Such is the case in this speech: Cleon's 
objective is to remove for his audience the ideological impediment to the realization of 

4 It is not just Cleon but the Athenians as a whole who decry the heinous character of the 
revolt (3.36.2). This, Salaithos' summary execution (3.36.1), and the explicit surrender of the pro- 
ceedings to opyr' (3.36.2) all make the prevailing mood of the assembly perfectly apparent. For a 
reconstruction of the arguments at the first assembly, see R. P Legon, 'Megara and Mytilene', 
Phoenix 22 (1968), 208-9 (followed by Kagan [n. 2], 80-1). 5 Andrewes (n. 2), 76-7 ('he violently discredits his opponent in advance ... he appeals to 
unregulated emotion.... Tactics like these should be comprehended in Thucydides' ETpaTrovTo 
KaO' rf8ova's r) 8rjpt Kat Tra TrpaytLaTa evAtUovat'); L. Edmunds, Cleon, Knights, and Aristo- 
phanes' Politics (Lanham, MD, 1987), 32 ('Thucydides' Cleon is presented as a source of stasis', 
in confirmation of the report at 2.65). 

6 Gomme in HCT, vol. II, 299. 
7 'Cleon sets himself against the clear tide of public opinion', contrary to what 2.65.10 has led 

us to expect, remarks D. M. Lewis, Cambridge Ancient History, vol. V2 (Cambridge, 1992), 405-6. 
Cf. S. Hornblower (n. 2), 420. Of course, the apparent inconsistency between these two passages, 
2.65 and 3.37-40, may merely be a reflection of changes in Thucydides' own thinking over the 
several decades during which he was at work on his history. So de Romilly (n. 2, 1963), 171: 
'While in his judgment in 2.65 Thucydides seems particularly concerned to underline the 
difference between Pericles and his successors, [in the Mytilene Debate] he makes no effort at all 
to mark the contrast between Pericles and Cleon.... The explanation is that between the com- 
position of the debate on Mytilene and the judgment in 2.65, there was an interval: the contrast 
which had previously seemed unimportant turned out to be essential, and the attacks of the 
opposition, now triumphant, called for precise justification.' But before we conclude that Cleon's 
speech is not intended to exemplify the politician who, in contrast to Pericles, makes his advice 
conform to the likings of his audience, we must investigate what these likings might be. That is the 
task of this paper. I hasten to add that viewing Cleon's speech as a confirmation of the authorial 
comments of 2.65 does not require us to view the speech as a late composition, nor to doubt its 
authenticity. I leave these questions for a later occasion. 

8 According to Ober (n. 2), 316-24, the rhetor was expected to 'prominently stand forth' and 
speak his mind, defending, advising, leading, and even criticizing the people. But his out- 
spokenness stopped short of attacking democratic ideology. Here, he was expected to 
demonstrate 'his ideological solidarity' with his audience (93). What elite critics like Thucydides 
revile as 'pleasing speech', argues Ober, is in fact nothing more than the speaker's effort to 
'accommodate himself to the ethos-the ideology-of his audience' (43). One virtue of Ober's 
approach is that it shows that the speech was pleasing to the audience not only when it appealed 
to their emotions but also when it confirmed their opinions (or 'ideological presuppositions'). 
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CLEON'S HIDDEN APPEAL (THUC. 3.37-40) 

their unspoken desire for greater power. Consequently, it is not just the audience's 
passion for revenge that Cleon means to gratify, but also their desire to extend their 
adpX, both within and beyond the city. Neither of these appeals has been adequately 
appreciated; this paper will treat both. 

The body of the speech may be divided into two sections,9 in the first of which 
(3.37-8) Cleon's professed aim is to persuade the Athenians to abandon certain self- 
destructive democratic tendencies so that they may pursue their proper interests. In the 
second part (3.39-40.1) he explains to them just where their interests lie: they must 
enact the Mytilene decree, confident that such action not only is just but also promotes 
their imperial interests.10 Underlying these expressed concerns are Cleon's tacit 
assumptions about his audience's attitudes: in the first section, their attitude toward 
democratic tolerance and freedom; in the second, toward imperial honour and 
prestige. The discussion which follows treats each of these, though in reverse order: 
first imperial honour and prestige, -rtnt, then democratic tolerance and freedom, 
EAEvO9epla. 

I. IMPERIAL HONOUR AND PRESTIGE (3.39-0.1) 

'If you follow my advice', says Cleon at the conclusion of his speech (3.40.4), 
'you will do what is just toward the Mytileneans as well as what is in your own inter- 
est' (rreLOoLEVOL {IEV E4io0 ra re tSKaLa Es MvlTA]qvaiovs Kac r&a 6tvauopa aFla 
rTOl7f7ETE .. .).11 The proof of this double assertion is found in the second part of the 
speech (3.39). Cleon there says that revolt is pardonable only if involuntary, that is to 
say, if occasioned by unendurable Athenian demands or by enemy threats. But the 
Mytileneans were under neither pressure: the Athenians left the Mytileneans free and 
indeed accorded them the foremost honours, and the enemy posed no danger, since 
the Mytileneans were safe behind their walls on an island whose waters their own 
ships controlled.12 Such circumstances show, says Cleon, that they were altogether 
free from constraint: the revolt was indeed voluntary, and therefore unpardonable. 

It is on this legalistic ground that the Athenians must distinguish voluntary rebels 
from those who have been forced to revolt. But they must do so for political reasons as 
well: the allies themselves are sensitive to the difference and will be carefully noting 
whether the voluntary and wilful nature of their revolt will earn for the Mytileneans 
the harsher punishment; anything less will suggest to them that the Athenian response 
to revolt is likely never to be severe. Confident of impunity, every ally will regard its 
own 'slightest excuse' as an apt occasion for revolt. As a result, the Athenians will 
spend all their time suppressing the revolts of their own allies, either losing them and 
their resources to the enemy or, at best, recovering cities which they themselves have 
devastated and rendered incapable of providing imperial revenue. 

This, then, is the argument, one part legal and one part political, on the basis of 

There is indeed some of the latter in Cleon's speech: see below on o0da and the wisdom of mass 
decisions. But on the interpretation of the speech advanced here, the pleasure afforded by Cleon's 
speech involves gratification of desires largely emotional. 

9 P. Moraux, 'Thucydide et la rh6torique', EC 22 (1954), 9, labels the former of these an 
TLTorpE7rTLKOS Ao,yos, the latter, a Kar7yopLKoS Ahdyos. 

10 Heath (n. 2), 388-9 notes that, relative to other Athenian speakers in Thucydides, Cleon's 
insistence on considerations of justice is exceptional. " In those places where, as here, I have consulted another's translation, I have turned to 
R. Crawley, as revised in R. B. Strassler, The Landmark Thucydides (New York, 1996). 

12 
Regarding the walls and ships, see. n. 19 and cf. 3.4.2, 3.3.4, 11.6. 
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which Cleon contends that his policy perfectly reconciles the demands of justice 
and self-interest. Whatever we may think of it, Cleon has provided a rationale for the 
Mytilene decree. But he has also embedded in that rationale certain powerful 
emotional appeals. One of these, the appeal to an Athenian fear of general rebellion, 
requires no special comment.13 The other, an appeal to anger which arises from the 
argument from justice, is much subtler, and requires close study. 

If the Mytileneans had revolted involuntarily, says Cleon at 3.39.2, that would 
have been droTaraats . But their revolt, being voluntary, deserves a different name: 
E7Tavdaura(js, conspiratorial 'uprising against' the ruler.14 Moreover, the motives 
behind a voluntary revolt can differ significantly: as Cleon sees it, a polis may revolt in 
an attempt to augment its own power. Not so the Mytileneans: 'they attempted to ruin 
us by siding with our worst enemies-a worse offence than a war undertaken on their 
own account in the acquisition of power.' The Mytileneans were motivated not by 
self-interest, but malice pure and simple. 

Having thus introduced the question of motives, Cleon devotes the next several 
sentences to the psychology of the Mytilene revolt, and of revolt in general.15 The 
Mytileneans were deterred neither by the adverse outcome of earlier revolts, nor by 
the danger which lurks for those who enjoy extraordinary blessings (evSat/tovLa). On 
the contrary, their prosperity induced in them that very attitude of mind which 
gives rise to evil intentions and the desire to treat others spitefully. And this is not 
surprising, for 'cities in which prosperity arises very suddenly and quite unexpectedly 
usually turn to hubris' (3.39.4 E'LcoOE 8e TroV TrodAEv a?s av t uatxtcra KatL St' 
lAaXo.urov aTrrpocjtoKr7ToS ev7rpayta c ',c , e ?'Jplv rpe7Etv).16 There is, of course, 
nothing controversial in this maxim, and illustrations of this 'law of hubris' are 
numerous enough in the pages of Thucydides.'7 But we may ask on what basis Cleon 
attributes evSat&lovta and ev7rpayla to the Mytileneans; and we may well wonder in 
what sense that prosperity arose 'very suddenly and quite unexpectedly'. 

The prosperity of which Cleon speaks at 3.39.2 consists in the several benefits of 
Mytilenean autonomy, and specifically those which prove that their revolt was 
'epanastatic' and voluntary: their self-government (avTrovo/IoL otKoUvreS), the walls 
which kept them safe from enemy threat by land, and the ships which protected them 
by sea.'8 These defences it had certainly been in the power of the Athenians to 

13 See Kagan (n. 2), 79-80. 
14 Cleon characterizes the revolt as Eravcdaraaus not so much because he wishes to liken it to 

domestic revolution (Andrewes in HCT, vol. V, 45; cf. Saar [n. 2], 43-4) as to suggest that 
linguistic usage itself sanctions and supports his notion of two distinct forms of revolt. 

'5 Cf. Diodotus' discussion of the subject at 3.45, and D. T Tompkins, 'Thucydides constructs 
his speakers: the case of Diodotus', Electronic Antiquity 1.1 (June 1993). 

16 Cleon places great emphasis on the Mytileneans' happiness and prosperity (39.3-5 
evUaLLovia ..., ev7Tpayta ..., vTrXXovrTa ..., evSaLtLoviav), and its issue in tgplt. Gomme in 
HCT, vol. II, 307 and Saar (n. 2), 46 note the contrast with Chios (8.24.4 riv'atl,ovrlaav TE al4a 
KaL Eawcfpo6vrlaav). 

17 de Romilly (n. 2, 1963), part III, ch. iii, esp. 322-9. For recent reappraisal of i/pt,s, see 
below, n. 23. 

18 As elements of avTrovo1la, neither walls, ships, nor freedom from tribute is necessary or 
sufficient. As M. Ostwald, Autonomia: Its Genesis and Early History (Chico, CA, 1982), 27-8 
observes, the Chians 'demolished their walls at the bidding of Athens in 425 B.C., and yet 
Chios continued to be considered autonomous down to the time of her revolt in 412 B.C.... 

Participation with her ships (in joint naval campaigns with Athens) makes Methymna avTro'voos 
in one passage but v7rrKooS in another.... (The Peace of Nicias) guarantees the atvrovoiLLa of 
six Thracian cities, "provided that they continue to pay the tribute assessed at the time of 
Aristeides".' 
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remove.19 Instead, they left them intact, tokens of the esteem in which they held this 

ally (3.39.2 Tr/J/xLEVOL ES ra Trp&ra vTro' -uCv). Thus, the foundation of the islanders' 

prosperity was the LttL accorded them by the Athenians. And it is precisely this which 
made their prosperity adTpoaU8dK-ToS. It was shocking and unexpected that the 

imperial masters, for whom LTt7 was so important,20 should pay honour to those from 
whom honour was due.21 

Thucydides records another instance of a revolt which involved hubris: that of the 

Corcyreans from their mother-city Corinth. All their other colonies, say the Corin- 
thian representatives at Athens, pay due honour to their mother city (rLtcatLV). But the 
rebel Corcyreans have grown terribly wealthy, and as a result are in the settled habit of 

striking out against their mother city from an attitude of hubris (1.38.5 ;p/Et Se Kat 
?EovaLa 7rTAovrov TroAAa es a. ... . . 'ljapr7Kaut . . .). And yet, when the Cor- 
inthians first began founding colonies, their expectation was that, far from becoming 
the victims of their colonies' hubris, they would receive the honour and respect 
which is properly owed a hegemonic state (38.2 vp['eaOal ... OavpaLcieaOat).22 In this 

passage, hubris is aggressive behaviour involving the desire to bring dishonour to the 
victim.23 

19 At this date only Mytilene and Chios retained their navies; each was required, on an ongoing 
basis, to place a contingent at the disposal of the Athenian navy (3.10.5). These two allies were 
likewise the only Ionian states to have retained their walls (3.39.2, 4.51; 3.33.2). Doubtless the 
presence of walls at Mytilene and Chios could be represented to the Greek world as a token of 
Athenian respect for the autonomy of these two states. This seems to be Cleon's tactic here. 
Regarding the absence of walls in Ionia, see R. Meiggs The Athenian Empire (Oxford, 1979), 
149-51, who attributes their removal to Athenian imperial policy (Meiggs is anticipated by P. A. 
Brunt, 'Athenian settlements abroad in the fifth century', in E. Badian [ed.], Ancient Society and 
Institutions. Studies... Victor Ehrenberg [New York, 1967], 84, 92, n. 54). The alternative view, 
first advanced by H. T. Wade-Gery, Essays in Greek History (Oxford, 1958), 219-20, is that the 
walls had been removed by the Athenians at the time of the Peace of Callias. If this is true, 
subsequent Athenian imperial policy may have consisted in nothing more than insisting on strict 
observance of the terms of the Peace. And if allies in the time of the Athenian apxq in Thrace 
were allowed to retain their walls, that is because no 'Peace of Callias' will have existed to protect 
the allies from hostile neighbors (Andrewes in HCT, vol. V, 36). For further discussion and 
bibliography, see Hornblower (n. 2), 414-15. 

20 The Athenians who address the Spartan assembly at 1.75.3 cite rtlt together with fear and 
profit as the fundamental motives of their apXr7. Scholars have difficulty taking the first of these 
as seriously as the others: see n. 22, and cf. Levy (n. 2), 111-19; de Romilly (n. 2, 1963), 79. 

21 In Thucydides the prosperity or good fortune which leads to hubris is often said to have 
arisen unexpectedly (de Romilly [n. 2, 1963], 324). One of Cleon's 'sharp practices' is his elision 
between drrpoaSoKqrTos as 'unexpected' and as 'sudden'. 

22 Crane (n. 2), 97-105 argues that we must take seriously Thucydides' suggestion that what 
chiefly motivated the Corinthians' 'irrational' decision to 'push the Greek world into ... war' (96) 
was the Corcyreans' refusal to perform those symbolic gestures by which they might publicly 
acknowledge Corinth's cultural superiority. The fundamental issue is, as Thucydides 1.38 
supposes, the Corinthians' slighted honour. Cf. de Romilly (n. 2, 1973), 42: 'On dirait ... que 
l'honneur commande ... le conflit des interets.' Similarly p. 41: the role played by rt,sj in this 
episode 'deroute les historiens modernes et... leur semble mince au regard de l'evenement; mais 
c'est l'explication que donne Thucydide'. 

23 For Fisher (n. 2), 148, 'the core of the concept is beyond any doubt the committing of 
actions of intentional insult, of acts which deliberately inflict shame and dishonour on others'. 
Cairns (n. 2) accepts the emphasis on honour, but argues that Fisher has incorrectly limited the 
'dispositional' aspect of hubris to the intention to insult and dishonour. His emphasis 'is on that 
element of hybris which relates to one's own honour'. He argues that 'the state of mind which 
over-values one's own honour is decisive for hybris ... Terms such as mega phronein are ... ways 
of referring to the subjective, dispositional aspect of hybris, and thus, since hybris-words can be 
used in purely dispositional senses, hybris and "thinking big" can amount to the same thing' 
(10-11). 
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The same may be said of 3.39. The Athenians, says Cleon, ought never to have so 
honoured the Mytileneans (rert71ia Oat), for then they would not have committed such 
outrage (s rTOSe tf6ptaav). As the maxim which immediately follows makes clear, for 
the imperial Athenians to surrender their TrLr in this way to those under their rule was 
slavish and weak; and as usually happens, this slavishness was met with scorn and 
disrespect (3.39.5 7rErvKE yap Kat aAAcuws dav0poros T7 tIev OEpa7revov vr7Tepqpovetv, 
rO 8$' tL VTREtKOV OavLua,etv). Thus, the outrage supposed by the words es roSE 

E'63pLaav was not so much the revolt itself as the public humiliation of imperial 
Athens. And it is this, and not any material damage resulting from the revolt itself, 
which makes the Mytileneans /aAtc-ra 8 t... 7SlK-qKorTas vtdi, 'guilty of the most 
grievous injury', one that fully merits the most terrible revenge. 

Compelled to justify the harsh decree of which he was the sponsor, Cleon not only 
states the legalistic and political grounds on which he denies pardon to the Mytilen- 
eans for their 'voluntary' revolt; he also suggests that the islanders are guilty of hubris. 
And nothing so instils-in this case, recaptures-the passion for revenge as a slight, 
inflicted in a spirit of hubris, to the Athenians' imperial honour.24 

II. DEMOCRATIC TOLERANCE AND FREEDOM (3.37-8) 

Cleon thus devotes the second section of his speech to a legalistic and political 
justification of revenge which is at the same time a powerful appeal to anger. But he 
begins the speech by decrying the regret which has supplanted his audience's original 
anger; and it is his treatment of this regret that gives rise to Cleon's stunning criticism 
of his audience and their democracy.25 

Behind the Athenians' changed attitude lies the belief that, in pitying the 
Mytileneans their plight and listening to their pleas, they lose nothing and actually 
gain the lasting gratitude of the Mytileneans. To this Cleon responds: 

You fail to consider that, whatever advantage you miss when you yield to an argument or 
whatever you concede out of pity, is a display of weakness which is dangerous to yourselves and 
does not win the gratitude of the allies. You fail to take into account that the empire you 
maintain is a tyranny, one exercised over those who for their part are laying plots and endure 
your rule unwillingly. They do not obey you as a result of your doing them favours at your own 
expense, but as a result of your controlling them, not by good will, but by force. (3.37.2) 

24 In order to imagine, with the speaker, how a charge of ;ipts would rekindle the Athenians' 
spent anger, we may turn to Aristotle's discussion of audience psychology in Rhetoric 2. Chapter 
2 treats anger (opyqr), which Aristotle defines as 'desire ... for conspicuous retaliation (rttiwpta) 
because of a conspicuous slight (cAtywcpla)' (1378a30ff, trans. G. Kennedy). Of the three forms 
which a slight may take, the most grievous is ?fpti, 'doing and speaking in which there is shame 
to the sufferer, not that some advantage may accrue to the doer or because something has 
happened but for the pleasure of it' (my italics). (Note Aristotle's further remark that victims of 
v/3pLs are especially provoked when the belittlement is at the hands of friends or those whom they 
have shown special favour-as the Athenians have the Mytileneans.) In short, nothing so 
provokes opyr7, i.e. the passion for TLLWcopia, as aggression, which is perceived as arising from and 
constituting vi/ptL. The passage is central to the 'behaviourist' account of i'ptgs offered by Fisher 
(n. 2) and to the attempt of Cairns (n. 2), esp. 2-8, to redress what he regards as Fisher's under- 
estimation of the 'dispositional' aspect of i/pts. 

25 Attempting to show the speaker's adoption of an endoxic ethos, Andrews (n. 2), 35, n. 53, 
downplays the outspokenness of Cleon's opening remarks. In fact, these opening remarks are a 
bracing assault on democratic principles and practices, the object of which is to establish the need 
for endoxy in matters of justice and self-interest. Cleon's own endoxic ethos in these mattersfirst 
becomes evident at 3.38.1, then repeatedly in 3.39-40. 
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OTrL v 17j AOyY 7rELUOEVTEs Vf7Tr' aCLVTwrv a,pTrTE 77 OLKTJ v Ev8&TE, OVK E7TLKLVOSVVWS 7jyELUE 
eS Vlads Kat OVK Es TrrV TrV eVLAldCXWV Xa'PLV FLaaKL[EaOaL, OV CKO7TOVreg S OL TrvpaVVlSa 
EXETE TIrV adpX7v Kal rrpos ErtJSovAeVOVovaS aVTroVS Kal aKoVTas da'pXotEvovs, Ot OVK Ef (LSv 
av xaprIaaUOe TXaarTroLevoL avrol adKpoc)VTraL VIL5uV, dAA^ E) dv E v e)SXL tzXA,ov 7 Tra 
EKELVWV EVVOLa r7TplyoEV,aCe. 

As allies, the Mytileneans are neither innocent nor weak, nor is there any prospect 
that the Athenians can win the Mytileneans' gratitude and adherence (Xadpv, 
xapt4]qaOE, aKpovraTi, eVvola) through pity (ot'KTc) and the neglect of their own 
interests (da4apr7-re, EVSr>TE, FLaAaKIcLeaOal, gAaTrTroLevot). This is because the 
Athenians are in the position of the tyrant, and as such are dealing with people 
who, far from allowing themselves to be placed under obligation, will seize this 
unlooked-for opportunity to harm the Athenians. 

By framing his discussion of the Athenians' change of heart in terms of pity, 
self-sacrifice, and gratitude, Cleon invokes an ethical paradigm, familiar from funeral 
orations and the tragic stage: throughout their history, the Athenians are the people 
who, heedless of the consequences for themselves, pity the weak and innocent and 
rescue them from the unjust oppression of the foreign foe.26 The danger is glorious, not 

only because it establishes the Athenians' claim of XapLs,27 but because it shows their 
selfless devotion to the principle of justice among the Hellenes. As Heath remarks, 'the 
Athenians had constructed an ideal self-image, as the Greek city uniquely concerned 
with upholding international law, labouring to defend innocent victims to the neglect 
of her own interests'.28 

Cleon's purpose is not to celebrate his audience's defence of justice among the 
Hellenes, but to bring them face-to-face with the harsh reality which requires that they 
disregard such foolish idealism: 'the empire you maintain is a tyranny'. The Athenians, 
Cleon appears to suggest, have unconsciously fallen prey to their own invention: in 

thinking that they can win gratitude through pity without fatal consequences to 
themselves, they combine fantasies of invulnerability with their self-idealization as the 

city generous and just beyond all others. 
Cleon takes this behaviour as proof that democracy is incapable of empire. Demo- 

cracy is blamed in part because the notion of Athenian generosity toward other states 
is a democratic conceit. But the real problem with democracy is that it fosters the 
fantasy of security: 

I for one have often perceived that democracy is incapable of ruling others, but never more so 
than by your present change of mind regarding Mytilene. For since fear and cause for suspicion 
is absent from your daily relations with one another, you feel just the same toward the allies. 

(3.37.1-2) 

26 The prime examples are the rescue of the Heraclidae and the return of the remains of the 
Seven to the Argive mothers. Says Loraux (n. 2), 67: 'for the authors of the epitaphioi, these two 
episodes are an opportunity of recalling this generosity, this compassion for the weak and 
oppressed, which both tragedy and rhetoric agree are one of the principal features of the 
Athenian character'. 

27 In Thucydides, see Pericles at 2.40.4-5, where the statesman speaks of the Athenians 
outdoing their friends in kindness (ov yap TrdaxovTes Ev, adAAa d pcvres KrWLpeOa Tovs 
ktAovs). Some do read this passage as a comment on Athenian foreign relations (J. T. Hooker, 
'Xapls and dpeTr7 in Thucydides', Hermes 102 [1974], 164-9; Loraux (n. 2), 81). But Rusten (n. 2), 
156 objects that this would be a 'grotesque distortion of the nature of empire, which he later 
compares to a tyranny'. Pericles' words, says Rusten, 'are meant to apply to the character of 
individual Athenians'. 

28 Heath (n. 2), 394. Cf. (in addition to Loraux in n. 26 above) Kakridis (n. 2), 33. 
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7roXAAKLS /LEV 7ror8 EYWYE Kat aAAoTe 3yoVKv 8rpLoKpaTLav oTr aoSvaTrov eaTLv ETEpWV 

apXeLv, /I.aALUTa o' ev Tr vvv 5eTepa 7repL MvrTLhrvawv t leraLeAeiha. SLda yap Tr KaO' 

riLEpav aSEE KaL adve7TLovAevrov rrpos dArhAovuS Kal es roVus' VflldaXOVs TO arTO EXETE. 

The words TO KcaO' -IECLpav caes- Ka dverTLnovevTov 7 rps6 dAA'hAovU recall Pericles' 
celebration of democratic EAevOepla: 

It is with tolerance that we Athenian citizens conduct ourselves both in public affairs and as 
regards our silent scrutiny of each other's daily activities. We do not grow angry with our 
neighbour if he does something as he pleases, nor do we cast frowns at him in a way that, while 
inflicting no actual harm, does nonetheless cause distress. (2.37.2) 

EAevOepWo Se ra TE rrpOS TO KOLVOV 7roALTEVo/Lev KaLt E T-7V TrpOS' dhAA'Aovs T7Vs KaO' 

-r)ifJpav E7TTr7)0Ev&LdTWUv zvroLCLaav, ov 8t' Ppyrjs TrV 7reAas, EL KaO' 78ovrpv TL Spa, EXOVTES, 

ovot r]i'1ovs ,Edv, Av7nrr)qpdas oS rj OEiEL XO67 ovag 7rpoaulOEpEVot. 

Interpreting JAevOEpcow strictly in relation to the sentence in which it appears, we find 
Pericles to be saying that Athenian citizens are tolerant of one another's private 
behaviour.29 And it is precisely AEvOEep[a in this sense that Cleon wishes to bring 
before his audience when he echoes Pericles' words: the Athenians' habit of tolerance 
and generous feelings is what prevents them from viewing the allies with the degree 
of suspicion and distrust which they, as tyrants, must adopt if they are to survive 
their subjects' resentment and ill will.30 The clear implication of Cleon's echo of 
Pericles is that his audience's uncritical adherence to democratic tolerance is what 
prevents them from a realistic assessment of their imperial predicament. In this way, 
E'AvOEp'a renders democracy 'incapable of ruling others'. 

Democratic E'AvOepia fosters the notion that empires can be ruled by tolerance and 
goodwill. But there is another way in which eAevOep'a is deleterious to the interests of 
Cleon's audience. This becomes evident if we return to the funeral oration. 

Having praised the Athenians for their mutual tolerance, Pericles immediately 
moves to meet the objection that such tolerance invites disrespect for public norms.31 
No one, says Pericles, is more obedient than an Athenian to his chosen officials or to 
the laws themselves, not just because he fears legal punishment, but because he is 
guided in his action by a sense of shame. Thus, for all that they concede extraordinary 
freedom to one another, the Athenians are an orderly society, observant and respectful 
of the law. 

This is not the view of Cleon. For him, tolerance in their private dealings fosters 
among the Athenians the fantasy that generosity toward the allies will be met with 

29 In translating EAevOepos 'with tolerance,' I follow Rusten (n. 2), 146. Cf. J. Classen, 
Thukydides, Band 2 (rev. J. Steup, Berlin, 19145), 175: 'in freier Weise, ohne die in Verfassung und 
Sitte begriindete Freiheit zu beschranken'. I disagree, however, with Rusten's view (147) that 
EAXevOpw ... 7.roArELTE oLev bears only on what follows, d ... p. . ROS T KOLVOv arising merely 
from Thucydides' habit of antithetical thought. I prefer the view that eAevOepws ... r.roALTevotLev 
is in part a recapitulation of 2.37.1, and that the words a ... rrpOs rT KOLVOV are intended to 
make that evident. So Gomme in HCT, vol. II, 114-15; Kakridis (n. 2), 29-31; J. de Romilly, 
Thucydide: La guerre du Peloponnese, Livre II (Paris, 1962), 96; Raaflaub (n. 2), 288. 

30 On the suspiciousness of the tyrant, see Tuplin (n. 2), 354, 356, with nn. 25 and 33. 
31 I read 2.37 as Pericles' attempt to distance Athenian democracy from the negative impli- 

cations of the 'name orltLoKpaTra'. In this I differ with Gomme in HCT, vol. II, 110 and follow 
instead Kakridis (n. 2), 24-8 (esp. 25); J. R. Grant, 'Thucydides 2.37.1', Phoenix 25 (1971), 104-7; 
R. Sealey, 'The origins of Demokratia', CSCA 6 (1973), 281 (who cites R. Hirzel, Themis, Dike 
und Verwandtes [Leipzig, 1907], 263 with n. 8); Nippel (n. 2), 50-1; Raaflaub (n. 2), 287. For 
further discussion of this reading of 2.37, see 'Freedom and equality in Periclean Athens' 
(forthcoming). 
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gratitude instead of resentment and danger. That is bad. But a far worse consequence 
of Athenian 'AevOepia is that it does foster disrespect for the laws: 

Worst of all will be if nothing in the matter of our decrees will stand firmly established, and if 
we fail to realize that bad laws which are never subverted are better for a city than good ones 
that have no authority ... (3.37.3) 

7rTT'VrWV be 8eLVoTaToV El [3EaLOv 77jLWV .L778ev KaOeaT77ELt wv aLv 0?7 7 TCpl, q7USe 

yvwao/LeOa oTL XElpoaL VO/LoLS aKIV^?ToLS XPWfilEVv] 7rOALS KpE(aauwV erT7tv j KaAc)S EXovalv 

dK6pot~. . .32 aKVpOLS 

Cleon is quick to exploit the presumption, refuted by Pericles at 2.37.3, that 
democratic tolerance leads inevitably to lawlessness. Thus, he hints that the present 
attempt to repeal the Mytilene decree is a particularly dreadful instance of disrespect 
for the law.33 Democratic eAevOepta breeds lawlessness, say the critics, and Cleon 
agrees: it makes the Athenians not only too trusting of the allies, but also too tolerant 
of those Athenians who treat the laws with contempt. 

It is here that Cleon launches his attack on the dKoAam'a, the licentiousness of 
those intellectuals who participate in debate before the Assembly (3.37.3-5). Cleon 

begins by contrasting two cities, the stronger of which enjoys stable laws, the weaker, 
laws that are subject to constant revision. The latter is clearly democratic Athens, while 
aKLv77roL Vo6lo suggests Sparta. As Saar explains, Cleon rehearses Spartan virtues so 
as to goad the Athenians into recognizing and correcting their own weaknesses.34 

The Corinthians had done very much the same thing when at the congress at Sparta 
they had explained Athenian strengths in an attempt to persuade the Spartans of the 
obsolescence of their ways (1.71.2 dpXatL'porra Ec7Trlc78evTara). They began by com- 
plaining of their audience's cdtaOt'a. The Spartans, say the Corinthians, are distrustful 
of everyone except themselves. When advised by their allies, the Spartans are influ- 
enced more by their own suspiciousness than by the instructiveness of the speech 
itself, and so have come to be characterized by a lack of knowledge in foreign affairs 
(1.68.1 dalaOia rr7AovL rrpos Td iWco rrpadyiara)-the result of their unwillingness to 
listen and learn. 

What to the Corinthians is a liability is to Cleon a virtue worthy of emulation. But 
when Cleon urges the Athenians to adopt an attitude of Spartan dataOa, it is in the 
hope that his audience will turn a deaf ear specifically toward those expert advisers 
who are eager to win a reputation for intelligence.35 

There would not normally be much to recommend such Spartan-like daaOtla to the 
Athenians. What makes it more attractive, however, is Cleon's claim that such resist- 
ance to advice is attended by awu poavvr7, prudence based on strong, independent 
judgement. 

The nature of that prudence which insulates itself from outside advice is best ex- 
plained by Archidamus in his response to the Corinthians' criticism. The Corinthians 
began their speech (1.68.1) by conceding that the good faith which pervades Spartan 
political society--r rarov ... r. . KaO' vt6s a3vrovs TroALTEctas KatL o6tiXas-is the 

32 For further discussion of this passage, see below. 
33 Cleon does not bother to explain in what sense the Mytilene decree may be viewed as a law, 

and its repeal seen as the subversion of v6zot, apparently on the assumption that his audience is 
at this point more attuned to his criticism of their democracy than to the Mytilene question. 
Regarding Cleon's apparent equation of decrees and laws, see further below. 

34 Saar (n. 2), 28-31. 
35 For adcLaO'a signifying a refusal to listen, cf. Soph. 0. T 545. 
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source of that city's orderliness (awoqpouvrq). But this good faith at home is the very 
thing which makes the Corinthians distrustful of everyone else, including their own 
good allies: 

Time after time our voice was raised to warn you of the blows about to be dealt us by Athens, 
and time after time, instead of trying to learn anything from our attempt to educate you, you 
contented yourselves with suspecting the speakers of being inspired by private interest. (1.68.2) 

7ToAAadKL yap 7TpoayopEvovtov r1lcV a StE'AAol ev lTrvo AlOrvaLowv flAXarTE(oaLt, ov 7rEpL (LV 

E8SLdaKOpLEV EKaaTOTE T7V /LaOdra1v ETrOerOeL6 , aXAAa T,V AeyOVTroV iaXAAov 7revoELTE cST 

EVEKa TWV avTroS LotIa tlafo6pwv AEyovatv. 

Yet, for all this past frustration, the Corinthians make one more attempt to make the 
Spartans listen, explaining that the Athenians, EK 7roAAov 7rpo7rapeKKevacFt.Evovs 

(1.68.3), are now in a state of preparedness for carrying their aggression to new 
levels. The Spartans might well have anticipated this if they had been alert to the 
singular nature of the Athenians: while the Spartans tarry, the Athenians move 
aggressively forward, meddling and intervening in others' affairs. The Spartans 
must realize that the Athenians' relentless activity abroad36 does not allow them, the 
Spartans, to continue to adhere to their outmoded ways-their slowness, their hesit- 
ancy, and their imperturbability. 

The Corinthians had limited the meaning of Spartan awopoavvr7 to domestic 
order. But Archidamus defends all the purported Spartan failings-not only their 
pL.AAb7ats, ppa8vTrrs, and ,crvXt5a, but also their refusal to accept instruction from 
abroad (dpa0i)a)-as proof that Spartan aowpoauiv37 is a matter not only of good 
order at home but prudence abroad. Neither praise nor blame from foreign allies can 

persuade the Spartans to undertake risks contrary to their own good judgement 
(1.84.2 7rapa ro 8OKOlV jtxiv). And it is precisely their refusal to listen when the 
preservation of their vo6Lot is at question that proves the soundness of that judge- 
ment: in the present case, the Corinthians have urged the Spartans to discard their 
customary imperturbability and invade Attica forthwith, regardless of the fact that the 
Athenians' military preparation is of an entirely different order, one for which the 
Spartans and their allies are at present quite unprepared (1.80.3 JarapaaKevovs). It 
would for that reason be disastrous to rush into action, in a way most uncharacteristic 
of Sparta, without first effecting an adequate advT7rapaaKev7.38 Seen in this light, the 
slowness and hesitancy for which the Corinthians have faulted them is in truth proof 
of the wisdom of Spartan awqpoavrv7. And such wisdom as this makes ol :VVErol and 
their expert advice about the enemy's preparations altogether unnecessary. 

The Spartans achieve favourable outcomes when dealing with foreign adversaries 
by refusing to go against their own judgement or to second-guess their norms of 
behaviour. So too, says Cleon, the Athenians can prosper if they trust in their own 
good judgement and in the wisdom of their vo6LOt. Regarding the latter he says: 

36 On the question of applying the term iroAvrTpaytLoaov77 to this quality of behaviour, see 
J. W. Allison, 'Thucydides and TroAvIrpay!oavvrq', AJAH 4 (1979), 10-22 and the response of 
K. A. Raaflaub, 'Democracy, power, and imperialism in fifth-century Athens', in J. P. Euben, 
J. Wallach, and J. Ober (edd.), Athenian Political Thought and the Reconstruction of American 
Democracy (Ithaca, NY, 1994), 108, n. 9. For additional discussion of the Athenians' alleged 
relentless activity abroad, see Levy (n. 2), 121-8. 

37 At 1.84.3 Archidamus substitutes -T EVKOacpOV as a synonym for awopoatvvr. Cf. E. G. 
Marchant, Thucydides, Book I (London, 1905; repr. Bristol, 1982), 223. 

38 On the central role of wrapaaKev 
J in Archidamus' argument, see J. W. Allison, Power and 

Preparedness in Thucydides (Baltimore, 1989), 45-60. 
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Ordinary people, because they mistrust their own cleverness, are content to be less learned than 
the laws, and less able to pick holes in the speech of a good speaker; and being equal judges 
rather than competing rivals, generally conduct affairs successfully. (3.37.4) 

OL 8' (sc. ol bavAoTErpoL Trjv avOp, rowv) a'7roUOvTs 7E 7j avTrv vveaeL dLVaOeaTepoL /iev 

rTC)V vo'owv adLovav EIva, advvarZTT E poL be TOV KaAs eirrOVTOS! /LE/JtaaOal Aoyov, KplTal 
s ovT7es adro TOV 'aov jidAAXov j dywvctaraT opOovraT rTa 7rAeL'o. 

Ordinary people, because they frankly accept their intellectual limitations, defer to 
the wisdom of the laws. Just as important, they do not venture to compete with those 
who, by finding fault with other speakers, eagerly display their own brilliance. 

Avoiding such individualistic competition, they serve instead as KptTat aroT rov 
'aov, equal partners in the joint task of reaching a sound judgement.39 And in this 

they are generally successful: ordinary people, if simply left to come to their own 
conclusions, can be depended on to reach a wise collective decision. 

This is of course a distinctly democratic sentiment, one which, according to Ober, 
should be read as a fundamental tenet of Athenian democratic ideology. Stated in full, 
it is the belief that 'the collective wisdom of a large group was inherently greater than 
the wisdom of any of its parts'.40 Ober takes as his prime fifth-century illustration 

Athenagoras' remark in Book Six that 'none can hear and decide so well as the 

many'.41 But Ober cites Cleon too, noting that he expresses the idea in 'an extreme 
form'.42 

What makes Cleon's allusion to the wisdom of mass decisions extreme is the con- 
clusion he draws from it: 

(s ov Xpr) Kat /d&s 7roLoVvTas p.r 8ElVvT7rTL Kalt uvvEaeW dyyvL e7TTrapofLevovs 7rapa 
80oav rT vjLETE'pO TrrA OEL Trapalvelv. (3.37.5) 

'We speakers', says Cleon, 'should do likewise and not allow ourselves to be so carried 

away by eloquence and intellectual rivalry that we give advice which runs counter to 
what has seemed best to you, the people.' Cleon seems to be speaking of the mass 
decision, that is, the decree of the popular assembly: irapa <7r> 8o'av, as it has 
sometimes been emended.43 Such is its wisdom that the speakers themselves, in 

performing their advisory function, should put aside their selfish intellectual 

pretensions and emulate its greater wisdom. Were Cleon speaking specifically of the 

Mytilene decree, this might make sense: rather than subjecting the Mytilene question 
to renewed analysis, they should defer to the wisdom of this mass decision. But Cleon 

39 S. Hornblower (n. 2), 425 glosses KpLraL OurO TOV L'aov 'being impartial judges' [lit. 'judges 
from a position of equality']. But these two ideas should be distinguished: the issue is not that 
ordinary people impartially judge the various proposals, but that they respect the equal status 
which they share among themselves. Ordinary people are content to remain equals and peers, in 
contrast to the desire of intellectual advisers to win personal distinction for themselves-to 
achieve unequal, or elite, status. 

40 Ober (n. 2), 163-4, stressing the testimony of Aristotle, Pol. 1281a39-b9. Cf. J. A. O. Larsen, 
'The judgment of antiquity on democracy', CP 49 (1954), 4-5; de Romilly (n. 2, 1975), 66-71; 
Nippel (n. 2), 50, n. 30 (who cites E. Braun, 'Die Summierungstheorie des Aristoteles', JOA144 
[1959], 157-84). 

41 Ober (n. 2), 164. 6.39.1 yct e 8U rlu ... .. v'AaKas uev adpLrovs etvat XPnl aTOov ToVs 
TrAovUaovs, 3ovAevaal 8' av ,LEA(taa rTOVS eVVETOVS, Kpvat 8' av aKovaavTas aptaLa Tro0 
TroAAov . . . On the relation of the democratic principles espoused in the Sicilian speeches to 
Athenian democracy, see (with Ober [n. 2], 164, n. 22) A. H. M. Jones, Athenian Democracy 
(Oxford, 1957), 43. 

42 Ober (n. 2), 164, n. 22. 43 Andrews (n. 2), 36, n. 58. 
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obviously is not limiting discussion to the present decree,44 and therefore seems to be 
saying that all decrees are wise decisions. 

In order to appreciate the nature of this wisdom, we must consider the implica- 
tions of the 6vvE'aEw dyyVL. Wishing to demonstrate their powers of persuasion 
(8ELvo'Trs), politicians eagerly engage in an intelligence contest, in the course of which 

they put forth views contrary to the ordinary-or, as Cleon puts it, 'urge you the 
people to accept what runs counter to 86oav'. We are forced to wonder whether Cleon 
is speaking of repeal of a decree, ro6 Soav, or novel ideas at odds with the ordinary 
view, r-7)v 86av.45 That his awkward omission of the definite article is intended to 
create such a confusion between decrees and ordinary opinion is confirmed when, in 
the very next sentence (38.1), Cleon charges that his opponent is planning to base 
his attack on the Mytilene decree on certain paradoxical ideas about justice and 
self-interest. What Cleon gains from the ambiguity, as I have argued on an earlier 
occasion,46 is a suggestion that advising the people, in a matter of justice and 
self-interest, contrary to an existing decree necessarily involves the employment of 
arguments which are paradoxical and absurd.47 

Archidamus spoke only of the Spartans' refusal to go against their own better 
judgement (7rapd r SoKoOVV). But in Cleon's Athens what makes the judgement of the 
assembly a better and wiser decision is that it is a mass decision. And when the people, 
ro rrTXjAo, invite their speakers to give advice rrapa o86av and to argue for policies 
based on paradoxical views of justice and self-interest, they become guilty of granting 
too much freedom to the intellectual elite. They create and condone a permissive and 
lawless political society, and so become the victims of their own ideology of tolerance. 
This is indeed rravrwv SELVodraov, far the worst consequence of the Athenians' 
democratic AE'AvOep'a.48 

III. EQUALITY, PLEONEXIA, AND 'TYRANNY' 

That awctpoavvr- which is preserved by the refusal to listen to intellectuals turns out 
to be nothing more than a prudent adherence to the wisdom of mass decisions. But 
the d,aOt'a itself has its own constitutional implications. In order to appreciate what 
these are, we need to return briefly to Athenagoras' remark in Book Six on the 
capacity of the many for wise decisions. 

Athenagoras claims that foremost among those who foretell an Athenian invasion 
are young oligarchs, who hope that their countrymen, panic-stricken, will invite them 
to take charge of affairs, and so 'rule the city all by themselves' (6.38.2 avTovts Tr7 
7roAews adpXetv). Athenagoras then asks the young oligarchs to confess the true source 
of their dissatisfaction with democratic rule. Is it that they chafe under the law which 
prohibits them from assuming positions of leadership until they have attained a 
certain age? Or is it that they refuse to accept their fellow-citizens as their equals and 
so share with the many the same citizen rights (6.38.5 Tera rTroAAX v LaovoyLEiaOat)? 

44 Note the generalizing expressions: ~Er d r rhov dtAetvov otKovoa, Trcv aleL Aeyolevwv, da 

rroAAad acdAAovat, opOoVVTat TaLd rAEcl). 
45 As Gomme in HCT vol. II, 302 observes, the normal sense of 7rapad 86av in Thucydides is 

'contrary to expectation'. 
46 Andrews (n. 2), 36-7. 
47 Cleon indicates what he regards to be his audience's endoxic truths regarding justice and 

self-interest in the next sentence (3.38.1). For discussion, see Andrews (n. 2), esp. 32-3. 
48 Cleon in 3.38 will take his audience to task for their permissiveness, explaining it in terms of 

their fondness of intellectual display. For discussion, see Andrews (n. 2), 38. 
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Athenagoras imagines one of their number raising the objection that, on the practical 
level, this concept of equality, whereby equal regard is accorded to all citizens merely 
on the basis of their citizenship, renders democracy inept: a city must be led, and those 
best suited to lead (apXEtv) are the wealthy. Moreover, it is just that this privileged class 
refuse to share its prerogatives with those citizens who are less deserving (6.38.5 
tlKatov ... L,) TCV avTrjv dltoiaoOata). Democracy, however, compels the wealthy to 

do just that. Thus, for all that it claims laovotpla, democracy, besides being foolish, is 
downright unfair (81,rloKpaTiav OrTE {VVETOV OVr' ta'ov).49 

In what follows, Athenagoras suggests that the disaffected few have misunderstood 
the nature of democratic laovo/pta. Equal political participation in the Syracusan 
democracy is accorded not to all citizens individually, but to three LE'prq, the three 
divisions of the citizen-body, each one of which has its proper competence: the rich, 
who best know how to manage the city's resources; the astute, who are best at advice 
and deliberation; and the many, who are most capable of sound decisions. The three 
segments enjoy equal shares both as discrete units of the city (Kara E'eprq) and as 
constituent parts of the whole (vpirravra). Thus, in contrast to oligarchy, which 
elevates one E'pos over the rest, laovocla preserves vfklrav, the all-embracing political 
entity denoted by the term '8Los'.o50 

Cleon is likewise concerned with rT Ilaov, but not of the various divisions of 
'the entire people' ({vtf7rav), the demos in the comprehensive sense, but only of the 
individual members of one division, TOr6 rA0os. And the issue is not the equal political 
rights of these individuals, but the common basis on which they reach their decisions: 
So6a, the collective wisdom of ordinary views, in contrast to the intelligence and 
expertise which distinguishes one small elite, ol VVETroL. The former, content to be 
equal to one another, 'guide most matters aright' (37.4 opOoOvraL rTa 7TAEci). Those, 
however, who most often cause their city's setbacks are the expert advisers, and this is 
because of each one's effort to demonstrate that his intelligence transcends all others'. 
This refusal to conform has catastrophic results, and brings into question such an 
individual's claim to political equality. In short, the Athenians' advisers should 
observe the principle of intellectual equality, and should do so by refraining from 
advice which clashes with ordinary views. p,r rrapa $6dav TrapalvEiv: this is what it is 
to advise acrT roO t'aov. Speakers who do otherwise ought not to be invited to speak at 
all.51 

49 On taos in the sense 'fair,' see Vlastos (n. 2), 184-5, n. 78. On the relation of Athenagoras' 
hypothetical debate to the question of arithmetic and geometric equality, see E D. Harvey, 'Two 
kinds of equality', CM 26 (1965), 102; de Romilly (n. 2, 1975), 151 with 49-52; Raaflaub (n. 2), 
298 with n. 174. The discussion of Nippel (n. 2), 49-50 is apposite. On laovotza in connection 
with the Athenian democracy, see most recently J. Ober and C. Hedrick (edd.), Demokratia. A 
Conversation on Democracies, Ancient and Modern (Princeton, 1996), which contains several 
discussions of Athenian democratic equality. For previous bibliography, see K. A. Raaflaub's 
entry, 'Equalities and inequalities in Athenian democracy', 164, nn. 44, 47. 

50 E. C. Marchant, Thucydides Book VI (London, 1897), 184 explains Ka Kam Kaa ep77 Kat 

IvrTravrTa: 'as separate pep'7 of the %rtJLos and as together making it up. The words are 
introduced for the sake of the reference to 6pvrrav and tepos above-a point missed by edd.' Pace 
Dover in HCT vol. IV, 305-6 (followed by Nippel [n. 2], 50, n. 31), I doubt that Athenagoras is 
here making claims about individual rights and privileges. 

5' On the right of public speech, see K. A. Raaflaub, 'Des freien Burgers Recht der freien Rede. 
Ein Beitrag zur Begriffs- und Sozialgeschichte der athenischen Demokratie', in Studien zur 
antiken Sozialgeschichte. Festschrift E Vittinghoff (Cologne and Vienna, 1980), 7-57 (cf. Raaflaub 
[n. 2], 277-83). According to Raaflaub, anxiety in the 430s over the possibility that social class 
would re-emerge as a criterion for political involvement led to currency of a new term, rrapprqata: 
the freedom of each citizen, regardless of social class, to speak as he wished ({la^yopia, which 
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The masses must abandon their habit of EhAvOEepa, tolerance and open- 
mindedness, and adopt instead an attitude of ada0aa, a refusal to listen when they 
encounter advisers who consider the political acumen of their audience as grossly 
unequal to their own. This amounts to a silencing of dissenting opinion, which carries 
a clear implication of 'mass tyranny'. This becomes clear if we once more return to 

Athenagoras' speech. 
According to Athenagoras, the share of political power accorded the wealthy few is 

fair and, if anything, more than equal to that accorded the other divisions of the 
demos.52 If they accept this share, L'aov KaOt rTAEov, they will 'advance the interests of 

the city, the common interest of us all' (6.40.1 Tr6 rs 7roAEws tv'rTnaat KOLVOV 

av/ETE). But if they prefer to seize this greater share rather than accept it in the form 

given them, they will clearly be aspiring to oligarchy, which 'does not merely seek 
more than its share of the advantages, but takes and keeps to itself all there is' (6.39.2 
T(WV 8' cIbEAL')Ycov ov 7TAEOVeKTEi fLOVov, d,AAa Kal 6vLT7TraVT' adehAoL'evr Ec'Xel). It is 

precisely this rAEeovet'a of the wealthy few, and their desire for apx', 'sole rule over 
the city' (6.38.2 aVTroVs TjS rro'Aews adpXEL), which in the past has led to stasis in 

Syracuse and to the rule of political cliques53 and tyranny. 
Tyranny, on this account, results from the pleonexia of one segment of the demos, 

unwilling to content itself with ro Ic'ov, its fair share of political power and aiming 
instead to claim sole rule for itself.54 It is precisely this kind of desire for a dis- 

proportionate share of political power, greater than that enjoyed by other divisions of 
the polis, with which Cleon entices the Athenian nrA0osr. Certainly they judge and 
decree, as do ol roTAAot in Athenagoras' Syracuse,55 but they also compel their advisers 
to espouse the views on justice and self-interest which they themselves, as ordinary 
people, already generally hold. Diodotus, of course, will denounce this for what it is, an 

attempt to silence debate. Yet the fact that 'Diodotus is compelled to spend a good 
third of his time laboriously establishing his right merely to speak at all'56 suggests that 
Cleon's attempt is not without effect. To his great distress, Diodotus understands that 
the Athenian 7rArjsos, in their desire for greater political power for themselves, can be 

persuaded to dispense with the experts and to reserve their attention for that speaker 

lacked the social implications of rrappryala, nonetheless continued in existence alongside the new 
democratic term). On this interpretation, vrapprlaia, 'freedom of speech', expresses no less a 
positive democratic concept than lar-yopia, 'equality of speech'. It is tempting to see these two 
concepts lurking behind Cleon's discussion: equality of speech, loaryopia, involves the 
responsibility not to say anything which is at odds with 860'a, the wisdom of the masses, while 
rrapprqala is to presume the right to say absolutely anything at all (rrav-pat7oa: see Raaflaub, 
Studien, 18, 49, n. 60), even that which contradicts conventional views on justice and self-interest. 
Perhaps Cleon is turning an 'elitist' denigration of rrapprlata against the enemies of democracy: 
rrapp7-laa is indeed an evil thing, if it means the freedom of elite intellectuals to make light of 
ordinary views and the decrees of the people's assembly. 

52 On the dual sense of t'aos (equal, fair), see above, n. 49. 
53 Svvaaredat (6.38.3). The Thebans (3.62.3) draw a distinction between oALyapxta laVvooos, 

oligarchy which respects the principle of a fair distribution of political rights, and SvvaareLa 
oA'ycov dvapcv, which they say most closely approximates to tyranny. We may infer that 
$vvaarTla (and tyranny as well: see n. 58) is characterized by disregard for Tr t'ov and by 
7rrXovetLa, the desire to garner to oneself all power, in violation of the principle of laovot'a, a 
fair distribution of rights. On the Theban oALyapXla laovotos, see Vlastos (n. 2), 178-83. 

54 On ro L'aov and 7rAeovefta, see Vlastos (n. 2), 185, n. 78. R. Balot's presentation at a recent 
meeting of the American Philological Association, 'Text and context: pleonexia in revolutionary 
Athens', discussed the role of these closely interrelated concepts in the civil discord of 411 and 
404: see APA Abstracts 1998. 

55 And as do the people in Pericles' Athens: 2.40.2. 56 Andrewes (n. 2), 72. 
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who, like Cleon, clearly demonstrates that, when it comes to matters of justice and 

self-interest, his is the voice of the masses themselves57 
Cleon supposes that the Athenian 7r,AOoS is susceptible to the same pleonexia, 

desire for 'sole rule', as are Athenagoras' oligarchs, and that, if given the chance, they 
will seek a share of power which is more than equal. And, just as at Syracuse, such 

pleonexia bodes tyranny-in this case, a metaphorical tyranny of the masses. But as 
Cleon's pronouncement at 3.37.2 shows, tyranny can be used metaphorically also of 

imperial states which disregard claims of To u'aov, equality and fairness, and instead 

pursue sole and absolute rule over others.58 Two notable implausibilities in this speech 
show that Cleon also appeals to imperial pleonexia, the desire of the masses to rule the 
allies in the fashion of the tyrant, without regard for the principle of fairness and 

equality. The first implausibility concerns justice, the second, law.59 

57 On this speech as evidence for a democratic 'establishment mentality', see M. Ostwald, From 
Popular Sovereignty to the Sovereignty of Law (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1986), 253-4. 
Regarding Cleon's pose as the champion of o86a and endoxic reasoning, see Andrews (n. 2). It 
should now be apparent that this endoxic ethos is intended to exploit the audience's assump- 
tions about o'ea and mass wisdom. Part of its hidden attractiveness is its tacit appeal to these 
ideological presuppositions. 

58 Tuplin (n. 2) is critical of what he judges to be extravagant scholarly claims about the 
origins and significance of the imperial tyranny metaphor. 'The truth is that direct charac- 
terizations of tyranny, when dealing with general features at all, mostly dwell on the illegitimacy, 
lawlessness, unrestrained power, dependence on force and arrogance of the tyrant, that other 
metaphorical uses of tyranny evidently derive from such characteristics, and that there is no good 
reason to require more of its application to empire' (366). One of those characterizations is 'the 
obvious point that the autocrat, once installed, necessarily denies equality to those around him' 
(365; my italics). And indeed Tuplin supplies a whole series of fifth- and fourth-century texts in 
which 'the opposition between tyranny and equality is ... explicit' (364-5; my italics). That Cleon 
encourages his audience to aspire to what is unfair and unequal and to exercise the resulting 
power without regard for rT6 i'ov is, I believe, evident. Representing the expert advisers' exercise 
of free and equal speech as a display of contempt for the ordinary views of the masses, he tempts 
the 7rnXos to arrogate to themselves the right to decide who is fit to speak. This is dvlaov, as are 
too the attempt to keep the Mytileneans' case from being heard and the use of law to intimidate 
the allies (see below). Finally, Cleon urges the Athenians to punish the Mytileneans, if necessary, 
'contrary to what is fair' (3.40.4 rrapa Tr ElKOS). Cleon is appealing to the pleonexia of the 
masses, their appetite for a share greater than equal. Thus, to the extent that ro avLaov is 
understood as a characteristic of tyranny, Cleon's own use of the imperial tyranny metaphor 
must be seen as prescriptive as well as descriptive. There is some force in Tuplin's objection that 
we see no 'denial of erstwhile equality' in the passages cited by K. A. Raaflaub, 'Polis Tyrannos: 
zur Entstehung einer politischen Metapher', in G. W. Bowersock et al. (edd.), Arktouros: Hellenic 
Studies Presented to Bernard M. W. Knox ... (Berlin and New York, 1979), 237-52-'and this 
despite the fact that it does appear in other imperial contexts' (365). This objection could perhaps 
be met by showing that the injustice with which the imperial state is charged involves violation of 
distributive justice, where the issue is precisely each state's fair share ('aov). 

59 Scholars who scrutinize Cleon's reasoning find much to fault. See, in addition to R. P. 
Winnington-Ingram (next note): Gomme in HCT, vol. II, 299-300, 304, 307, 310; Hornblower 
(n. 2), 430, 431, 432; Saar (n. 2), 44, 46. For the view that the fallacies and inconsistencies of 
Cleon's speech should be viewed as part of a larger Thucydidean programme, see Macleod (n. 2), 
88-102; P. E. Arnold, 'The persuasive style of debates in direct speech in Thucydides', Hermes 
120 (1992), 44-57. Macleod, closely studying how Cleon (and the Mytileneans and Diodotus) 
employ reason in their effort to persuade, is keenly interested in rhetorical technique. 
Nonetheless, whether the audience is persuaded or not is secondary for him. What matters is the 
manner in which the historian 'discover(s) to his readers the limits, or the failures, as well as the 
powers, of reasoning' (88). Arnold takes the view that Thucydides' intention in the speeches is to 
re-create for a reading audience the experience of listeners exposed to sophistic reasoning; and 
since readers, having the text before them, are less susceptible to fallacy, Thucydides employs in 
the speeches a style designed to make the logical difficulties less readily apprehended. 
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The premise from which Cleon begins his speech is that the Athenians' rule is a 
tyranny and that the allies therefore are her enemies, E' davayKrs ... KaOearT&ra alel 

7ToA?,tlovs (3.40.3). Yet this assertion is hardly consistent with the middle section of 
the speech, where Cleon decries the Mytileneans' 'insurrection' against their Athenian 
benefactors as the most egregious act of injustice (3.39.1). As Winnington-Ingram 
remarks, 'if the imperial city and her subjects are ex hypothesi enemies, then it cannot 
be unjust for the subject to harm the tyrant, though it is just for him to retaliate'.60 
Cleon himself seems to recognize the inconsistency when, after assuring his audience 
that his policy satisfies the demands of both justice and self-interest, he abruptly says: 

But suppose you really have no right to rule. Nonetheless, if you are determined to continue this 
enterprise, you must also punish the Mytileneans, as your interests require and, yes, without 
regard for fairness. (3.40.4) 

el 86 8r) KaOL oV 7TrpoaUKOv oLOWS daLtOVTr TOVTO Spav, Trapa TO EIKOS TOL KaL TOVU08E 
evfco6pwcs BEl KoAadueaL. 

The commentators object to Cleon's disregard for moral and logical consistency.61 
But if Cleon's audience are willing to adopt the attitude of the tyrant, as indeed 

according to Cleon they must, then they will find nothing offensive in the assump- 
tion that justice does not affect the issue unless it can be shown to serve the tyrant's 
own personal interests. The empire is a tyranny, and a tyrant, being always in mortal 
danger,62 must define justice in terms of self-preservation. And it is no concern 
whether this involves the tyrant in some illogic: as Euphemus will say, for imperial 
cities as for individual tyrants, 'nothing is illogical provided it is expedient' (6.85.1 
avPptL o Tvpavvw 7 rtoAcE dpX})v EXovar ove;v a,oyov on tv14E'pov ..). 

To this extent, then, Cleon's argument not only asserts that the Athenian empire is a 

tyranny, but also assumes that the Athenians will adopt the attitudes of the tyrant. The 

same, however, cannot be said for his discussion of law. For whereas it is often said of 
tyrants that they deprive the city of its vouot,63 Cleon strenuously appeals to his 
audience to see to it that the laws are preserved and respected. Indeed, the parallels 
with Archidamus' speech which we have noted suggests that Cleon is the advocate of 
Evvoi, la. 

The matter requires closer study. Cleon says: 

7ravTWv 8e 8ELvo6TaToV El gefaLov l7j/V tL77S8EV Ka0eaT7e Xiv av ooft Vre p, pV77(S 
yvwodeOa OTl XELpoa vOiLOLS adKLVCTOLS XPWJZLE`v'r 7TOAL e KpELXUWVS v 7 KaA XoVaLV 

aKpots ... (3.37.3) 

It is usually said that Cleon here is equivocating. Gomme, for example, remarks that 

60 R. P. Winnington-Ingram, 'TA AEONTA EIHEIN: Cleon and Diodotus', BICS 12 (1965), 
76. Hornblower (n. 2) 422-3 minimalizes the difficulty. 61 Gomme in HCT, vol. II, 310: 'a cynical and ruthless logic, which is, strictly, inconsistent with 
the bold assertion of the tyranny in 37.2'. Cf. M. M. MacKenzie, Plato on Punishment (Berkeley, 
1981), 118: 'The hopeless tangle of (Cleon's) disjunctive argument may be encapsulated thus: on 
the one hand, it is just to punish (the Mytileneans), therefore they should be punished, and this 
will also be expedient; on the other hand, it is expedient to punish them, whether it be just or not, 
therefore they should be punished.' See too D. Cohen, 'Justice, interest, and political deliberation 
in Thucydides', QUCC 16 (1984), 48 

62 Tuplin (n. 2), 354 with n. 25. 
63 Commenting on the enlightened tyranny of the Peisistratids, Thucydides remarks that avtr) 

77 rTOALAt TotES TptV KELULEVOLS VO/LOs o EXpn7TO (6.54.6). 
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'Kleon ... is confusing rntla/lara with vo'Lot; the laws of Athens would not be 
affected by the rescinding of an executive decree.'64 There is, however, a special sense 
in which the Mytilene decree can be construed as a law. 

The tyrant city, Cleon has said at 37.2, must guard itself against its subjects' 
hatred by asserting force (laXus). But it is not until 39.7-8 that Cleon explains 
what this means: it is only by inflicting exemplary punishment on the Mytileneans 
that the Athenians will deter further revolt in the empire. He sums up this policy with 
great succinctness in his parting injunction (40.7): KoXdaaTE SE astWcs roVrovs r Kal 

TOL7 AAotS ots vtJLXOLSt 7Tapa3ely/ua uaaes KaTaaUrTaaTr, os av cdLbarjTrat, Oavdra 

S7Lutouo/levoV. The Athenians must 'lay down an unmistakable precedent', and must 
thereafter prevent anyone from tampering with it. It is this idea of a rapaoeSly/ca 

aaE's- which seems to be anticipated at 37.3: if nothing will be firmly established 'on 
those matters which our decrees address', there will be no fixed precedents to serve as 
the 'law' of empire.65 

Cleon does indeed call upon his audience to preserve and respect the laws. But the 
object of this respect is not at all the conventional Evvo/Lla which rescues the polis 
from internal disorder, but the self-preservation of the polis from the external threats 
posed by those who hate and resent imperial tyranny. As with his remarks about 
justice, so too what he has to say about law is motivated by the tyrant's narrow 
self-interest. In both of these areas, Cleon wants his audience to imagine that they 
really are tyrants, and to speak and act with the disregardfor fairness, rT l'cov, andfor 
all claims of equality which is characteristic of the tyrant.66 

If advisers who dissent from the audience's usual views on justice and self-interest 
are denied the freedom to speak, the masses are free to act as they wish, irresponsibly 
and without accountability. Imperial tyrant that they are, what they decree becomes 
law, before which there is no appeal. As tyrant, the Athenian demos is free to act as it 

pleases. And the tyrant's true adviser is that person who, like Cleon, refuses to speak 
against the wisdom of what the tyrant, guided by his ordinary views on justice and 
self-interest, has decreed, and who is also prepared to argue that justice is relevant to 
the decision only to the extent that it affirms what is in the self-interest of the tyrant. 
The freedom of the tyrant thus is evident not only when the TrA7/oS acts as it pleases, 

64 Gomme in HCT, vol. II, 300. Cf. Macleod (n. 2), 69. However, M. H. Hansen, The Athenian 
Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes (Oxford, 1991), 161-2 claims that the difference in the fifth 
century between vo,los and 07i/ot,ua is merely a matter of emphasis, whereby vo,uos stresses the 
contents of a rule, irLtot al its enactment. Says Hornblower (n. 2), 423-4 (who had before him 
an earlier discussion of vod,os and 7iOla/ta by Hansen): 'on the technical point Hansen seems 
right; but there is no denying that Kleon is trading on the reassuring associations of nomos'. 

65 In construing 'v v ov ' rtepl as rrepl TOVTrwv, r7TEpL V ,v ov S, I follow J. Classen, 
Thukydides, Band 3 (rev. J. Steup, Berlin, 18923), 65. Saar (n. 2) 26 interprets the relative clause 
as 7rept TOVTrWV, a av $o~r, even though (as Saar himself recognizes), the attraction of the 
nominative relative pronoun to the genitive of its antecedent is very irregular. That vo'6os can be 
used to refer to a precedent is seen from 1.40.4-6, where the Corinthians urge the Athenians not 
to intervene on behalf of the Corcyraeans lest they establish the precedent (v4/ov KaoLOarcvaL) 
whereby either they or the Peloponnesians may bring aid to states who defect from the rival camp. 
Further, Diodotus evidently has the rapadSelyxa of 3.40.7 in mind when he says (3.45.3): OVK 
EaTL V exoS OaTS Cd reLp~etL TOVTOV (sc. TroV dLap-rdveLv). Given the limited role accorded to 
precedent in Athenian law itself (S. C. Todd, The Shape of Athenian Law [Oxford, 1993], 49-63, 
esp. 60-1), this use of volios to express the idea of a precedent is perhaps surprising. 

66 Compare Zeus in Aesch. P V, who preserves his rule through laws of his own making (403 
LStots voFLOLs KpaTvveL), and for whom justice is no more than his freedom to satisfy his own 
interests (186-7 7rap' Eavurc ro 8IKatov EXeL). 
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but when it maintains advisers who speak so as to gratify its desires.67 If Cleon attacks 
and undermines the freedom that guarantees the right of elite advisers to counsel the 
Athenians against their inclinations, he also gratifies his audience's pleonectic desire 
for sole rule, and with it a form of freedom more ochlocratic than democratic: the 
freedom of the tyrant 7rrA0os, both at home and abroad.68 

Ohio University JAMES A. ANDREWS 
andrewsj@ohiou.edu 

67 Cf. Soph. Ant. 506-7 aAA' 7 rvpavvts TrohAAd 
' aAA' evatlVLoveE KaO(Eeatv avr-j 8pdv 

ArEyev 0' a fov,AEral. 
68 If both Cleon and Pericles, when addressing the Assembly, were able rhetorically to exploit 

the Peloponnesian charge of imperial tyranny, then perhaps it was possible actually to give the 
charge a positive spin: 'GewiB, wir herrschen wie ein Tyrann, aber bedenkt doch, wie herrlich und 
beneidenswert die Herrschaft eines Tyrannen ist!' So K. A. Raaflaub, 'Athens "Ideologie der 
Macht" und die Freiheit des Tyrannen', in W. Schuller et al. (edd.), Studien zum Attischen Seebund 
(Konstanz, 1984), 76. Raaflaub would explain this frank acceptance of the charge of imperial 
tyranny as the final development of the Athenians' distinctive notion of absolute freedom. 
Objects Tuplin (n. 2), 362: 'Of course, granted the "Konzeption der absoluten Freiheit" (which is 
anyway the really important part of Raaflaub's article .. .), Athenians might logically exult in 
their tyranny. But there is no evidence that they did.' Open exultation is indeed missing. But I do 
believe that Cleon's speech at least demonstrates a Thucydidean speaker's conviction that the 
Athenians were prepared to view their need to rule harshly as an opportunity to transgress TO 
Laov, in the manner of the tyrant (above, n. 58), both at home and abroad. On the question of the 
Athenians' imperial tyranny, see (in addition to the articles by Raaflaub and Tuplin): V. Hunter, 
'Athens tyrannis', CJ 69 (1973/4), 120-6; W R. Connor, 'Tyrannis polis', in J. H. D'Arms and 
J. W. Eadie (edd.), Ancient and Modern: Essays in Honor of G F Else (Ann Arbor, MI, 1977), 
95-109; W. Schuller, Die Stadt als Tyrann-Athens Herrschaft iiber seine Bundesgenossen 
(Konstanz, 1978); Raaflaub (n. 58), 237-52; T. E Scanlon, 'Thucydides and tyranny', CA 6 
(1987), 286-301; P. Barcel6, 'Thukydides und die Tyrannis', Historia 39 (1990), 401-25. For 
bibliography on 'popular tyranny', as well as a variety of discussions of the subject, see the 
forthcoming collection of essays under that title, edited by K. A. Morgan. 
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