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Thucydides frequently expresses personal opinions. But he says himself 
that, although his logoi may represent only what he thinks the speakers could 
have said, his version of erga has not been given cs /wol k6OKeL. This might mean 
that he has avoided unwarranted and arbitrary expression of opinion. But some- 
times, when the evidence is incomplete, he does offer arbitrary judgments. Thus 
his division of his material into logoi and erga seems excessively simple and does 
not conform to his practice; a further division of erga is needed into established 
recorded facts and problems to be solved only by exercising personal judgment. 

The purpose of this article is to examine the manner in which 
Thucydides expresses his views and offers his interpretations and 
to compare his practice in this respect with his own theory of history- 
writing. An attempt will be made to classify the topics on which 
he expresses personal opinions, not with the object of analyzing his 
personality or his political attitude, but in the hope that such an 
examination may reveal his standards as a critical historian. This 
article, therefore, may be regarded as a Thucydidean sequel to my 
earlier discussion of "Credulity and Scepticism in Herodotus,"' but 
the terms used here must be different, because the issues are not 
exactly the same in dealing with the two historians. Credulity is 
hardly a proper word to use in a discussion of Thucydides, though 
there are occasions when one might charge him with prejudice; 
and since, unlike Herodotus, he records few "marvels," his occasions 
for display of scepticism are few and far between. His choice of 
material is such, however, that he has ample opportunities for 
critical expression of opinion. Sometimes his opinion is offered 
without argument, sometimes supported by evidence (TEKUipLa)2 and 
appeals to probability or likelihood (T6 EiKos). Often he indicates 

1 TAPhA 72 (1941) 335-355. 
2 A. W. Gomme, A historical commentary on Thucydides (Oxford, 1945) note on 

1.20.1, argues that TeKlo7ptLo is not evidence, which in the law-courts is !papTvpla, but 
the inference drawn from the evidence. But when the historian nowadays, though 
perhaps not always with the lawyer's approval, talks of evidence, he means almost 
exactly what Thuc. means by reK,7Jpwov. Thus a source provides evidence (reK/ey/pLoT 
"Oj,lrpos, 1.3.3), the historian examines it (rKoiro0vri pJOL, 1.1.3) and draws his inference 
or deduction from it (reKIaipeTrat, cf. Hdt. 2.33: rolat elXaveat ra& !n 'yyTJVaWrKoJAeva 
reKliuapo/evos). Cf. also Thuc. 6.28.2; 4.123.2 and Aristot. Resp. Ath. 3.3. 
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that he is stating an opinion and not recording an established fact 
by the phrase "as it seems to me" (cbs ,Euolt oKEl) or some similar 
formula, but he does not always qualify his verdicts in this manner. 
Sometimes, though not very commonly, he adopts the manner of 
Herodotus, mentions what various people have to say on a particular 
issue, and then states his own preference; but more often he presents 
his argument or his point of view without reference to existing 
opinions on the matter. 

Some critics of Thucydides, in praising his detachment and 
reserve, have gone so far as to say that he rarely expresses personal 
opinions.3 No space can be taken here to show how well he de- 
serves their praise and no lengthy analysis of the text is necessary 
to show how frequently he does express opinions. The following 
pages will attempt to show how, when, and if possible, why he 
expresses opinions and how far his practice corresponds with the 
principles which he lays down. 

It will be convenient to start with his introductory chapters on 
early Greek history, since his methods of historical reasoning are 
more clearly revealed here than in any other part of his work; and 
nowhere else are there so many appeals to TeK/.LupLa and references 
to authorities (especially Homer), coupled with verdicts which are 
offered as personal opinions (c's iuolt aoKET). He gives the rEKIj.pLa 

which induced him to believe that the Peloponnesian War would 
be the greatest war in history and that earlier wars were on a 
much smaller scale (1.1-3). He says that Greece in earlier times 
"was evidently not a country of well-established settlers" (?atverat 
ov epatcois oKovU'vrf) and that migration was constantly in progress. 
Then he gives as reasons for this belief the presumed lack of eco- 
nomic intercourse and general economic insecurity of the times. 
These conditions, it should be noted, are not a set of recorded 
facts offered as an explanation of other recorded facts; the lack of 

development in early Greece is not presented as a proven fact and 

3 Summarized or conventional criticism of Thuc. is particularly liable to make 
this mistake. For example, in a brief appreciation of Thuc. in a widely used Greek 
history textbook we read: "Only in rarest instances does his personal opinion intrude, 
as in his evident prejudice against Cleon" (A. Trever, The ancient Near East and Greece 
[New York, 1936] 359). Cf. E. Tiubler, Die Archaeologie des Thukydides (Leipzig, 
1927) 1, who says that it is the rule of Thuc. not to speak about things but to let them 
speak for themselves-a point of view which leads him to seek special reasons for 
Thuc.'s expressions of opinion in his Archaeologia. Cf. also J. B. Bury, The ancient 
Greek historians (New York, 1909) 108. 
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he is still trying to establish it by argument in the following chap- 
ters; it is his belief that such conditions must have prevailed which 
persuades him that early Greece was weak both politically and 
economically. His method, indeed, is not unlike that of Aristotle 
in the Poetics, whose 'account of the early development of poetry 
is not based on recorded facts, but on theory and argument; excel- 
lent and convincing it may be, but it is theory none the less.4 

The argument of Thucydides continues in chapter 3 with his 
remark that "Hellas evidently undertook no enterprise in common 
before the Trojan War; and, as it seems to me, it was not yet known 
by the common name of Hellas . . . and the best evidence of this 
fact is Homer (rEK,/CrPoi Sc uaXitCra "O/ir/pos), who never has any name 
for the Greeks as a whole . . . nor does he speak of barbarians 
because, as it seems to me, Hellenes had not yet been marked off 
in opposition to them under one common name."5 The evidence of 
Homer, then, is not presented as proof positive, but as an argument 
which seems convincing to Thucydides personally. The same 
method may be seen in the discussion in chapter 4 about Minos and 
piracy in early times, with appeals to likelihood (r6 EK6OS), parallels 
from contemporary customs in backward communities, and evi- 
dence from early poems.6 The method is similar for the remaining 
chapters of the Archaeologia. As he admits himself, it is a matter 

4 Thuc. writes (1.2): qfalverat 'y&p r viv 'EXX&s KaXov/ievr7 ov 7rXcu tXa ef3ais oLKov/jV77, 

aXX& /ieravacTrao-es re ovcrat T4 lrpoTrepa Kal p,atlWs eKaarTOLr TrV eavTrv aTroXeLTrovTes 

3ia6'o,lAevoL VOr6 TtLVWV &ie 7rXe6vcwv. TogS '&ap &lTiropLas OVK ovroqs, oV6' rTLp.LyvVVTEes a6eCs 

a&XXjXoLs ovre KaraT yrv oVTr 5L& OaXiamals, vep6AOIevoL Te ra avrTv 'eKaCoroLt 6aop &7roNiv KaL 
Treplovatav XP7/atrwv OVK XovTres oVf yiv cvreTbUores, a8oTE ov 6v anOre Tr&S krXOcwv Kat 

&aTElXtIXcTWVts aipa ovT aXXos af&aLpaOTrat, trS Te Kae 'aO'ppav avyKov rpobOs -ravTaxov 
av ',yobVievot firMKpareTL, ov XaXe7rs aTavia'ravro. 

And his remark about changes of population being less frequent in Attica is 
followed by: Kal 7rapa&evly/Ia Tr6e Tro X6you OVK eX&Xatoro6v o rr (1.2.6). Cf. his manner 
of writing with that of Arist. Poet. 1448B.4: eioKaal, e 'yevvi,raaL ,Jev 6Xcws Tv 7roLflrTKiKrv 
aratLL vo rTLves Kal avTral fvaOLKai' Tr re 'y&p u.AqeaoOat, Crvbvrov roTs avOpc7roLs eK 7raiLouv 

i0rL Kal TOVTCqo 6La4fcpovatl rwv &XXacv (?Pc oL .6L.Lr7TtKC!TraTV lr< Kal ra Ta.S oafiarets 7rotiTrat 
5Lia L/A7i,iErcs Tr& 7rpcrTas, Kat TO XatpeLV TOLs LAqLf/lao-tL 7raPavTas. 0a27leLov Si To0TOV TO 

avlAi3aLvov Trl TOpv epywcov. 
Taubler (op. cit. 10) points out that the 4altvera& sentence is a thesis which needs 

justification, and that this follows in the shape of two more unsupported statements. 
5 1.3.1-3: 677X0L ,oe ~JOt KaL roae rTOv iraXattav a&TOiveLav OVX O7KLrTa- Trpo 'y&p Twv 

TPCILKPv ouVev fc,alverat, rpTrepov KOLVOV Ip'yaoaAievrlI 7t 'EXXcas- 5oKel 5ie .Lot, oV6& roUvoiaO 
TroTo )vu7/rao'a 7ru,etXev . . . TcK/,7rptOl 8e ,uaXLo-Ta "O/AXpos- iroXXc 'y&ap vTrepov 'Tt Kat 

Trv TpCwLKCv 'yevo61evos ovbalov Trobs v!.'iravTas wvo6IaaLrev . . . ov IAri oovie (oapfpapovs 
lpr77Ke ?ta TO 1776e 'EXX-rvas 7rto, &s eAol 6oKeL, &avTlraXov es 'ev ovo/Ia a&rOKeKpiaOat. 

6 1.4. Note the use of 6?7XoiaL in 1.5.2 corresponding to the TeKJr7lpLto of 1.3.3. 
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of building a chain of argument, with a danger of weakness at any 
link in the chain which may cause the argument to break down.7 

Because of his insistence on argument and evidence he contrasts 
his method with that of poets and logographers;8 and he complains 
of the uncritical attitude of his contemporaries and their lack of 
thoroughness in seeking the truth.9 He says that his own discovery 
of the truth involved hard work (ebmr6voc 68 rlfpi-crKeo, 1.22.3). This 
does not alter the fact, however, that his interpretation of early 
history is "an opinion which people may accept without fear of 
serious error" (roaivTa &v rTL vo,uiwv La&XtCirra &a LjiXOov ovix aduapravot, 
1.21.1); it is only an opinion, because uncertainty and variation 
in his sources make conclusive certainty impossible. Nor is this 
uncertainty confined to early times, since he has found that even 
eye-witnesses cannot always be trusted to give an accurate account 
of what they have seen (1.22.3). It should follow, therefore, that 
as for earlier events, so for many events of the Peloponnesian War 
he can do no more than offer an opinion, based on a critical examina- 
tion of the evidence. 

Curiously enough, however, Thucydides neglects to draw this 
conclusion in stating his principles. In fact he says in 1.22 that 
he did not describe events cds 'ol e56OKEL - a statement which has 

puzzled his critics, because he does in fact express numerous per- 
sonal opinions and it would be strange if he did not do so. 

The argument of 1.22 must be considered as a whole.10 Thucy- 
dides first explains his principle of recording speeches: he was not 

able, he says, to remember or discover the exact words which were 

spoken on every occasion, and so he has put in the mouths of the 

71.20.1: Tr& Jav olpv iraXata& roavura rlvpov, xaXe7ra o6vra ravrri eijs reK!Arpi. 7Trt- 

Treura. ol 'ydp avpOpworot rT.s &iKos rWov Trpoye'yevrjj.kvv, Koal jv krL'Xdpt&a crlorvw n, 
.luoiws iaflaaviarWs 7rap' &XXtXwpv 6eXovrat. 

8 1.21.1: 6K 6 PTl fLip v rl Kr'plWo v EK.7 KTcX. 
9 His view is summed up in 1.20.3: oiSrws rTaXalrcopos rols iroXXols O 'rr7tLs TrjS 

&XlOetias, Kai rl r& T&roZlaa l,aXXov rpeirovrTa. 
10 1.22: Kal 6Ora l.av XO67y eilrov eKacTotL j IAXXovres 7roXe/La7emv L I abT C j7 jr oYrTes, 

XaXe7ro rtYv &KpLt8eav airrt rv TY XexOi'vrov 5tauV 6rlOivaav v k wol re TWv abrs iKovOca Kat 

TOLS &XXo0e,v TO7rev iiOl 6&ra'yyEXXovrLtv' s 5' & a eboKovv iAo IKaaCrroti ept rWv alel T'apbvrwv 

r&d 6ovra puaXtor' eidrelv, IXoiivc BrT iryyibrara T?is vu,ur&carls 'yvc5irs rCov &XrlOs XeXOBkvrwv, 

o0frws e4p7Trat. Tr 5' ;p'ya rTCv rpaxOkvrwOv iv tro 7roXiSW, Oc 6K roV 7raparvX6Ovros 7rvvOa- 

vbo6Lvos r'iOiowa ,yp&<ELv, o 65' cbs iuol bo6Ket, &XX' ois re arbs lrapv Kal 7rap&d Trav aXXov 

iov e6vaTrov &acptrel 7r ept &iKacrov 6reteXOcYv. eirL7rovw5 6 rbvipliKErop, Wt5ur ol vapbvTYe 

TOiS <p'YOLS K&aroLs ob ravoTa Trepl T Wv aibrtv XXeyov, &XX' (cs &KarTpwv rts ebvolas i AO'v?hS)s 

iXor. 
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speakers more or less "what it seems to me they must have said 
(or: ought to have said)" on the particular issues, keeping as close 
as possible to the general thought or tendency of their actual 
speeches." Then he goes on, contrasting erga with logoi in his 
usual manner: "But as for the actual events which took place in 
the war, I did not see fit to record them as they were told me by 
any chance informant, nor in accordance with my personal opinions, 
but rather I have written as a result of observation at first hand 
and, where I was dependent on others, investigating each report as 
carefully as possible. And the discovery of the truth involved 
hard work, because eye-witnesses of the various events did not 
always agree in their accounts, but their reports varied according 
to the prejudices and tricks of memory of each individual." 

If one allows the full force of the contrast between words and 
deeds, the thought of the paragraph is simple enough: "In recon- 
structing speeches memory has failed me and I have been forced 
to use my imagination. For the logoi, therefore, 56ta or cs k,uol oKeZ 
has been an important element in my work of composition. But 
for deeds I have tried to avoid using 364a, which is appropriate only 
for the logoi, and to rely on my memory and the memory of others. 
Unfortunately the 66oa of other persons, as exemplified by their 
individual eiYvota, has had to be reckoned with and so a record of 
facts based on first-hand evidence alone has not been possible." 
Thus Thucydides states his difficulty. But instead of going on to 
say how he resolved it, he merely says that it proved difficult to do 
so and passes on to a new topic: the lack of popular appeal in a 
history which contains no sensational stories. He explains how 
he resolved his difficulty in reporting speeches: he fell back on 
cds foOl SOKei. He fails to explain how he resolved his difficulty in 

1 T& beovra probably means "what they must have said," i.e. a logical reconstruc- 
tion of their speeches, in view of the general point of view they are known to have 
presented and in view of their known character. The alternative is "what they 
should have said," i.e. an ideal reconstruction, which may be flattering and may have 
little resemblance to the real speeches. For discussion see Gomme's note ad loc. 
The second alternative, which some critics prefer, is equally acceptable for the purposes 
of the present argument. It is possible that Thuc. had in mind the famous saying of 
Sophocles that he represented characters olovs Se? (Aristot. Poet. 1460B). This also is 
an ambiguous saying: did Sophocles mean "as they ought to be" (idealized), or "such 
characters as tragic art demands" or "as they must have been" (logically reconstructed, 
according to the demands of the myth and tie heroic context, as opposed to the modern 
and more familiar characters of Euripides)? 
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reporting facts;12 but here too what could he do in practice but fall 
back on ds Co0l 6OKei ? 

It appears then that the contrast between reporting speeches 
and events is ideal rather than practical. But he has explained 
the ideal contrast clearly. It is the same point that Pericles makes 
in the opening chapter of the Funeral Oration. Pericles says that 
he would have thought it sufficient (E/.oi apKovv av bO6Ke etvat, 2.35.1) 
to celebrate the deeds of the heroic dead by deeds of honour rather 
than words; custom, however, has decreed a funeral panegyric 
and he will not quarrel with the custom. But instead of attempting 
to recount deeds, where it is difficult even to give the impression of 
speaking truth, Pericles makes logoi the main burden of his speech: 
the democratic principles and traditions of Athens, the logoi which 
inspired the erga of the dead and of their ancestors.l3 Pericles, there- 
fore, resolves the difficulty of Thucydides by refusing to deal with 
erga at all and restricting himself to logoi. 

If, then, personal interpretation is ideally legitimate only in 
logoi or as applied to logoi, one must consider the purpose of Thucy- 
dides in putting so many speeches into his history. Whatever one 
may think of the historical authenticity of the speeches, it cannot 
be denied that he uses them as a means of interpreting events, of 
illustrating issues, and of depicting characters; in short, as a graphic 
method of discussing the motives and the factors which influenced 
decisions. But Thucydides never makes this admission; he never 
says that his own interpretation of events can be gathered from a 
careful reading of the speeches, though many critics would agree 
that he could truthfully say so.'4 But he does not say so, and for a 

12 Taubler (op. cit. [above, note 2] 93) points out that although Thuc. explains 
how he composed his speeches, he forbears to give a corresponding explanation of how 
he arrived at knowledge of the events. Grundy (Thucydides and the history of his age 
[London, 1911] 427-8) is also puzzled by the lack of such an explanation; his solution 
(hardly a satisfactory one) is to believe that Thuc. wrote this passage before he acquired 
the opportunities for investigation which his exile afforded him and which he mentions 
in 5.26. 

132.35.1-2; 36.4. Note here too the emphasis on 86ba. The speaker has to 
reckon with people's preconceived opinions about what took place, not only with their 
preferences. 

14 Perhaps the best summary (within a single sentence) of the purpose of Thuc. 
in his speeches is by Glotz: "Thucydide entend tirer parti de la tradition pour faire 
connaitre le resultat de ses reflexions sur les causes des evenements, sur l'etat des 
esprits, sur les idees des hommes d'etat" (Histoire grecque, 2.512). Cf. also the ex- 
cellent paragraph of J. H. Finley, Thucydides (Cambridge, Mass., 1942) 296-7, and the 
well known remarks of Eduard Meyer, Forschungen zur alten Geschichte, 2.380-85. 
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very good reason: such a statement would imply that his speeches 
were the work of his own imagination and had no historical value 
at all.'5 

The fact remains, however, that his personal opinions are not 
restricted to the speeches. Since he has not indicated on what 
occasions expression of opinion is appropriate for an historian, the 
only course remaining is to examine the occasions on which he does 
express personal opinions, in the hope that the topics on which he 
commits himself can be classified as in some way distinct from erga 
- in case, for example, they are concerned with mind rather than with 
matter or with thought rather than with observable actions. Un- 
fortunately the division into logoi and erga is the only division of the 
material of his history which Thucydides makes and without further 
clarification it seems excessively simple; at least, it is too simple if 
intended to mean the mere contrast between words and events and 
it requires further definition if he is thinking of the more philo- 
sophical distinction between logoi and erga such as Pericles and 
other speakers in his history try to draw. 

Before embarking on this investigation another point must be 
considered. Thucydides qualifies many of his opinions with the 
phrase Ws kj&o i oKeZ, but says distinctly that he has not written W's 
EioL 80oKEL. In order to avoid thinking him guilty of an almost 
childish verbal inconsistency, one is entitled to ask whether there 
is a special meaning in the phrase as he uses it in 1.22 which justifies 
the almost indignant tone in which he scorns to describe events 
"as they seemed to him." Greek usage does supply an answer 
here, because in some contexts to act cWs Euoi SOKEL does not mean 
merely to do or say what I think best or to follow my own personal 
judgment; it means to behave in an arbitrary or even a high-handed 
manner, as when Demosthenes says Philip could always do a& 6oEev 

15 The preceding paragraph is not intended to demolish the arguments of critics 
who believe in the essential historical accuracy of the speeches. The controversy 
cannot be settled so simply. But it can be pointed out that an interpretation like 
that of Glotz (see note 14 above) does not contradict the principles of 1.22, where 
Thuc. claims the privilege of considerable freedom in composing the speeches. Critics 
will always differ in estimating how far he exercised that privilege. Pohlenz, curiously 
enough, takes an opposite point of view; he thinks that Thuc. in 1.22 is limiting his 
freedom (on the ground that Herodotus was too free in composing speeches) and that 
speeches with any considerable element of fiction in them must have been written at a 
time when he no longer held to the principles of 1.22 ("Thukydidesstudien," NGG, 
phil.-hist. KI., 1919, 117-19). Cf. also W. Aly, "Form und Stoff bei Thukydides," 
RhM 77 (1928) 367-69. 
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aur4, and had a great advantage over a democratic city like Athens 
because he could do "exactly as he pleased" and had no need to 
consult any administrative or legislative body.16 Again, in Plato's 
Apology, Socrates makes an apparently orthodox and legitimate 
appeal to the jury when he reminds them that a juror swears not 
"to show favour to such persons as it pleases him" (xapLELaOat ois av 

oKtp auOr4) but to give his verdict according to the laws; the implica- 
tion being that he must not be guided by arbitrary preference.'7 
There are also some passages in Thucydides which show that he 
was sensitive to the arbitrary colouring of cds c0ol SoKEi. When 
Paches is suppressing the revolt at Mytilene, he is said to arrange 
matters 1 aurc 'rOc'KE ("exactly as he chose") and to send to Athens 
"any person who seemed to him to be responsible for the revolt" 
(3.35). Such language is particularly suitable since the whole 
episode of Mytilene is an illustration of the evils of arbitrary be- 
haviour and arbitrary decision.18 In a similar atmosphere of un- 
reasoned decision, when the preparations for the Sicilian expedition 
are being debated, Nicias, who is supposed to be against the whole 
scheme, invites the Athenians to provide "as many troopships as 
you like" (oraat av oKcatv) and "anything else at all you like" (Kal 

rV rL aXXo 7rprrov SOKfp elva) (6.25); and the assembly replies by 
voting that the generals shall have carte blanche to act "just in 
whatever way they think fit" (j &v avroos SOK,c aptora etvaL, 6.26.1). 

When Thucydides says in 1.22 that he will not describe events 
,s &iuoi OKeLZ, it is probable that he is thinking of the famous words 

of Hecataeus: rabe 'ypaco, &s IJOL 8OKEiT aXroeca etvaL ot yap 'EXX\vwv 

16 De Cor. 235. 
17 Plato, Apol. 35c. Cicero makes the same point in his discussion of the duties 

of a juror in the Pro Cluentio: Haec si T. Attius aut cognovisset aut cogitasset, profecto 
ne conatus quidem esset dicere, id quod multis verbis egit, iudicem quod ei videatur 
statuere et non devinctum legibus esse oportere (58.160). Cf. also the discussion in 
Plato's Gorgias on the arbitrary behaviour of tyrants and orators (ro roLEZv &veV You a 

5oKeT, 467A) which, Socrates convinces Polus, must be distinguished from real power 
and influence (&XX' obic apa roUr' '7trw rTO picya bvvaaOat, Tr 'roteiv & 6OKe't aIcTi-' i) OKe 

aot; 469E). 
18 The opinions and decisions of the Athenians are of course quite regularly indi- 

cated by SOK6ev in these chapters as elsewhere. But the discussion is called an aD&v 
TriS 56r&s (3.49), a curious phrase which seems to imply that it was entirely a matter 
of personal preference how each man decided; that he voted cbs abrC? kO6Ke(, not because 
he was convinced by argument; and that the repeal of the savage verdict was just as 
arbitrary as the original decision. Note also how the Thebans in their reply to the 
Plataeans in 3.61 contrast v rooirov 66oa ("the absurd notions of the Plataeans") with 
rTO a&X7s. 
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XyoL TroXXol rE Ka 7yeXOOLt, cb eUoli alivovTraL, el'v.l9 In that case his 
objection must be that Hecataeus' method was an arbitrary one, 
that he did not explain his decisions and relied to an inordinate 
degree on personal judgment and intuition, instead of consulting 
the evidence; in short, that he used b6/a as his principal means of 
evaluating questions of fact, instead of merely falling back on it 
when other means of historia failed. His words are certainly not 
intended as criticism of Herodotus, whose method he has already 
contrasted with his own in the preceding phrase OVK K TOV Traparvx6vrTO 
7rvvOavobievos, implying that Herodotus was too much inclined to 
accept uncritically what he was told. Of his methods in writing 
about Egypt Herodotus says himself: "So far my own knowledge 
and observation at first hand and inquiry have been the basis for 
what I have said; but from now on I shall give Egyptian accounts, 
as they were told to me, although personal observation on my part 
will have something to add."20 This willingness to reproduce tales 
which are told him, some of which he cannot check either by 
observation or by further inquiry, is exactly the sort of procedure 
which Thucydides condemns. 

The reasoning of Thucydides may therefore be summed up as 
follows: Ideally, in writing about erga, the historian should depend 
entirely on personal observation and on the word of informants 
and not allow his personal prejudice to affect him; but in reporting 
logoi, if they are to play any useful part beyond merely interrupting 
the narrative, he may be allowed greater freedom and greater use of 
his own imagination. In practice, however, personal observation of 
erga is always inadequate and informants cannot always be trusted, 
so that the element of personal criticism is bound to play a part; 
the historian, therefore, must not, like Herodotus, be too ready to 
accept what he is told, but on the other hand he must not, like 
Hecataeus, abruptly dismiss existing accounts as worthless and say 
"this is what I think."2' 

9 FGrH 1.1, F la. 
20 2.99. It is more usual to refer to Hdt. 7.152: kyb 6k 6eiXcw X&yeLt r& Xeybteva, 

7reiOerOal ye ,uAv ob 7ravrTairaac. 6eXw. But 2.99 provides a better example of the 
practice of Hdt. as opposed to his theory. Cf. also 2.123: ra Xey6Jzeva v7r' &Kaarwv 
&KOi -ypa4wo, where he says nothing about belief or disbelief. It is likely that Hdt. is 
himself criticizing Hecataeus. Cf. L. Pearson, op. cit. (above, note 1) 335. 

21 The interpretation given above is essentially that of Pohlenz, in Part II of his 
"Thukydidesstudien," NGG 1920, 74-75, when he speaks of Thuc. limiting his "sub- 
jektive Willkiir" by his respect for "die methodisch erforschte Ueberlieferung." But 
Pohlenz presents his interpretation as though it were a paraphrase of Thuc.'s actual 
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It may be asked why Thucydides did not make this clear if 
this is in fact what was in his mind. To this objection there are two 
answers. First, that his interest in the ideal antithesis between 
logos and ergon has obscured the practical issue - not for the only 
time in Thucydides, as anyone familiar with the Funeral Oration 
knows. Secondly, that he is taking for granted a knowledge of 
current critical ideas about history writing, about which we know 
nothing. The only means, therefore, of testing the proposed inter- 

pretation is to see whether it is borne out by his practice through- 
out his history; to examine the occasions on which Thucydides 
expresses a personal opinion and his manner in doing so. It will be 
necessary to distinguish between opinions which are offered dog- 
matically, others which are qualified by Cs ,uot OKI EZ, or alvieraC or 

ryo)vuaL or some similar phrase, and conclusions which are sup- 
ported by argument. It will also be convenient to group the opin- 
ions under different categories, with a broad distinction between 

opinions of a general nature, opinions which concern national ques- 
tions, and opinions on the conduct and character of individuals. 

On general political or military questions Thucydides is inclined 
to express himself dogmatically. After his description of the king- 
dom of the Odrysian Thracians, which includes remarks on its 
extent and resources and the importance of making gifts in dealing 
with them - remarks which are presumably due to his personal 
knowledge of the country - he says that the kingdom is the largest 
and generally the most prosperous national unity between the Ionian 
Gulf and the Euxine, but far surpassed in military strength and 

man-power by the Scythians, with whose power, if it were united, 
no single nation in Europe or even in Asia could contend (2.97). 
This verdict has no parallel elsewhere in Thucydides, though one 

might have expected a verdict on the potentialities of a united 

Sicily at the beginning of Book vi. It may be intended as a con- 
tradiction of Herodotus, who regards the Thracians as second only 
to the Indians;22 but it is certainly a judgment in the Herodotean 

manner, designed to remind the reader that there are nations 

words - which it certainly is not! The same fault is to be found in Taubler, op. cit. 
93. A. Grosskinsky, Das Programm des Thukydides (Berlin, 1936) 49-52, 74-80, 
maintains that Thuc. is claiming to exclude "subjectivity" entirely in dealing with 

erga and that the element of interpretation is supplied by the logoi; but he makes the 
serious mistake of trying to interpret the "Programm" of Thuc. without sufficient 
reference to his practice. 

22 Cf. Hdt. 5.3. 
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outside the boundary of the Greek world who may make their 
power felt some day. 

More common are verdicts on the relative importance of events 
and the relative size of armaments. The most famous of such 
verdicts is the remark at the beginning of his work that the Pelopon- 
nesian War was the greatest upheaval in which the Greeks had ever 
been involved - if not the greatest war in history. He tries to 
support this statement by historical arguments, but he is far from 
proving his case, except in so far as Greeks are concerned, since his 
examples of previous wars are all taken from Greek history. Par- 
allel with this statement is his remark that the force sent to Sicily 
in 415 was the most lavish and most magnificent force ever sent out 
by a single Greek city up to that time (6.31). The same pattern 
is seen in his remarks that the disaster to Ambracia was the greatest 
calamity in the war that befell any single Greek city within such a 
short space of time (3.113), and that the massacre carried out by 
the band of Thracians at Mycalessus was a disaster which in its 
magnitude claims our pity as much as any disaster in the war 
(7.30). In similar style again he says that the army of the Pelopon- 
nesian allies assembled on the Argive plain in 418 was "the finest 
Greek army ever assembled up to that time" (5.60), and he describes 
the battle of Mantinea as "the greatest Greek battle that had taken 
place in a very long time, with the most important cities taking 
part" (5.74). Before the battle he says that the Spartans, when 
suddenly faced by the enemy forces, suffered a greater shock than 
they ever remembered to have experienced (5.66);23 so also the 

23 Ot re AaKeobatLoi6VLO L &rd Tro voaros irpos ro 'HpaKXELov 2raXLv is T6 abrTO oapar67re6ov 
6VTreS OpwaOL eL' oXi yov rovs evavTrovs ev rTaEL Tre A7 7ravras Ka7l &rO ToV X6ov 4 rpoeXfl- 

Xve6ras. IMaLXLora 567 AaKebatio'vtoL is 8 e.iAeYvrvro iV TOVTop 7Tr Kp eaLpO e'XYT'y7oav. 8at 
3paXetas 'yap uAeXXorcews r1 7rapaarKevtr avrols ieyiyveoro, Kal eiOvs at7r ar7rovSis KaOCwTrarTo 

es K6-.OV ov TbY eavrU, "A'yLos TroV aoCLX&Aws iKaara ie7'yovlzevov Kara T rv vopov. 
Stahl and Classen, among other critics, have questioned the text here, on the 

ground that the ya&p clause which follows does not properly explain the shock suffered 
by the Spartans (cf. A. W. Gomme, Essays in Greek history and literature [Oxford, 
1937] 135-36). But the difficulty is not so great as to justify emendation. There 
are two reasons for their shock: First, their sudden sight of the enemy (as given in the 
preceding sentence). Second, their need to take up battle positions with little or no 
delay (this is presumed to be distasteful, since the Spartans are traditionally accus- 
tomed to /eiXXracrs); and it was a shock to find themselves actually doing this (the 
imperfect surely describes the process). The difficulty arises because instead of saying 
"they had to move quickly" Thuc. says "they found themselves doing so," and goes on 
to explain why this was possible thanks to their good discipline. Strangely enough 
Stahl, who suspects a lacuna after iteTrXa&yrlaav, proposes to supply a clause like 6oaws 
6i L&a ra&ovs WS s ,.iaXrlv avTLKaTrkarla7av - when, except for the 5cows, this is exactly 
what the existing text says. 
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Athenians suffered "a greater shock than ever before" after the 
news arrived of the naval defeat off Euboea in 411 (8.96), and in 
414 "they were come to a state of tension such as no one would 
have believed possible if he were told of it" (7.28). The famous 
description of the alarm at Athens after the announcement of the 
Sicilian disaster is in a different manner; this is a reasoned descrip- 
tion, not a mere dogmatic statement. But one might add to the 
list of optima and maxima the remarks that the loss of Plemmyrium 
was one of the worst blows suffered by the Athenians at Syracuse 
(7.24) and that the occupation of Decelea was most damaging to 
the Athenians at home (7.27), although both of these remarks are 
supported by argument and illustration. 

All these remarks are made categorically, not merely offered as 
opinions. When one looks for similar verdicts offered as mere 
opinions, only one instance can be found: the final verdict on the 
Sicilian expedition: "And so in the result this was the greatest event 
that took place in the war - and in my opinion it surpasses events 
of Greek history of which we know only by report - in that it 
brought greatest glory to the victors and greatest disaster to the 
vanquished" (7.87). This is the perfect counterpart to the claim 
made at the beginning of his history that the Peloponnesian War 
was in itself the greatest war of all time, qualified by bOKEZV 6uOLve 

just as the earlier statement is qualified by cWs ilreTV. The Sicilian 
expedition, therefore, deserved special detailed treatment, if the 
Athenian defeat was the greatest defeat suffered in the greatest 
war in history.24 

Thus in singling out the most noteworthy events of the war 
Thucydides makes few judgments and is as a rule quite definite 
about them, trusting to his narrative to justify them. In estimat- 
ing the importance of different factors in the war and in the expla- 
nations that he offers of the course of events, particularly where 
cause or intention is concerned, his method is similar. The account 
of the revolution at Corcyra and the general remarks on stasis 
which follow it are offered without any parenthetical "as it seems 
to me." He does not consider here the claims of other factors 
besides stasis to be held responsible for the lowering of moral 
standards25 and does not think it necessary to offer any further 

24 Cf. 1.110, where the Egyptian disaster, which is the greatest Athenian failure 
of the previous generation, is described in very similar language. 

25 But cf. what he says about the plague in 2.53. 
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explanation of the series of revolutions beyond the fact that in 
every city there were democrats and oligarchs, who stopped at 
nothing in their efforts to establish themselves in power (3.82). 

In view of his personal knowledge of Thrace and his own failure 
to relieve Amphipolis, for which he was exiled, one is not surprised 
that he should be dogmatic and bitter in his treatment of the cam- 
paign of Brasidas in Thrace. He makes very clear his own view 
that the Spartans were foolish not to give Brasidas greater support 
and the Athenians equally to blame for not making a more intelli- 
gent effort to retain the good-will of their allies there (4.108). He 
does not believe that it was really in the interest of the allies to 
revolt and insists that the oratory of Brasidas, though it appeared 
convincing, was not founded on fact. But these are contentions 
which he does not substantiate. He avoids more detailed discus- 
sion of political intrigue within the individual cities, contenting 
himself with a general condemnation of their short-sighted be- 
haviour. The story, indeed, is presented as a series of mistakes 
and misunderstandings on both sides. Thus when Scione comes 
over to Brasidas just about at the time when the truce was made 
(Thucydides says it was two days after the truce) Brasidas takes 
advantage of the ambiguity (4.122); and when Mende follows suit 
he justifies his acceptance of them by claiming some violations of 
the truce by the Athenians (4.123), which are not specifically 
described. 

He is more reserved in passing judgment on his own part as a 
commander in Thrace (4.104-5). Of Brasidas he writes: "It is 
said that, if he had been willing to prevent his army from taking to 
plunder and had attacked Amphipolis immediately, he might have 
taken it"; but he offers no opinion of his own. He explains what 
his own intentions were: to save Amphipolis, if possible, or at least 
to occupy Eion (4.104.5); and when he is too late for Amphipolis, 
he remarks that if he had been less prompt Eion also would have 
been lost (4.106.4). In contrast to this severely limited effort at 
self-justification is his verdict on the abortive Spartan raid on the 
Piraeus in 429: "If they had chosen to act boldly they would have 
succeeded and no wind would have stopped them" (2.94.1); he 
passes a similar verdict when the Spartans fail to attack the almost 
undefended Piraeus after the Athenian defeat off Euboea (8.96). 
It is characteristic not only of Thucydides but of ancient historians 
in general that he says nothing about what would now be called 
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"the failure of intelligepce" as a reason both for his own failure at 
Amphipolis and for the failure of the Athenians at Syracuse to take 
steps in time to prevent the approach of Gylippus (7.2-3). 

In criticizing policy or strategy and in estimating motive or 
intention Thucydides is usually interpreting individual behaviour, 
but there are a few exceptions.26 For example, he is very definite 
in blaming the Athenians for punishing Pythodorus, Sophocles, 
and Eurymedon on their return from Sicily in 424. These com- 
manders were charged with accepting bribes to withdraw from 
Sicily and Thucydides attributes the severity of the Athenians to 
their exaggerated notion of their own power: "So completely con- 
fident were they that nothing could stand in their way; they ex- 

pected possible and almost impossible aims to be achieved equally 
easily, no matter whether the expedition sent out was large or in- 

adequate; and the reason for this was the unaccountable success of 
most of their schemes, which gave to hope the false appearance of 
reality" (4.65). He is equally quick to condemn the Athenian 
methods of investigating the affair of the Hermae: "They continued 
their investigation, not putting informers to the test, but maintain- 

ing an attitude of suspicion and accepting everything that they were 
told; they arrested and imprisoned completely innocent citizens on 
the word of worthless men, thinking it more profitable to investigate 
first and find the truth afterwards, instead of letting a man go with- 
out examination when he appeared to be innocent and when the 

complaint against him was due to the criminal design of an informer" 

(6.53). His condemnation is equally emphatic in 2.65 in his sum- 

mary of the errors committed by Athenian political leaders after 
the death of Pericles. 

In all these instances Thucydides is definite and blunt in his 

disapproval. On the other hand he offers only tentative praise of 
the constitution of the Five Thousand, after the fall of the Four 
Hundred: "During this initial period the Athenians seem to have 

enjoyed the best constitution they ever had, at least in my lifetime" 

(8.97.2). Such praise, it must be admitted, rests on. a purely the- 
oretical basis; he gives no illustrations of the wisdom of the Five 
Thousand and its activities are clouded in obscurity.27 It is also 

necessary to point out that his narrative of the Sicilian expedition 

26 Cf. F. M. Cornford, Thucydides Mythistoricus [London, 1907] 64-66. 
27 Aristotle (Resp. Ath. 33.2) praises the 5000 in similar terms, but has no descrip- 

tion of what they did. 
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is not written in such a way as to bear out his remark in 2.65 that 
the Athenians failed to support the expedition adequately after 
starting it on its course. When the Athenians recall Alcibiades 
they are not represented as withdrawing support from the expedi- 
tion and the failure of Nicias to act decisively is not blamed on 
the political atmosphere in Athens.28 

Thucydides also expresses himself dogmatically in estimating 
the motives behind national decisions. The Athenian decision to 
accept the Corcyrean alliance is explained by their view that war is 
inevitable and that it will be in their interest to detach the Corcyrean 
navy from the Peloponnesian alliance; the convenient position of 
Corcyra on the sea route to the west is added as a secondary con- 
sideration (1.44.2). Equally decisive (and of more doubtful accu- 
racy) is his remark that the Spartans voted to go to war "not so 
much because they were convinced by the arguments of their allies, 
as because they feared the increase of Athenian power, observing 
that the greater part of Hellas was already subject to them" (1.88). 
The same opinion is expressed in 1.23.6. Modern critics have not 
all been satisfied with this verdict. But they would feel on more 
certain ground if Thucydides had explained more clearly his reasons 
both for this judgment and for his statement that the quarrel at 
Ithome was due to Spartan fear of Athenian aggressiveness and 
revolutionary tendencies (1.102.3). The statements require sup- 
porting argument. On the other hand his remark that the real 
reason for the Athenian expedition to Sicily was their desire to 
gain control of all the island (6.6.1) is convincingly illustrated by 
the subsequent narrative.29 He is also convincing in his argument 
that the agitation of the Athenians over the Hermae outrage is to 
be explained by their fear of tyranny (6.60.1).30 And if he repre- 
sents fear of tyranny as so strong, it is not surprising to find "love 
of liberty" given as the strongest influence which prevented the 

28 It is not proposed to consider in this article how far such apparent discrepancies 
are due to imperfect revision of the work or are indications of the order in which dif- 
ferent parts of the history were written. 

29 This is perhaps the only instance which Gilbert Murray has overlooked in his 
wise remark: "It is very remarkable, indeed, how Thucydides never expresses a personal 
judgment which could be deduced from the facts he has given. He only speaks when 
he thinks the facts likely to be misinterpreted" (Literature of Ancient Greece, [London, 
1897] 198). He might have added the converse that Thuc. often does not explain 
exactly what the facts are on which his personal judgments are founded. 

30 6.53.3; 60.1. I hope to explain elsewhere the argument of Thuc. in illustrating 
the results of the Hermae affair by his digression on Harmodius and Aristogeiton. 
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success of the oligarchic movement outside Athens, "in Thasos 
and, as it seems to me, in many other subject cities." The cities 
are represented as seeing their chance of complete autonomy in 
going over to the Spartans, and this is a much more attractive 
prospect than the "doubtful good government" promised by the 
Athenian oligarchs (8.64). 

It is of course understandable that his explanation of Spartan 
behaviour should be less convincing than his interpretation of 
Athenian intentions. Our knowledge of Greek history has suffered 
from the lack of writers with real sympathy and understanding of 
Sparta. If Thucydides were a Spartan we should be much more 
ready to believe him when he assigns old-fashioned religious or 
pietist motives for Spartan behaviour: as when he says that the 
Spartans in 414 attributed their lack of real success earlier in the 
war to the fact that they had been the aggressors instead of the 
aggrieved party and felt more confident about the new offensive 
which they were planning because this time the Athenians were 
clearly the guilty party responsible for renewing the conflict (7.18). 
It is perfectly possible that he had informants who assured him 
that this attitude prevailed in Sparta or he may have observed 
their mentality during his exile; but he does not tell us his source of 
information. He interprets their behaviour in the diplomatic ex- 

changes before the first outbreak of war in the same manner. 
The Spartans take the initiative in trying to prove the impiety of 
their enemies, reminding the Athenians of the Alcmaeonid family 
curse in an attempt to discredit Pericles; and their motive is "in 
order that they might have the most valid excuse for going to war" 

(1.126.1). We are also told that the Spartans asked Delphi 
"whether it would be better for them if they went to war" and that 
the god ("as it is said") promised them victory and agreed to aid 
them (1.118). On the other hand, when piety or superstition plays 
a part on the Athenian side, it is represented as affecting individuals, 
not official policy.31 

31 For other statements of Spartan or Athenian intention or motive see 6.93 
(Spartan general intention of invading Attica even before Alcibiades urges it), 4.28 
(motives of more sensible Athenians in accepting Cleon's offer), 4.108.7 (Spartan lack 
of support for Brasidas in Thrace attributed to ill-will of leading men at Sparta towards 
him and their desire for a truce so as to recover the prisoners taken at Sphacteria), and 
5.69 (Spartan view that erga and training promote courage better than logoi given as 
their reason for not making speeches before Mantinea - a purely literary echo of the 
arguments of earlier speeches). 
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In his treatment of individuals he is usually ready to pass a 
definite judgment on their motives and intentions. Cleon, who is 
first introduced as "the most violent Athenian citizen" (3.36) and 
whose promise to capture Sphacteria is called "mad in its appear- 
ance" (iavcwxrls, 4.39), is clearly so much disliked by Thucydides 
that one does not expect to find him fairly treated in any subse- 
quent narrative. The reason for his opposition to peace - "be- 
cause he thought he, would then be more clearly revealed as a rogue 
and would secure less credence for his slanders of others" (5.16)-is 
nothing more than a further expression of ill-feeling. His conduct 
prior to the battle in which he is killed is described in such a way 
as to emphasize the historian's conception of his character; always 
thinking of popularity ("unwilling to let his men become discon- 
tented from remaining too long in one place," 5.7.2), over-confident 
and absurdly optimistic ("he never imagined anyone would offer 
him battle," 5.7.3), he is obliged not so much by events as by his 
own character to do what Brasidas expects,32 and he finally meets a 
dishonourable death, overtaken in his flight by a peltast from 
Myrcinus. Such interpretation of a man's actions and motives in 
accordance with a preconceived notion of his character is quite 
common in Herodotus,33 but one usually finds Thucydides less 
violent in his prejudice. 

His treatment of Alcibiades offers a good contrast to that of 
Cleon. He certainly disapproved of Alcibiades and thought that 
his personal behaviour was a considerable factor in the final defeat 
of Athens (6.15); it is therefore quite in keeping with such a point of 
view to represent his support of the Sicilian expedition as prompted 
mainly by desire of personal glory and gain. But most of his 
subsequent behaviour is left unexplained. Thucydides never im- 
plies that he was guilty of any impieties and describes his offer to 
stand trial before sailing to Sicily without comment on his motives; 
it is the motives both of his enemies and of the demos in preventing 
his immediate trial which he emphasizes (6.29). His escape and 
flight after his recall are attributed to fear of a trial in which pre- 
judice would play so large a part (6.61). In all his subsequent 
activities his dominant motive is supposed to be an overwhelming 

32 Cf. Cornford, op. cit. (above, note 26) 118-19. 
33 Cf. L. Pearson, op. cit. (above, note 1) 349-54. Aristotle appears to think 

this is the proper or even the necessary procedure in tragedy: iartv Si 0jos /.Av rb roo7Lrov 
8 5iqXoi riv prpoalpearf (Poet. 1450B.7; but cf. 1454A.16). 
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desire to recover a position of honour in Athens (6.92.4; 8.47.1; 
48.4). When he fails to reach any satisfactory agreement with 
Tissaphernes, it is partly because he recognizes that Tissaphernes 
is not really to be trusted. Thucydides is well aware that the full 
story of these negotiations must remain a mystery, but offers his 
opinion that both of them were seeking excuses for breaking off 
negotiations; that Alcibiades was trying to give the impression not 
that Tissaphernes was implacable, but that his price was too high, 
while Tissaphernes wanted to continue playing a double game 
(8.56). This opinion is supported by the subsequent narrative. 
Finally he gives Alcibiades full credit for using his influence to 
prevent the Athenian forces at Samos from sailing to Athens against 
the oligarchs and thus leaving the enemy a clear field in Ionia and 
the Hellespont: "Alcibiades seems now for the first time to have 
rendered a service to his city which no one else could match . . . 
and at the moment there was no one else who could have restrained 
them" (8.86.4-5). 

It is interesting to speculate how Thucydides intended to com- 
plete his picture of Alcibiades as a character and whether he meant 
to blame Alcibiades himself or the demos for the loss of his services 
to Athens. But the evidence is lacking. All that can be said is 
that he interprets the character of Alcibiades from his actions, just 
as he does for Tissaphernes (8.46.5), a procedure which he fails to 
follow in his treatment of Cleon. To use Thucydidean language, 
he gives the character and motives of Alcibiades (K rTiv TEK.plUv, but 
those of Cleon cus aCrT 6b8KEL; and his treatment of Cleon is final, his 
verdict on Alcibiades is withheld. 

There is no space here for a full discussion of his methods of 
characterization, but his attribution of motives and his criticisms 
can conveniently be summarized. To Themistocles and Pericles - 
the two individuals whose abilities and services to Athens he praises 
in the highest terms (1.138; 2.65) - he never assigns any particular 
motives, but he leaves their actions to speak for themselves with 
the minimum of explanation. We are never told why Pericles did 
not make greater efforts to avoid an outbreak of war and it is left 
to the reader to decide whether Pericles shared the common Athen- 
ian view that war was inevitable (1.44.2). The so-called Periclean 
strategy of the early war years is also far less fully justified and 
explained than one would like. A similar criticism can be made of 
the treatment of Perdiccas. His actions, which are presumably 
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dictated by personal motives entirely, would be much easier to 
follow if more explanation of them were offered; if, for example, his 
shifting policy were described in the same manner as that of Tissa- 
phernes in Book vm. 

Demosthenes, on the other hand, emerges more clearly as an 
individual personality largely because some of his motives are ex- 
plained. When he first makes his appearance in the narrative, he 
is told by the Messenians of Naupactus that an attack on Aetolia 
would be "a fine thing for him" (3.94.3) and he is said to start out, 
without waiting for the Locrians, "trusting to his good fortune" 
(3.97.2); then after his failure he remains at Naupactus "in fear of 
the Athenians because of what he has done" (3.98.5); and after the 
battle of Olpae his private agreement with the Peloponnesian com- 
manders is explained by his wish to discredit the Spartans in that 
part of the country (3.109.2). Demosthenes is thus established 
early as an independent personality with individual motives, though 
Thucydides never passes general judgment on him and indeed is 
subsequently less willing to point out his motives.34 

The treatment of Brasidas, for whose talents Thucydides has a 
healthy respect (4.81), forms an interesting counterpart to that of 
Demosthenes. His brief appearances in the earlier books, though 
they reveal him as a brave and determined officer (2.25.2; 93), call 
for no estimate of his motives, but in Books iv and v his actions are 
fully interpreted, partly through his speeches, partly through expla- 
nation. His particular haste to seize Amphipolis is supposed to be 
caused, in part, by his discovery that Thucydides, who is at Thasos, 
owns some mines in the area (4.105.1). His offering of thirty minae 
to the temple at Lecythus, after his capture of the city, is attributed 
to his belief "that he had not taken the city by mere human means" 
(4.116.2). His opposition to peace is attributed to a personal 
ambition to win further distinction by fighting (5.16.1). By no 
means all of these motivations are deductions from the events; 
there is a distinct element of cbs ,uot o oKE here.35 

Finally something must be said about Nicias, whose motives 
are explained from his very first appearance (3.51.2). His wish for 

34 Cornford, op. cit. (above, note 26) 82-109, has made much out of Thuc.'s 
failure to give an adequate account of the motives on both sides in his story of Pylos 
and so has developed his theory of "The luck of Pylos." Is it possible that Thuc. was 
unwilling to overemphasize the personal character of Demosthenes, thinking that he 
had gone far enough in the explanations of his conduct that he offered in Book iii? 

36 Cf. also 4.73; 4.107.1; 5.8.2. 
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peace (like the preferences of Cleon and Brasidas for war) is ex- 
plained by a purely personal motive: the desire to preserve his 
reputation for success, to enjoy a rest from the rigours of war (as 
well as allowing others a rest), and to win fame for the future as 
a man never responsible for bringing any misfortune on the city 
(5.16.1). This is an exceedingly important judgment on Nicias, 
because his subsequent treatment as a character is based on it; 
he is established in the reader's mind as an individual who has 
everything to lose and nothing to gain by the Sicilian expedition; 
this impression is renewed by his speeches at the beginning of Book 
vi and their motivation (6.8; 19; 24), so that his hesitant conduct 
throughout the Sicilian campaign follows naturally. Thus we are 

given fair warning in advance that Nicias is a man with a tragic 
flaw, and criticism of his lack of initiative at the start of the attack 
on Syracuse can be postponed until after the arrival of Demosthenes 
and Eurymedon (7.42.3).36 

These instances should be enough to show how arbitrary 
Thucydides can be in his treatment of individuals and his estimate 
of their motives; this is a side of his work in which he allows himself 
most consistently to write cOs uAol &oKEC, not as a rule revealing whether 

his judgments are based on private acquaintance with the indi- 
viduals or are deductions from the events. 

Apart from motivation his general judgments on characters 
must be considered, because they follow almost exactly the same 

pattern as his judgments on the importance of events. They are 

rarely given at all unless they are given in superlatives. Just as 
the Peloponnesian War is the greatest war of all time and the 
Sicilian expedition the greatest event of the war, so Nicias is "the 
one man of all Greeks in my lifetime who was least worthy to be 
stricken with such a calamity, on account of his consistently virtuous 
life" (7.86). Pericles is recognized as standing in a class by himself 

(2.65.13), Themistocles is "worthy of admiration to an exceptional 
degree, beyond anyone else, for his natural abilities" (1.138), Cleon 
is "the most violent of the Athenians and at the same time by far 
the most influential man in speaking to the people" (3.36), and 
Brasidas proved himself "the most valuable person to the Spartans" 
and after his death his character was the strongest influence in 

36 For a good discussion of the characterization of Nicias see H. D. Westlake, 
"Nicias in Thucydides," CQ 35 (1941) 58-65, where it is shown that Thuc. cannot be 
considered as an apologist for Nicias. 
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making the Athenian allies desert to the Spartan side (4.81). 
Again, Antiphon is described as "inferior to no Athenian of his time 
in talent and most skilful both to plan and to put his thoughts into 
words" and Phrynichus is the man who showed himself "anxious 
more than anybody for the establishment of the oligarchy" (8.68). 

On the other hand Theramenes, Peisander, and Aristarchus, 
though recognized as important members of the oligarchic faction, 
are not characterized in superlative terms, and even Phrynichus' 
own talents are not assessed in a dogmatic judgment; Thucydides 
says "he seemed to be a man of intelligence" (8.27.5). This modi- 
fied form of verdict is peculiar to Book vm, in which the motives of 
Alcibiades and Tissaphernes as well as those of the oligarchs are 
deduced from events and not dogmatically presented to the reader. 
Since the preceding discussion has been concerned for the most 
part with dogmatic verdicts, it will be best to conclude by noticing 
on what occasions Thucydides is less inclined to be definite and 
announces merely that he is expressing an opinion. 

One group of such opinions can be dealt with briefly: those that 
concern omens, prophecies, or portents of any kind. On the 
Delphic response, 

tr IIeXapytLov apy'v L,ELvov, 

he says "it seems to me that this prophecy was fulfilled in the oppo- 
site way to what people expected--that the disaster did not fall 
upon the city because of the impious occupation of the area, but 
that the need for occupation came from the war (which the oracle 
did not mention, though it foresaw the area would be occupied one 
day accompanied with evil results)" (2.17). Again, after his treat- 
ment of the plague he records the oracle which foretold a Dorian 
war with plague or famine, according as the reading Xoqtos or XjlAos 
was preferred, and he remarks: "I imagine that if there is a famine 
in a subsequent Dorian war, people will repeat the same prophecy 
with the reading Xttuos" (2.54). And in discussing tidal waves he 
gives it as his view that they are connected with earthquakes, 
saying finally: "It seems to me this sort of thing could not happen 
without an earthquake" (3.89). These verdicts are in the Hero- 
dotean manner, necessarily guarded and tentative because super- 
human agency is involved. The supposed rationalism of Thucy- 
dides - his apparent neglect of superhuman influence - is a com- 
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monplace of Thucydidean criticism.37 It seems equally important 
to point out that his judgments on anything that concerns the 
gods are always expressed in such a way as not to offend the strictest 
orthodox believer. 

Some of his opinions on early Greek history have already been 
mentioned. He is dogmatic in correcting errors (as in his treatment 
of Peisistratid times) but his Archaeologia and his other digressions 
on early history abound in personal opinions. It is his opinion 
that Agamemnon's personal influence played a great part in gather- 
ing together the expedition against Troy and "since he far surpassed 
the rest in naval power, it seems to me that he accomplished more 
by fear than by good-will" (1.9.3). His interpretations of Homer 
are likewise offered as his opinions (cf. 1.10.4). Likelihood (r6 EiKOS) 

plays quite a large part in his historical arguments. He thinks it 
not likely that many of the ships of Agamemnon's fleet had covered 
decks (1.10.4); he suggests that the decay of the ancient magnifi- 
cence of the Delian festival was "due to disasters, most likely" 
(orvi6 vUcopwv, CS EiK6S, 3.104.6); and in discussing the early history 
of Sicily he gives the tradition that the Sicels crossed the strait 
from Italy on rafts "as is likely and as is recorded, though they 
may have made the voyage in some other way" (6.2.4). After 

pointing out the difference between Teres the Thracian and Tereus 
the husband of Procne, he adds that "it is not likely that Procne's 
father, Pandion, would have sought a husband for his daughter so 
far away as Thrace" (2.29.3); and after insisting that Hipparchus 
was not tyrant of Athens and that Harmodius and Aristogeiton 
did not kill the tyrant, he adds: "Nor does it seem to me that 

Hippias could have made himself tyrant easily, if Hipparchus had 
been reigning when he was killed" (6.55.3). In these two instances 
he uses a subsidiary argument from TO EiKOS, for the benefit perhaps 
of such persons as will not accept his dogmatic presentation of the 
facts. We also find him using the word EIKanELV, whether for estimat- 

ing the nature of expeditions prior to the Trojan War (1.9.4) by 
comparison with the conditions of the Trojan War or for deducing 
the motives of Tissaphernes from his behaviour (8.46.5). 

In addition to the personal opinions of the historian himself, 
it should be noticed that the characters to whom he attributes 

speeches use the same forms of expression in presenting their 

37 Cf., e.g., W. Nestle, "Thukydides und die Sophistik," NJA 27 (1914) 649-85, 
who argues that Thuc. has cast off religion because the gods play no part in his history. 
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opinions. Nicias, for example, in his first speech reopens the dis- 
cussion of the Sicilian question by saying that "it seems necessary 
to me" (eIol IpvrotL oKeT) to reconsider it (6.9). There is no need to 
cite instances in detail, but a careful reading of the speeches will 
show that the speakers state their opinions either dogmatically or 
modified by phrases like Wcs icuoi aOKE? just as frequently as they base 
their conclusions on reasoned argument. One of the great excep- 
tions is the Funeral Oration of Pericles, where the yap clauses follow 
regularly after almost every statement, sometimes even in support 
of yvWI,ua that are weakened rather than strengthened by explanation 
and comment. This speech, however, does not lead to any impor- 
tant decision on the part of the Athenians; the decisive speeches, like 
those of Diodotus, Nicias, Alcibiades, or those of the Corinthians 
in Book I, abound in unsupported expressions of opinion. 

Here perhaps lies the key to the only general conclusion which 
will be offered in this article. Just as political decisions in an 
assembly or council are reached, as a rule, not because of reasoned 
argument, but because of the prevalence of one opinion over an- 
other - as a result of an &aycv r7's /67s like the controversy over the 
people of Mytilene38 - so also the decisions that the historian must 
make cannot very often be logically deduced from the facts avail- 
able to him and he too finds himself involved in an aywcv trOs ,bo6s. 
Where existing versions or interpretations differ, he can either give 
both versions, as Herodotus often does and as Thucydides does 
very rarely, or he can decide to adopt one source and follow it, as 
some of the later Greek historians did. If he scorns both of these 
courses, he must make his own decision like Thucydides whenever 
there is occasion for a choice. 

The necessity of making such a choice will occur more often in 
dealing with events long past. That is why Thucydides' chapters 
on r& ravv lraXaLa are so full of opinions, many of them expressed 
dogmatically, which can never be properly substantiated by appeals 
to evidence, but only rendered convincing by appeals to r6 EKOS. 
A narrative of contemporary history does not require so many 
decisions of this kind, since there is less continual interruption of the 
narrative caused by dispute about observable facts. But the wis- 
dom or folly of the principal actors, their motives and intentions, 
and the relative importance of different events and factors - these 
are the questions on which he will want to pass judgment. Thucy- 

38 3.49. See note 18 above. 
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dides does pass judgment on these questions and his willingness to 
do so distinguishes him from inferior later historians, who substi- 
tuted moralizing for the critical expression of opinion. 

The short statement in 1.22 about his method and his principles 
of history-writing contains no suggestion that such will be his 
practice. His own division of his material into logoi and erga is 
quite inadequate as a classification without a further subdivision 
of erga into questions which can be settled by sources and TEK?7ptLa 
and questions which can be settled only by individual opinion cs 

avrco 0oKl; or, in less Thucydidean language, matters of fact and 
record as compared with problems for interpretation. Such a dis- 
tinction, which is taken for granted by almost every writer of modern 
times, would have made it possible for him to state his principles 
more logically and to conform to them. Alternatively he might 
have compared the opinions which he forms himself and his manner 
of presenting them to the opinions which his speakers form and 

express. On most issues at least two possible speeches can be 
written. So also at least two possible interpretations can be offered 
of many events; and the historian, equally with the political orator, 
may claim the privilege of stating his personal opinion. 
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