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ALCIBIADES' CRITICISM OF NICIAS 
AT THUC. 6.18.11 

GUY L. COOPER, III 

University of North Carolina at Asheville 

In the late fall of 416, envoys from Segesta in Sicily persuaded the 
Assembly of the Athenians to send envoys to Segesta in order to investigate 
the practicability of heeding the Segestaeans' call for Athenian assistance 
against the Selinuntians. The Athenian envoys were misled about how 
effectively the Segestaeans could support an Athenian expedition with 
payments in precious metals, and on returning with a party of their 
Segestaean hosts the envoys recommended an expedition. The Athenians, 
under the influence of dreams of Empire in the Western Mediterranean, 
voted to send sixty ships, and placed Alcibiades, Nicias and Lamachus in 
charge. 

But at a meeting four days later Nicias opened the question again and 
argued (6.9-14) in favor of rescinding the earlier vote. Alcibiades then 
countered (6.16-18) in favor of retaining the earlier decision. As the climax 
of a development beginning at 6.17.2, in which he heaps scorn on all the 
supposed difficulties of the undertaking, he is reported at 6.18.1 to have 
demanded: "flare ri &v XheOVTre EiKOSd 7) avTroi dTOKvoZlEiv ' ) 7rpO roVS 
eKEl fviLaLiXovq aKr77Trr6T VOL ta0) 3 7OvlOAiev; ots Xpev, eretor ye Kal 

evvwa,6uoapaev, rratfivvelV Kal ir) avrTtOEL val 6r oVT6C E'KElVOL r4t.v. OV yap 
irCV 6eipo a&vrTt,L3ori070 7rpoaeOE eOEOa aOtTroVS, & , X' iro TrOLS eKEr iXpolK 
r7,uCv XvTrr7pol OrTE9 6evpo KWXVWlotv aV3roV70 CLvat. "So how could we 
ourselves reasonably explain our hesitation, and what could we decently 
allege to our allies in that part of the world so (sc. as to say along with my 
opponent) 'let us not go to their assistance!'? Rather we ought to assist 

'It has seemed convenient to use a few bibliographical abbreviations: Cooper, STT = Guy 
L. Cooper, III, Zur syntaktischen Theorie und Textkritik der attischen Autoren (Zurich 
1971); Gildersleeve-Miller, SCG = Basil L. Gildersleeve and C. W. E. Miller, Syntax of 
Classical Greek I-II (New York, Cincinnati, Chicago 1900-1911); Kiihner-Gerth, AG = R. 
Kiihner and B. Gerth, Ausfuhrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, zweiter Teil: 
Satzlehre, in two volumes (Hannover and Leipzig 18983 and 19043). I quote Thucydides from 
Jones-Powell. I wish to thank Alison Burford, James Poultney, Harold Cherniss, and the 
TA PA referees for their kind help and comments. 
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them, especially since we have given our oaths to do so, and we ought not to 

object (sc. as my opponent does) that 'neither have they helped us.'No, for 

it was not in order that they might bring aid here that we received them as 

allies, but in order that by annoying our enemies there they might hinder 

them from coming here against us." 
The first of these sentences contains a construction that has never been 

successfully explained and interpreted. The negative /r7 seems to be used 

with a potential optative (optative with av) although the only negative that 

this construction allows is ot. The purpose of this paper is to argue that the 

anomaly should be explained by taking both r) P3orj0oo/uev and the 

subsequent oiv6 EKELV'OL tlAtV (sc. drr&jvvav) to be phrases presented by 

Alcibiades as summary fictive quotations representing the argument of his 

opponent, the preceding speaker Nicias.2 The consequence would be that, 
since ur P77o-q0Oo4itev stands alone for itself, the preceding av does not have 

any effect upon it. 
A discussion of the efforts that have already been made to explain the 

passage is something more than a mere preliminary. It is true that these 

efforts have not led to a satisfactory conclusion, but they can still make a 

valuable contribution to the understanding of the passage by leading to a 

negative proof of the interpretation here urged. 
The first such effort to be considered is an attempt made by syntactical 

authorities to explain juA as a regular use of this form of the negative. The 

second is an attempt made by the commentators on the passage to gain an 

idiomatic sympathy with the negative in this form. 

W. W. Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb 

(Boston 19003) ?292.2 (p. 101), makes the most copiously argued effort to 

explain the passage as a regular construction. He tries to show that, in 

questions with the potential optative, uAj is admissible regularly as an 

alternative to ov. His position was left untenable by the criticism in 

Kiihner-Gerth, AG 2.186 ff. Here Goodwin's examples are disposed of in 

various ways, but for the most part they are found to be indirect questions 

dependent upon verbs expressing purpose. In such cases the form of the 

negative may be well explained as due to the influence of the leading verb. 

21t would probably be best in future editions to place these fictive quotations in quotation 
marks. In this connection it should be noted that the second of the two is introduced by 6Tt, 

which is itself the nearest approximation in Classical Greek orthography to the modern 

quotation marks, cf. Cooper, STT 204-07. The presence of this word has in the past usually 
caused the phrase oV6' eKEiVOL 4j4iv to be interpreted as in some sense similar to a quotation, 
even by those who do not seem to have gained a clear over-all conception of the movement of 

the passage. See the gloss in Poppo-Stahl according to which avTITLEOval = avrttXEyLV, 

obicere. Similarly LSJ s.v. avriTLOrt71 1.3 translate "retort, rejoin." 
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Kiihner-Gerth do not, however, abandon the interrogative theory entirely. 
Rather it is retained specifically for Thuc. 6.18.1 and for one other 
example. But that other example is certainly better explained otherwise.3 
Therefore more recent treatments of the negative omit all reference to the 
supposed construction, and leave the problem of Thuc. 6.18.1 both 
unsolved and unmentioned.4 From the point of view of normative syntax, 

7r7 with an optative and av outside of a dependent question must be 
accounted an absolute anomaly. 

3The supposed parallel is Hdt. 3.127.2 'l IIepoa, ris &v /OL TOVrTO ViA&v V7rooUTa 

E7rLrTehaXUE oo0t?7 KaL Plt) ir K TE KaL o6AxhC; "Men of Persia, would that someone among you 
might undertake this matter for me and carry it out by skill, and not carry it out by mere force 
and weight of numbers! " rTi with the potential optative makes the question a wish and gives it 
the force of an imperative. This construction, which is very common in tragedy, and is more 
commonly found with 7rwc than with riS or cos, is copiously documented in Ewald Bruhn, 
Sophokles erklart von F. W. Schneidewin und A. Nauck VIII "Anhang" 63 (?112), cf. 
Kuhner-Gerth, AG 1.235.6, and Gildersleeve-Miller, SCG ?446. Any doubt about the matter 
is removed by Stein's strikingly complete Homeric parallels II. 10.303-04 and Od. 15.195-96. 
The negative Ar1 is used simply to extend the established positive command of the first part of 
the sentence as a negative command in the second part. This proper interpretation of the 
passage at Hdt. 3.127.2 makes it unacceptable as a parallel to Thuc. 6.18.1 because, as is 
shown in the argument further on, a prohibitive sense of At) f3orlOoi4Ev makes Alcibiades 
contradict himself, unless the phrase can be taken as Nicias' thought. But if rt) /or6Oozljev 
derives its imperative force from its relation to the interrogative form of the sentence as a 
whole, it cannot be considered separately, and must represent Alcibiades' thought. As to 
Kiihner-Gerth, A G 2.186 ff., it misses the true force of ',u in the Herodotean passage. This is a 
corollary of the fact that inadequate appreciation is shown throughout Kiihner-Gerth that ,17i 

can be used, as it is here, to extend any form of command in a prohibitive sense, even where I/a 
would not otherwise be possible. Thus at Kiihner-Gerth, A G 1.178.6, a supposed prohibitive 
version of the commonplace use of the future as an imperative is accepted as a standard 
construction, although the single most convincing example of the otherwise weakly attested 
construction (cf. Gildersleeve-Miller, SCG ?270) is Dem. 23.117 cvXa&erTE ... Kat Air) 
/3ovXriaeoOe, and so the whole supposed construction collapses if one grasps that this is only 
the special use of ri r to continue any command in negative form. And again at Kiihner-Gerth, 
AG 1.177, cf. 2.221.8, the treatment of the ov /ur6 constructions is sadly jumbled by the 
inclusion in it of passages where each negative has its own verb, e.g., Plato, Symp. 175a OVKOVV 
KakAcfl aVrOv Kat IM) a4)aoetS; Arguing against this confusion in analysis, B. L. Gildersleeve, 
AJP 3 (1882) 205, had already shown that, in such passages, the first member is the regular use 
of a question with ov and a future indicative to give a positive command (cf. Gildersleeve- 
Miller, SCG ?271, and Kuhner-Gerth, AG 1.176.7 f.), and that this positive command is 
simply continued in negative form by the ,1 1 in the second member, which has merely 
supplementary significance. For other examples of similar pleonasm involving antithetical 
parallelism see Kuhner-Gerth, AG 2.586.8. 

4So Eduard Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik, II. Syntax und syntaktische Stilistik 
(Munich 1950), treatment of negatives 540-99, esp. 594 ff.; A. C. Woodhouse, Studies in 
Greek Negatives (Cardiff 1959), treatment of negativespassim; H. W. Smyth and Gordon M. 
Messing, Greek Grammar (Cambridge, MA 19633), treatment of negatives 609-29, esp. 620 
ff.; Jean Humbert, Syntaxe Grecque (Paris 19723), treatment of negatives 345-87. Only J. M. 
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Faced with this failure the commentators have been forced to do the best 
they could with the passage, using only their practised, but otherwise 
unaided, sensibilities. In so doing they grope, I believe, toward an essential 
advance over anything hitherto offered by formal analysis. The remarks in 
two standard commentaries run as follows: Classen-Steup, "A') Por0OoZlav: 
das ungew6hnliche Aur7 soll wohl die M6glichkeit dass sich ein plausibler 
Grund finden lasse, besonders entschieden ablehnen;" cf. Poppo-Stahl ad 
loc. "Propter hanc recusandi vim in verbis /u7) 1or6OolaeV latentem praeter 
consuetudinem ua77 positum est."5 

Neither commentator denies the anomaly, but both suggest that a 
peculiar vehemence about the words /t1r porlOoZlaAev justifies the irregular 
negative. I think that their feeling about a sudden forcefulness in the words 
uar p3orOoZlAuev is correct, and I suppose that in failing to let their idiomatic 
sensibilities guide them a little further the commentators narrowly miss the 
true interpretation of the passage. We should recognise in /Ar) porlOoZl,Ev an 
anacoluthic wish-optative. Precisely in the prohibitive form and in coordi- 
nated construction there is an occasional sudden shift of this kind. See 
Dem. 8.68 'Eyci) avaL6i7) oiV' citAt LATre 7yVOt/irlv, 19.49 oiV' X)v 17Tre 

yEvotTO, Soph. Ant. 686 oiv' av 6vvailrtv pIT.' 7 TL ToraL77v. 

There is, however, a difficulty here that has doubtless kept the 
commentators from trusting to what seems to have been their natural 

feeling about the passage. From the historical point of view this 

interpretation results in an incomprehensible contradiction. Throughout 

Stahl, Kritisch-historische Syntax des griechischen Verbums der klassischen Zeit (Heidelberg 
1907) 765, still retains the interrogative theory and attempts to supply two more examples. But 
Stahl misconstrues these passages. At Plato, Leges 887c jr) Ov6Ap sine ira (Harold Cherniss), 
the negative is adnominal (see the references and further examples immediately below in note 
5). Kuhner-Gerth, A G 2.186.2, had already correctly observed that at Plato, Crat. 426d, ir) TO 

6v is almost the same as rTO /) 6v. It should, however, be added that the expressive position of 
the negative before the article produces litotes, cf. Lys. 20.5 Jt) ra &plora, Plato, Rep. 389c Lt) 
ra ovra, Thuc. 3.57.1 yie) Tra eiK6ra. 

5These commentators correctly discarded a passage that had earlier been adduced by 
Kriger ad loc., namely Dem. 23.75 irri yyp &v 6oKat' ala TavTa Kal tir) yEvoLTo; ". . . for 
how can the same act at the same time be both just and unjust?" (Vince). This is an elliptical 
adnominal generic-hypothetical /A7r, so that the construction must be understood to be oiKa 

' 

aaoa KaCYl / (sc. &6KaLa). The following passages show a similar elliptical At45 which is 

juxtaposed to, but cannot be construed with, a verb form: Eur. Ale. 528 Xopi Tr6 r'elvat Kai 

TO /jl (sc. edvat) VPoLierTat, Plato, Leges 638b OeI TO re praPObv Kal r TO i) (sc. Xprlarbv) 

OKoTrerv, Plato, Phaedrus 277b Or. .. . E vEXOV Kat It (sc. vreTXVov) 60KKe pOL E6o77 oXW&oaL. 

For doctrinal statements on ,rA with substantives and for additional examples see LSJ s.v. .TA 

B.7, and Kuhner-Gerth, AG 2.197.4. (For the adnominal ir at Plato, Leges 887c, see note 4 

above.) 
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the speech Alcibiades has argued in favor of the Sicilian expedition. But I) 
P3o770oi?uev as an anacoluthic wish-optative can only be a wish, indeed 
practically a prayer, that the expedition should not take place. Alcibiades 
cannot have been meant to voice such a sentiment, cannot, that is, if he is 
supposed to accept responsibility for it. Supposing that Alcibiades must 
speak the phrase as his own thought, the commentators have backed away 
from what would otherwise seem the most natural interpretation. I suggest 
that it is better to draw a different conclusion, and take it that Alcibiades is 
not meant to accept responsibility for the words, but that he is made by 
Thucydides to utter them as a semi-quotation. Certainly the person upon 
whom responsibility for the thought, At) flor70oZlev , "may we not go to 
their assistance," should be placed is Nicias. He has just been portrayed as 
speaking at length against the expedition. 

The negative argument or argument by elimination that has just been 
urged need not stand alone. It can be supplemented by positive arguments 
showing the advantages that the new understanding of the passage offers. 

The new understanding, unlike the earlier solutions offered, is 
technically feasible and attractive. This holds good from the point of view 
of both syntactical and, especially, rhetorical analysis. 

Taking up the former approach first, one finds that the exact 
construction called for, an anacoluthic wish-optative with ut) that occurs as 
a mocking fictive quotation in a sentence where ov with an optative in the 
sense of a potential is expected, is indeed rare. Yet at least one passage 
where the same thing occurs can be adduced. This is Dem. 4.31: rols 
nrvevtaaL Kat raTO &paL roTo ETovS a r o rroXXha npohalf&avwv 
6ta7rTpaTrTErrat 4ihLATTro, Katl vXatfaS rovS dT-ootat 0t rov XeLiA)V' 

7TrLXELpEl, VPLK' &v tiE. E aO 6vvcaiueO' KeZ' C aKe alkKkaOaL. "Philip is 
forward in carrying out most of his projects by virtue of the annual winds 
and seasons, and makes his attack after he has carefully waited for the 
winds from Thrace or the rainy season, when we 'please may not be able to 
reach his quarter!"' 

Here the proximity of IA j to av is so striking that K. W. Kriger, 
Griechische Sprachlehre fur Schulen, Attische Syntax (Berlin 18735) 
1.65.7.2, suggested the emendation of iuA7 to ovi. But that was a mistake.6 
Demosthenes simply attributes an original thought /r) 6vatvro (sc. ol 
'AOrlvadot) 8e3po aOtLKE'aaL to Philip, and this supposed heart-felt wish is 
meant to be a reassuring and cozening compliment to the author's 

6av is disregarded as the sentence proceeds and thus there is an anacoluthon. In 
Gildersleeve-Miller, SCG ?448, cav left hanging this way is well referred to as "adherescent 
av." Such adherescence is never really common in Classical literature. But it occurs more 
often in temporal sentences than elsewhere. See Cooper, STT 33-36. 
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Athenian audience. He suggests that Philip is only too aware that the 
further success of his schemes is entirely dependent upon continued 
Athenian inactivity. Demosthenes is urging the establishment of Athenian 
year-round presence in the North Aegean, and he is interested in inducing 
belief in his audience that such an expense on their part would indeed 
effectively check Philip. 

Henri Weil in his commentary has understood the significance of the 

optative and its unexpected negative perfectly: "Mr) 6vvatieO(a). La 

negation Aur et l'optativ indiquent que telle est la pensee de Philippe." This 
has convinced editors who retain ptr. Still more readily can the same syntax 
be admitted at Thuc. 6.18.1, for in this place the distance between /ur and 
&v makes the construction much easier. 

Considered from the point of view of rhetorical analysis, Thuc. 6.18.1 is 
an example of hypophora, i.e., it presents in a form suitably adapted to 

monologue a fictive dialogue between the speaker Alcibiades and his 

opponent Nicias.7 
The figure is found in other speeches in Thucydides, for instance in 

Archidamus' anti-war speech delivered at the first conference at Sparta in 

432/1 (1.80-81.2), and in Athenagoras' speech given at Syracuse in 415 

against action in response to rumors of the approach of the Athenian 

expedition (6.38.5-39.1). These are full-scale examples of great formal 

clarity. But by nature of their very extensiveness and elaboration, these 

examples of hypophora take on a stylistic life of their own that draws them 

away from the immediate tendentiousness that the figure can show. They 
do not have the aggressive focus on a specific opponent that Alcibiades' 
attack on Nicias shows.8 

7The parallels cited in this section are adopted from the more thorough discussion of 

hypophora found in "Das angedeutete Wort des Gegners (Hypophora)," Cooper, STT 10-31. 
See there for the particular value of the Xvaut (speaker's retort) in establishing the existence of 

hypophora p. 16, for the use of c& and of 6oT to introduce hypophora proper pp. 10-12, for the 
introduction of the Xu6tus by a relative p. 17, for the introduction of the Xixto by o3 pp. 18 and 
20-21. One of the important general conclusions of the discussion throughout these pages in 

Cooper is that hypophora as a figure of thought presses widely varying constructions into use. 

Many formally irregular and divergent forms occur, with the result that some examples of the 

figure have not been generally recognised. The irregular feature of the hypophora at Thuc. 
6.18.1 is the unusual form of the first element of hypophora proper u1) for0Ooi4etv, and this it 

is, I argue, that has hitherto kept the figure from being recognised in this place. Thuc. 6.18.1 

perfectly illustrates the conclusion drawn on p. 17: "Wir miissen uns also in Zweifelfallen zu 

guter letzt mit dem Sinne des Textes als der letzten entscheidenden Instanz ausein- 
andersetzen." See further p. 14. 

XThey are developed for the most part by the use of the commonplace strongly adversative 

conjunction daAa to mark both hypophora proper and XAoat (cf. Cooper, STT 14-15). It is 
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However, the system of hypophora that Alcibiades is depicted as using 
does not purchase its brilliance at the expense of formal clarity. This 
system, as it is recognised and translated above, consists of two elements of 
hypophora proper, i.e., two fictive quotations given as summarizing the 
argument of the opponent, here clearly Nicias, and two elements of retort, 
i.e., two statements by means of which the speaker, here Alcibiades, 
answers the supposed objections of his opponent. Each of these four 
elements of the system shows a clear identifying formal sign. In the case of 
all but the first element of the system this sign is one that is in general use in 
hypophora. The sign of this first hypophora proper UA) Por7OoZlieV is the 
form of the negative, not ov, but IAr. I have shown above that it cannot be 
conveniently interpreted unless it is taken to stand apart from the rest of the 
sentence as a fictive quotation attributed to Nicias. It is thus appropriate 
for use in hypophora. And it is extremely unlikely that it is not so used. For 
the rest of the four-part system is in absolutely regular form. 

The second element of hypophora proper, which is ovO6i KEZVOL 'tiZLv, has 
as its introduction cvLTut0O'vaL (= a&vrtXL ytv) OTt. See for this the 
discussion in note 1. Statements that are clear examples of hypophora 
proper and that are introduced in this form may be studied at Antiphon 
5.57 XEyELv ... (s', Dem. 7.2 eyc- ... c, o, 16.11 ToV &vthkey6v7r ov (w , 
20.105 AXeyL ... c&(, 20.125 cpoia' o6t, 20.131 ~poOutv cob, 20.145 X3yELS 
Ort, Dinarchus 1.11 AXywo.v . c. . 

The formal sign of the first element of retort-what is called in the 
technical language of rhetorical analysis the Xivua--is the relative ot9. 
Clear examples of XVOLS introduced in this way may be studied at Xen. 
Hell. 2.4.41 ot ye, Isocrates 4.175 6L' &9, 17.47 o', 17.49 68, Dem. 8.38 otg, 
21.148 Ev ots, 25.79 rrepi ov, Dinarchus 1.13 EC' at9. This form of hXiati 

not quite clear whether the adversary intended by Archidamus is the Corinthians, whose 
speech precedes his own, or the Spartan advocate of the Corinthian wishes, the Ephor 
Sthenelaidas, whose speech follows Archidamus'. Similarly the opponent intended by 
Athenagoras seems to be less Hermocrates, whose speech immediately precedes his own, than 
the bellicose party of aristocratic youths, to whom Hermocrates' speech probably had the 
greatest appeal. The character of Archidamas' hypophora is thus not allowed to detract from 
the prudent wisdom of the over-all impression. Athenagoras' elaborate and rather 
unspecifically directed hypophora achieves a different effect by somewhat similar means. It is 
one of the ways Thucydides has of bringing out the tiresomely doctrinaire, even pedantic, 
aspect of this speaker's demotic fanaticism. For less elaborate hypophora in Thucydides, this 
time with reference to a somewhat more specific opponent, see 3.66.4, and for hypophora with 
a sharply aggressive focus on a specific opponent, see many of the examples from 
Demosthenes cited above, and cf. Dinarchus 1.12-13. The formal signs of hypophora in this 
passage closely resemble the signs at Thuc. 6.18.1. 
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seems to show the strong adversative force that can attach to relatives. 
Exceptionally, as at Isocrates 17.47 and Dem. 8.38, the relative refers to the 
opponent. But in most of these examples, as also at Thuc. 6.18.1, this is not 
the reference of the relative. Hence it is probably in all cases the adversative 
force that makes the relative appropriate for the introduction of these 
statements in rebuttal. Other words used to introduce Xvao9 are also 
typically adversative in sense. 

The second Xvats is introduced by ov yrp. Clear examples of XV6tLs in 

closely analogous form where ov has a strongly adversative force may be 
studied at Thuc. 3.66.4 OVK, av, Lysias 34.4 OVK, av, Xen. Hell. 1.7.19 VcK, 

av, Dem. 23.166 oVK eCrt, Dinarchus 1.12(bis) OVK, &XXA , cf. Thuc. 5.101 
OVK, av in the actual dialogue of the Melian debate, and similarly Plato, 
Phaedo 89b OVK, av. 

It is not reasonable to believe that this confluence of formal indicators of 
a system of hypophora, occurring in a passage that cannot be explained 
except on the supposition of hypophora, is merely fortuitous. 

The recognition of the previously unnoticed hypophora in this place 
reveals a stylistic movement in the passage that was hitherto obscured, and 
this is a powerful positive argument for the proposed solution. But a no less 

powerful argument derives from the sense that the proposed solution 
allows us to discover in the passage. Because of the extremely close inter- 

relationship of the two speeches, both speakers being present and speaking 
in succession on the same subject, the two phrases j') /or170oZlev and oi6E 

EKeLvoL rjiZv (sc. drrtjAvvav) are, doubtless, not only fictive quotations 
from Nicias but also direct hits at him personally, and adverse comments 
on the arguments he used. By the mock-prayer form of the first expression 
Alcibiades suggests trepidation, and this is directed at supposed 
pusillanimity in Nicias. The second expression suggests petty want of 
Athenian generosity, and Alcibiades goes on in the second Xv6ros to show 
that this is incompatible with the imperial stature of the city, and with the 

policy by which that stature was attained.9 

9My understanding that the passage contains a large element of sarcastic invective directed 
at Nicias personally fits statements in Classical authors about Alcibiades' style in political 
oratory. Cf. Dem. 21.143 J38eXvp6 Kai ft l3pioTr7i TO (sc. 6 'AXKLJ3Lt Ir&6) &SV eLvat, and 
Andocides 4.16 6LaTreXeK(V (Sc. 6 'A,KLLta6S7) .... 'va... fKCUCrov rpo7rr?haKiaiCv. It may 
be that the difficulty of the passage results when Thucydides attempts to suggest peculiarities 
of Alcibiades' manner. There is evidence that Thucydides has a general tendency, both in the 

speeches and in narrative, to characterize leading historical personalities with rapid but 

significant strokes that today often either go unnoticed or lead to textual problems. I have 
discussed idiosyncracies of Alcibiades' language in Thucydides in "Prepositional Problems in 

Thucydides, Xenophon, Isaeus and Plato I," GRBS 15 (1974) 403-09. And similarly for 
Nicias see "Wiedergabe der Sprache des Einzelnen" in Cooper, STT 95-102. Other historical 
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The substantial point in Nicias' contentions to which ov6e EKELVOL r lt 

(sc. CTrr,vvuav) refers is his argument that the alliance with the Segestaeans 
is not effectively reciprocal, and should not therefore be binding. This 
comes out, e.g., at 6.10.5 'Eyea/raiots 6i ovaLt Uv,LAxots, where the 
particle 6r7 suggests that the Segestaeans are allies in name only.10 Again, 
after chiding what he considers the patent mendacity of the Segestaean 
diplomatic committee, Nicias insists upon their unequal contribution to 
the proposed venture, 6.12.1 6oyovs uo6vov rOapaaXoX Evovs. And it is 
doubtless with reference to the Segestaeans that he approaches his 
conclusion at 6.13.2 with a general recommendation against alliances that 
do not benefit the Athenians as well as the other party. 

The point of substantive recommendation in Nicias' speech to which jr) 
Por7Ool0,evv, "may we not go to their assistance," refers is his rejection of the 
expedition. This thought is the general content of the speech and comes out 
in many specific statements throughout, e.g., 6.9.1 /t) oVTrw) ppaXeia 

povh ... . . nrXeo uov o rrpoarKovr a paaOat, 6.9.3 /it) roLZ (roiIOLt TErp 
T(V d( aav&v KaIL iehXXhovTW KLV6VVVEVELV, 6.10.5 tj AEcETrpq. re (Trf) worA6 

KLV6VVVElVev Kal d&pxj &hXXr; dope'yeoua, 6.11.6 it) wrpos ra& rVXas Tr&v 
EvavriLov E7rarpc7Oat, 6.12.2 el rE EtS . . . 7rapatvel Vilv EKIrXElv. . . u.7tC 
TroVT ) Urrapap xT?re Tr Tr nroXewJ9 KLv5VVq) &Qcl eXXa!.rrpuSvcEoaL, 
6.13.1 067rWs i.o 66?et, eav r1) l7rq7tl4ra7t TroXelJAev, aiaXcaK6s CtIvOa. Of all of 
these statements and of others t) florOoluAev is a summary representative.l' 

figures are discussed in my "Thucydides 2.88.2 and the Sources of the Popularity of 
Phormio," TA PA 106 (1976) 97-99; "Thuc. 8.33.4 and the Use of Torture by the Spartans 
Pedaritus and Astyochus during Interrogations at Erythrae in 411," Studi in Onore di Anthos 
Ardizzoni (Messina-Rome 1978) 223-29; "Thuc. 5.65.3 and the Tactical Obsession of Agis II 
on the Day before the Battle of Mantinea," TAPA 108 (1978) 35-40. 

'?See schol. ad loc. '?Ae~f 6 'EyyearaotLs . . . ] JTeZ 6 ' 'EyEuoratot' 6rOEv da&KovuevoLt. t 
sb 6SxOOev vU;ldaXotsL ovatu Mvc2. The second interpretative remark is the more precise. We 
find 6i6 used similarly elsewhere in association with participles of ei,Ai to ironicise terms 
de:eriptive of official relations between Athens and other cities. See 3.10.6 r/e6s 6e aOr6vo.ot 

6OT) O6vr Kat eXev0epoLt Tr v61Aart vvearpaTevaa.aev, and schol. ad loc. avr6votoL. o ) 
OVTre?] e(crKaTKw e7re? Tr6 6X5, avr TroV 67OeV, Kat iA'Xpt I6vov v6TiOarTOS eAev0pot Kai OVK 
avTalrt aX67OeatLq GOC2. Similarly 6.80.2 Katrot K tLov . .. roTVS 'A6r7vatovg (toXovq 6r) 
6vras IuA) g&aaat aiaprTEv, and schol. ad loc. (L[Xovs 6) 6vraS] wrpo4aaoutogfvovV etvat 
/t'Xov9 Mvc2. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford 19542) 234-35, discusses these 
passages and several roughly comparable passages both in Thucydides and other authors. He 
concludes that the particle "denotes that words are not to be taken at their face value, 
objectively, but express something merely believed, or ironically supposed, to be true." 

"It is possible that Alcibiades' choice of language here is influenced by Nicias' caustic 
remark at 6.10.5 rA)Iei 6. . . of. . Oe ft3or0oovuiEv. But I think the reference intended is probably 
not so specific. We must beware of trying to find anything much like literal quotation in 
hypophora. It is the proper rhetorical purpose of the figure to put words into the mouth of 
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Alcibiades makes his reference to Nicias' policy with a pithiness that stands 
in sharp contrast to Nicias' repetitious and circumlocutory senten- 
tiousness. In this way we are reminded of the double conflict between the 
two men, both a conflict of policy and a conflict of personality. Thucydides 
explains to us at 2.55.10-11 what an important factor in the ultimate 
misfortunes of Athens he considered these rivalries among the leaders of 
the city to be. 

one's opponent, and thus to set up a straw man who can be more easily vanquished. The 

arguments attributed to such a phantom of one's opponent are likely to be impressionistic, 
abridged, and often absurd versions of anything the real opponent-in this case Nicias- 
would be likely to say. 
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