NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS
THUCYDIDES 1. 22. 2

Kai oa pév Aoy einov ékactor §j péhhovieg mokepnoev §j év adtd Hdn Ovrec,
YaAemOV THV Gxpifetav adtiv TV AexBéviov dtapvnpovedoat v ¢pol te v adtdg
fikovoa kat toig GAAoBév mobev épot dnayyérlovov: dg & v £d6kouv époi Exactot
nepl TV aiel mapdviov Ta déovia pdiiot’ einelv, Exopéve 6Tt éyydtata tig Eupund-
ong yvoung td@v aAnbdg AexBéviov, obtweg eipntat. (2) ta 8 Epya tdv mpayBéviwv
£v 1@ MoAép ovK £k ToD mapatuyovtog muvBavopevog NEiwoa ypaeetv, 00d’ dg Epol
£30ket, AL’ oig te adTOg mapiv kail mapd Tdv dAlwv dcov duvatov dxpiPeia mepi
gxdotov Enelerbhv.

Thucydides’ programmatic statement has never lacked commentators. Both the
general structure and the individual words and phrases of the passage have been
subjected to exhaustive analysis and have often received markedly different
interpretations. This is not surprising, since the passage—essential for an under-
standing of Thucydides’ aims—is characteristically compact and elliptical. This
is not least true of Thucydides’ assertion that he wrote the deeds of the war o0k
¢k 1700 Tapatuydvtog TuvBavopevog . . . 008’ dg Epol £dket. It is the second of
these phrases that I shall examine here.' Many interpretations of it have been
offered, but I believe that its meaning can best be understood if we examine both
Thucydides’ use of the phrase elsewhere in his History and the way that his
predecessor Herodotus had used it.

Earlier scholars thought that the phrase 008’ g époi €d6ket was intended as
polemic against, or to point a contrast with, Herodotus and Hecataeus—espe-
cially the latter, in his famous statement of method in the prooemium of his
Genealogies (FGrH | F 1): “Exataiog MiAnotog ®de pubeitar tdde ypdow &g
pot dokel 4AnBéa eivar of yap ‘EAMivev Adyor mohroi te kat yerolot, d¢ Epoi
eaivovtat, gloiv.? A. Grosskinsky’s exhaustive study of 1. 22, however, first
explained the internal structure of the entire passage. He noted that the antithesis
(uév . .. 8¢) of 1. 22 was intended to reflect a different treatment by the historian
of Adyot and Zpya. The phrase 008’ (g époi £d0ker meant that the narration of
Zpya did not admit the same subjective element conceded to the Adyot, and this
distinction was made clear by the verbal echoes (cf. 1.20. | &g &8 &v £86Kkovv

1. On the first phrase, see F. Egermann, “Zu den Grundbegriffen der thukydideischen Geschichts-
schreibung,” Althistorische Studien: Festschrift fiir H. Bengston, Historia Einzelschriften, 40 (Wies-
baden, 1983), pp. 46-48 (with references to his earlier discussions).

2. See F. Jacoby, “Herodotos,” RE Suppl. 2 (1913): 474-75; id., “Hekataios (3),” RE 7 (1912):
2734-35; M. Pohlenz, “Thukydidesstudien 111,” Nach. Gesellsch. Wiss. zu Gottingen (Gottingen, 1920),
p. 75 = Kleine Schriften, vol. 2 (Hildesheim, 1965), p. 273.

Permission to reprint a note in this section may be obtained only from the author.
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pot . . . eineiv).’ Picking up the analysis begun by Grosskinsky, W. Schmid
analyzed 1. 22 with an almost mathematical precision, firmly establishing the
verbal and structural parallels within the methodological chapter. Clearly,
¢86kovv, connoting the subjectivity present in the composition of the Adyot, was
meant to contrast with the opposite expression, 003’ &g &uoi £66xet, employed
for the &pya.*

The analyses of Grosskinsky and Schmid have made plain that the internal
structure of 1.22.1-2 is carefully planned and self-contained and that the
explanation of the methodology followed in the History, though perhaps not as
full and clear as we might wish, was meant to be understood on its own terms:
since it was difficult to remember the Adyor exactly, a certain subjectivity and
freedom of imagination were necessary for their creation;’ for the Zpya this
subjectivity was eliminated or at least severely limited by Thucydides’ use of the
greatest possible precision (§cov duvatdv dxpiPeiq . . . nelerddv)’—although
Thucydides does not explain how he was able to attain this precision. It is
therefore not necessary to see the phrase as polemic—direct or indirect—against
one or more specific previous or contemporary authors.

Lionel Pearson, however, has criticized Thucydides for failing to follow the
procedure outlined in 1. 22. Pearson assumes that because Thucydides said he
would not write up the events of the war “as they were told to me by any chance
informant, nor in accordance with my personal opinions” (Pearson’s emphasis),
he must have meant that he would express no opinions concerning the events
themselves.” This assumption is certainly unwarranted: nothing in 1. 22 precludes
Thucydides from availing himself of a part of historiography that can be traced
back to Hecataeus (cf. FGrH | F 127); and it is also unwarranted to adduce the
Archaeology as an example of Thucydides’ inconsistency, since—as von Fritz
saw—Thucydides states that his method of writing odkx &k 100 mapatvyévTog
nmovBavopevog ovd’ mg Epol £80ket is limited to td Epya T@V mpayBéviov &v 1@
nohéue (1. 22. 2).* Careful attention to this last point, coupled with an examina-
tion of g ¢poi dokel (er sim.) in Thucydides and Herodotus, will afford a clear
understanding of what Thucydides meant by the phrase.’

3. Das Programm des Thukydides (Berlin, 1936), pp. 44-45; Grosskinsky doubted the presence of
direct polemic against Hecataeus (pp. 49-50). Cf. A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on
Thucydides, vol. 1 (Oxford, 1940), p. 140, and id., Essays in Greek History and Literature (Oxford,
1937), p. 159.

4. “Zu Thukydides 1, 22, 1 und 2,” Philologus 99 (1954-55): 220-33.

5. The accuracy of Thucydides’ speeches is a vast and vexed problem; my own opinion is closest to
that of G. E. M. de Ste. Croix, The Origins of the Peloponnesian War (London, 1972), pp. 7-11.

6. Since not every event admitted of the same certainty: see K. von Fritz, Die griechische Geschichts-
schreibung, vol. | (Berlin and New York, 1967), p. 619.

7. “Thucydides as Reporter and Critic,” T4 PA 78 (1947): 37-60 (= Selected Papers, ed. D. Lateiner
and S. Stephens [Chico, Calif., 1983], pp. 67-90).

8. Griechische Geschichtsschreibung, 2:281, n. 3.

9. The basic sense, of course, is “I think,” but translators frequently elaborate, emphasizing “opin-
ion.” Some examples: “I thought not fit to write . . . such as I myself did but think to be true” (Hobbes,
1628); “1 did not even trust my own impressions” (Crawley, 1876); “nor according to any notion of my
own” (Jowett, 1881); “in accordance with my own whims” (E. C. Marchant, 1905); “nor as seemed to
me probable” (Smith, 1919 [Loeb]); “non plus qu’ & mon avis personnel” (de Romilly, 1953 [Budé]);
“noch wie es mir gut schien” (Luschnat, RE Suppl. 12[1971]: 1181).
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I. AOKEQ IN HERODOTUS

Herodotus uses dokéw and Sokéer por with reference to himself ninety-nine
times throughout his work, in all the fields and subjects that it embraces, to give
opinions or to mark a parenthetical qualification.' It is noteworthy that in sixty
of the ninety-nine passages dokéw is followed or preceded by an explanation,
and Herodotus’ opinions rarely occur without his own comment upon them.
Naturally, the explanations differ in fullness and quality, and perhaps not all
would be considered satisfactory by modern historical standards. But the point
is that they are not usually presented arbitrarily. These explanations take a
variety of forms: autopsy is sometimes invoked;'' reasoning is expressed in a
yép-clause;'? previous knowledge (0ida) or the results of inquiries are adduced."
Where no explicit reason is given for a statement, one can frequently infer the
reason from conjectures that Herodotus offers as asides or from the beliefs that
he expresses elsewhere in the Histories, particularly on religious matters. When,
for example, Herodotus says that he thinks Cleomenes’ death was ticig for
Demaratus’ (6. 84. 3), no discourse on retribution follows: it is assumed that one
understands the process.

Sometimes dokéw marks an obvious inference—for example, when Herodotus
says that before Nitocris built a bridge uniting the two parts of Babylon separated
by a river, “one had to cross in a boat, which, I think (bg éy® doxén), was
difficult” (1. 186. 1). One finds frequent use of dokéw in the geographical and
anthropological passages. Since much of the natural world can be inspected,
autopsy plays a primary role in geography, as when, for example, Herodotus
concurs in the opinion that Egypt was formed from a gulf (2. 12. 1 idav). So,
too, some aspects of a people’s vopotr or Bopata can be verified by the same
methods as those used for geographical inquiry. The Persians consider it folly to
have dedications, altars, and temples, “as it seems to me” (dg pev époi dokéetv),
because they do not think that the gods have human form, as the Greeks do
(1. 131. 2). Although the Caunians say they are from Crete, Herodotus thinks
they are autochthonous (adtoyfoveg Sokéetv époi eiot), because they differ from
all other men in their customs (1. 172. 1).

Most important for our present purposes are those places where Herodotus
uses dokéw in historical matters. When Demaratus aids Xerxes in winning the
crown from Darius, Herodotus speculates that even without Demaratus’ advice

10. 1 have relied on J. E. Powell, 4 Lexicon to Herodotus (Cambridge, 1938), though my categories
differ from his. Sokéw (bg &yd doxéw) (31): 1.51.3,97.2, 119.2,186. 1: 2. 11.3, 12. 1, 15.3, 23. 1,
34.2,50.1,53.2,63.3,93.6,125. 7, 131.2; 3. 146. 1, 4.31.2,32. 1, 53.5,96. 1, 155. 1, 155. 2, 180. 4;
7.133.2, 185.2, 186. 1, 239.2; 8. 112.2, 133; 9.65.2, 81.2. (©g) (§)poi Sokéel (Sokéovot, €dOKeE,
£80keov, dokéev) (66): 1. 58, 131.2, 145, 152.2,172.1;2.4.1,5.1,8.3,10. 1,13.2,15.2,24.1,25. 3,
28.2,42.5,44.5,45.2,49. 1, 49.3, 50. 2, 53.3,56. 1, 57.1,70. 1, 77. 3, 98. 2, 103. 1, 109. 3, 116. 1,
120. 5, 124.4, 137.5, 170.2; 3.5.2, 13. 4, 16. 7, 38. 4, 45.3, 135.3, 137.5; 4. 29, 50. 2, 87. 2, 167. 3,
189.3,198. 1; 5. 10. 1 (bis), 58.1,67.1,69. 1, 118.2;6.30.1,84.3,95.2;7.3.4,168.3,173.4,229.2;
8.22.3,30.2,63,66. 1,103, 129. 3:9. 113. 2 (Sox¢w also occurs twice without pot, though it is clearly
implied: 8. 73. 3,9. 65. 2).

11. See 2.8.3,12. 1, 131. 2; 5. 58. |; autopsy is sometimes implied, as in 2. 137.5; 3. 5. 2; 4. 198. I.

12. See.e.g.,2.10. 1,13.2;4.32. 1, 155. 1 and 2: 7. 239. 2; 8. 66. ;9. 113. 2.

13. Previous knowledge: 2. 23. | (on oida in Herodotus, see B. Shimron, “IIpdtog t@v fiueig idpev,”
Eranos 71 [1973]: 45-51). Inquiries: 2. 34. 2,44.5,50. 1; 4. 87. 2.
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Xerxes would have prevailed, because Atossa was all-powerful (7. 3. 4). Those
who believe that the Samians defeated Polycrates by themselves are wrong: why
would they have called in the Spartans if they were able to act by themselves
(3. 45. 3)? In such passages we see Herodotus reasoning out his opinions for his
audience.

He does not, however, even in historical matters, always justify his opinion.
Plutarch takes him to task (De mal. Her. 868 A-E) especially for attributing the
Phocians’ refusal to medize to their hatred of Thessaly, and for suggesting that if
Thessaly had taken the Greek side, Phocis would have medized (8. 30.2).
Plutarch says that Herodotus ought to have given the evidence (t& tekpfipia) on
which he based his opinion; and although Herodotus does state that he made
this discovery by comparing accounts (Gg éy®d cupfariopevog evpick), it is
true that he offers no specifics. The Corcyreans refused to help the Greeks at
Artemisium and Thermopylae, Herodotus thinks, in the hope that their refusal
could win favor with Xerxes after his expected victory (7. 168. 3). No evidence is
given here. In another passage (8. 22), Herodotus conjectures why Themistocles
carved into the rocks around Artemisium a message urging the Ionians to revolt
before the coming sea battle: he expected either that the Ionians would read it
without the king’s knowledge and so would change sides, or that Xerxes, on
seeing it, would distrust the Ionians and keep them out of the battle. Either way,
of course, Themistocles would have accomplished his aim.

In all these examples, we see an attempt to explain, interpret, or guess at the
motivations or intentions of historical characters. It is likely that even in those
cases where Herodotus could discover the historical “facts” surrounding great
events, he could not find out the intentions or motivations of the people who
had done the deeds. His solution (and that of all historians since) was to use the
knowledge available to him, or the assumptions about human nature on which
he could rely, to reason out the most likely explanation for the actions. In this
sense Herodotus’ attempt to write “as it seemed to him” consisted not so much
in writing his opinions (though the phrase carries that meaning) as in giving the
reasoned conjectures that he formed when precise information was lacking.

To sum up then, Herodotus used 8okéw to convey a range of ideas, from
unverified opinion (though this is rare) to historical deduction and interpretation.
There are few places where the opinions are arbitrary; and even when no
explanation precedes or follows, one can usually infer the reason for the state-
ment from the opinions Herodotus expressed elsewhere in the Histories.'

II. AOKEQ IN THUCYDIDES

It is instructive now to look at the places where Thucydides uses the phrase é¢
épot Sokel in his history. In doing so, I do not mean to exaggerate the impor-
tance of this phrase; to be sure, there are other ways to say “I think” in Greek.'®
But a survey will reveal how Thucydides uses the phrase.

14, Cf. C. Dewald, “Narrative Surface and Authorial Voice in Herodotus’ Histories,” Arethusa 20
(1987): 161.

15. To express opinions, Thucydides uses (int. al.) vopilw (1. 1.2), ofpat (1. 10. 2, 2. 54. 3), and
flyovpat (1. 23. 6).
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The phrase occurs thirteen times in eleven passages. They are as follows:

(1) 1. 3. 1-3 (bis): Ankoi 8¢ pot xai 168e t@v Tahat@dv acbiveiav ovy fikiota: Tpod
yap t@dv Tpwikdv 008&v paivetal tpdtepov kowvij épyacapévn i ‘EAAGG (2) Sokel 8¢
pot, ovd¢ tobvopa tolto Evpmocd mo eixev, GAAd t@ pév mpd “ErAAnvog tod
Agvkariovog kai mavy ovde elvat fy énikAnoig abn. . . . (3) od ufv ovdt BapPépoug
eipnke [sc. “Ounpog] S 10 unde "EAlnvag nw, dg &pol dokel, dvtinalov ¢ &v
Svopa drokekpichat.

(2) 1.9. 1, 3 (bis): 'Ayapéuvev 1€ pot dokel td@v tote Suvduel TPovywV Kai od
tocobtov 1oig Tuvddpew Sprotg kateitAnpupévoug Tovg ‘Erévng pvnotiipag dywv tov
otohov dyeipat....(3) & [sc. ypAuata] pot Sokel "Ayapépvov maparafov kai
vauTik® dpa €mi tiéov tdv dAlwv ioyvoag, v otpateiav od xdpitt tO nAéov
@6Pw Euvvayayodv romjcacbat.

(3) 1. 10. 3-4: Spwg 8¢ paivetar [sc. ) otpateia] kai obtog évdceotépa. (4) nemoinke
yap [sc. "Opnpoc] xihiov kai dtakociov vedv tag pev Bolwtdv eikoot kai £katov
avdpdv, tag 8¢ dihoktiToL MEvINKovta, dNAdv, Og £pol dokel, Thg peyiotag Kai
£hayiotac.

(4) 1.93. 6-7: ¢Bovketo yap [sc. 6 OepuioTokAiic] Td peyédet kat T ndyel dproTdvar
T0g T@v moAepiov émPovrdc, avBponov te Evoplev OAiyov kal TOV dypeloTdTov
apkéoev TV Quraknv, tovg & dhhovg &g tag vadg éofnocobat. (7) taig yap vavoi
pdhiota tpocékeLto, idmv, O¢ £pol dokel, Tig Paciiéng oTpatidg TV katd Odrlacoav
£@odov gvmopwTépav THG KOTA Yijv oboav.

(5) 2. 17. 2: xai pot dokel 10 pavreiov [sc. 10 [Tehapyikov dpyov duevov] todvav-
tiov EvuPiivar §j mpocedéyovtor od yap did THv mapdvopov évoiknotv ai Euppopai
yevéoBat T méret, GALG 31 TOV mOhepov ©) Avaykn Tiig oikNoewg, OV 0vk dvoudlov
T0 pavreiov npofHdet pun én’ dyadd mote adTO KAToIKIoONGOpEVOV.

(6) 3. 89. 5: aitov 8" Eywye vopilw 1o Tolovtov [sc. a tidal wave], §) ioyvpdtatog
6 oglopdg Eyéveto, katd tovto droctédlewv te v Bdhacoav kai s&anivng maiv
g¢monouivny Brardtepov v EnikAuoty TotEiv dvev 8¢ GEIopHOD OVK Gv pot Sokel 1O
toodto EuuPijvar yevéohat.

(7) 6.55.3 (on Harmodius and Aristogiton): Hippias, Pisistratus’ eldest son, was
tyrant when Hippias was murdered. (Evidence is then adduced.) od unv ovd’ v
Kataoyelv pot dokel mote ‘Inniag 1o mapaypipa pading thv tupavvida, el “Innapyog
pev év ) apyf Ov anébBavev, avtog 8¢ avBnuepov kabictato.

(8) 7.87.5 (on the Sicilian expedition): Euvéfn te Epyov tobto [[EAAnvikov] 1V
Katd 1OV TOhepov TOVIE péyiotov yevéabar, dokeiv & Epotye kat dv axoi) ‘EXAnvikdv
{opev, kai 1oig 1€ kpatnoaot Aaunpdtatov kai Toig Staphapeict Sustuyéotatov.

(9) 8.56.3 (412 B.C.): When Athenian envoys arrive to negotiate with Tissaphernes,
Alcibiades is present but makes excessive demands so that the treaty will miscarry.
Sokel 8¢ pot kai 6 Tioocagépvng 1O avtd PovAndivar, avtog pev did To déog, O 8¢
Arkiradng, Eneldt) Edpa ékeivov kai g od EvuPnoeiovta, KTA.

(10) 8. 64.5: At the bidding of the oligarchic contingent, Diitrephes abolishes the
democracy at Thasos. Two months later the Thasians revolt and return to democracy.
nepil pév olv THv Odoov tavavtia toig TV OAyapyiav kabictdct tdv ‘Abnvaiov
gyéveto, dokelv 8 pol kai &v GAloig mOAAOig T@V LTNKOWV' COPPOSHVNYV Yap
rapodoal ai morelg kai Gdeiav t@v mpaccopivov Exdpnoav Emi TV Gviikpug
£hevBepiav thig Gnd TOV Abnvaiov Hmovlov edvopiag o0 TPOTIUACAVTEG.

(11) 8. 87. 4: Tissaphernes goes to Aspendus, but accounts of his intentions differ.
2pol péviot Sokel capéotatov eivat SratpiPic Eveka kai dvokmyiic T@v ‘EAAnvikdv
10 vavtikdv ook dyayeiv, @Bopdg upév, év dow mapfel éxeice kol Siépeidev,
avicmoeng 8¢, Smwg undetépoig TPoohHipevog 1o LPOTEPOUG TOLNGT), KTA.
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It is striking how seldom the expression occurs, compared with its use in
Herodotus. Five of the occurrences are in the Archaeology; one is in the Pente-
contaetia, one in an interpretation of an oracle, one in an explanation of a
natural phenomenon, one in a digression on earlier Athenian history, and one as
a qualification of his great claim for the Sicilian expedition; three come from
Book 8. Now von Fritz has called attention to the importance of Thucydides’
claim that he would not write d¢ &¢poi dokei for ta Epya @V mpayBévimv év 1@
morépw;'® and in the first eight passages above, Thucydides has kept strictly to
his word. Neither Agamemnon nor Themistocles nor Hippias and Hipparchus
can properly be said to be part of the deeds of the war. In fact, all eight passages
are quite Herodotean: the same sort of inference from probability (1-3, 7), the
same attempt to explain motivation (4), the same means of judging the non-
human world (the gods in 5, nature in 6), and the same qualification of opinion
(8) all are visible.'” The various nuances introduced by the phrase appear far less
often than in Herodotus because of Thucydides’ style and approach.

But if one considers these eight places in Thucydides, remembering the con-
trast in 1. 22 between Aoyot and £pya and recalling both the way Herodotus uses
the phrase and Hecataeus’ prooemium, one can suggest the following explana-
tion. When a historian says that he writes “as it seems to him,” this does not
mean that he writes simply in accordance with his own opinions, or at least it
does not mean this primarily or exclusively (since it is surely impossible—and,
for the historian, probably not desirable—to divest oneself of all one’s opinions);
it means that he employs a certain amount of imaginative historical reconstruc-
tion and at times uses his own reasoned conjectures (a better term than “opin-
ions”). Historians of past events—Hecataeus, Herodotus, and Thucydides in the
Archaeology, Pentecontaetia, and the digression on the tyrannicides—find this
necessary far more often than do writers of contemporary history. One cannot
know why Agamemnon was the leader of the Greeks, since poets are not as
reliable as historians (1. 21.1); but the historian (given probability and 10
avBpdmivov) can deduce why he was the leader. The reasons why Themistocles
encouraged the construction of the Athenian fleet were lost in time; but the
historian can conjecture that he did so primarily because he thought the king
was more likely to return by sea than by land. Herodotus could not know why
Themistocles carved his message to the lonians on the rocks around Artemisium;
but he must have been mainly concerned to weaken Xerxes’ faith in the con-
tingent. And when Hecataeus said that he would write his Genealogies &¢ pot
dokel ainbéa eivar, he meant not that he would arbitrarily select those he liked
and discard those he disliked, but that he would follow a consistent procedure to
try to bring some order to the A6yot of the Greeks.'® Where evidence is wanting,

16. See above, n. 8.

17. Thucydides does not normally qualify what we would consider opinions. At 7. 87. 5 the enormity
of the claim probably motivates the qualification.

18. It is usually assumed that Hecataeus rationalized mythic accounts, but see C. W. Fornara, The
Nature of History in Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1983), pp. 5-7. We perhaps
get a glimpse of Hecataeus’ approach in Herodotus’ account of Helen (2. 120. 1-5); note in particular
his conclusion: kai tabta pév tfj poi doxéer eipntat.
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the historian has recourse to probable conjecture and (at times) more loosely
based opinion.

It is the need for this historical reconstruction, whether of actions or of
motivations (or whatever else), that Thucydides is rejecting with the phrase o0’
¢ &pol éd0kel. Because he is writing contemporary history, Thucydides does
not need to fall back upon an imaginative reconstruction (as he does with the
Aoyot, because of their ephemeral nature), or to guess at motivation. This is the
advantage of contemporary history: it allows the author to learn of actions and
recover motivations from the actors themselves, from his own experience as an
actor or eyewitness, and from other eyewitnesses. It thereby eliminates a great
deal of the uncertainty that the writers of past history constantly face."

III. BOOK 8

But one problem remains that was not mentioned by von Fritz or addressed
specifically by Pearson. We can easily eliminate Agamemnon and Themistocles
from 1 Epya 1dv mpayBéviev v 1@ moréuw, but not Alcibiades, Diitrephes,
and Tissaphernes; for the last three examples of the phrase ¢ époil Sokel in
Thucydides all occur within the narrative of the Peloponnesian War itself. If our
interpretation is correct, we must explain this contradiction.

Two of the passages in Book 8 concern Tissaphernes. In the earlier passage,
Thucydides reports that Alcibiades made excessive demands in his negotiations
with Tissaphernes in 412 so that the treaty would miscarry. “And it seems to me
(Sokel 8¢ pot) that Tissaphernes wished the same thing,” Thucydides adds
(8. 56. 3). It is noteworthy that Thucydides does not usually qualify the inten-
tions he ascribes to historical characters.” Rather, he confidently ascribes motives
and feelings even to people like Cleon and Nicias, whose deaths in or shortly
after battle ought to have precluded certainty in such matters.”’ A still more
striking passage, again dealing with Tissaphernes’ motivation, concerns his ac-
tions in 411, when he went to Aspendus but did not bring his entire fleet with
him. Thucydides first states that there were many opinions concerning his failure
to bring the fleet (8. 87. 3 molhayf elkdietar), some saying this, others that (oi
pév ..., oi 8 ..., dAhot 8¢); he then gives his own opinion (¢poi pévtot Sokel
ca(peswrov). Here, too, is something unprecedented, the giving of several
opinions about a character’s motivation, followed by the author’s conjecture.
There must certainly have been other occasions when a character’s motivation
was interpreted differently by different people, but on these other occasions
Thucydides is silent. Tissaphernes alone has a certain mystery about his actions,

19. Cf. A. Momigliano, “La composizione della storia di Tucidide,” Mem. della R. Acad. delle
Scienz. di Torino, Classe di Scienze morali storiche e filologiche, Serie 11, 68.1 (1930), p. 4.

20. On the question of Thucydides’ sources here, see P. A. Brunt, “Thucydides and Alcibiades,” REG
65 (1952): 59-96 (suggestmg Alcibiades himself), and H. D. Westlake, “The Influence of Alcibiades on
Thucydides, Book 8,” Mnemosyne 38 (1985): 93-108 (suggesting an accomplice of Alcibiades).

21. The question of intentions and the ascription of motives in Thucydides is too complex to be
discussed here; for different approaches, see V. Hunter, Thucydides: The Ariful Reporter (Toronto,
1972), passim (unfortunately, she discusses no passage in Book 8), and K. J. Dover, Thucydides, Greece
and Rome New Surveys in the Classics, no. 7 (Oxford, 1973), p. 31.
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and it is likely that a lack of full information—not any special characteristic or
standing of Tissaphernes—is responsible.”

The final passage is 8. 64. 5. In noting that Thasos surprised the Athenian
oligarchic faction at Samos by overthrowing their oligarchy and returning to
democracy, Thucydides says that “it seems” to him (dokeiv 8¢ pot) that the same
thing happened in many other cities as well. Here it is quite surprising that
Thucydides appears not to know an £pyov of the war: it is not a minor detail,
nor is it like the estimates of casualties, which could be exaggerated. Could
Thucydides not find out whether other cities revolted? Or is it more likely, as
A. Andrewes has suggested, that Thucydides wrote this passage when his infor-
mation was not yet complete?”’

Indeed, all three unusual passages are perhaps best explained with reference to
the nature of Book 8 itself. Its unique character has been known since antiquity,*
and despite some prominent exceptions, most scholars have seen it as unfinished,
with an incompletely integrated narrative and contradictions in the factual
reports.”® Since this is the case, it is likely that these passages represent an early
stage of Thucydides’ knowledge or narrative. Perhaps 8. 64. 5 would have been
augmented by references to actual revolts when Thucydides learned of them. The
motivations suggested at 8. 56. 3 and 8. 87. 4 might have been presented more
authoritatively when Thucydides learned more about them or when he finally
decided what motivations he wished to ascribe to Tissaphernes.

The interpretation of 003” (¢ &uoi 886kel proposed here, then, may be
summarized as follows: (1) The phrase means “not as I thought” and presents a
contrast with (a) the freedom that Thucydides allows his imagination in com-
posing Adyot (dog & v £d0kouv Epoi . . .) and (b) the imaginative reconstruction
of €pya or motivations that historians of past events—like Hecataeus and
Herodotus—needed to employ. (2) The phrase does not mean that Thucydides
will withhold his opinions. (3) Thucydides’ narrative reads as if he consistently
followed the principle stated in 1. 22,* since () in ten of its thirteen occurrences
the phrase is used to qualify opinions that are based on inference and do not
concern events of the war (td €pya t@v npayBéviav év 1@ moréuw) and (b) the
phrase is used of the war’s events only in Book 8, probably as a result of the
unfinished state of that book.”

J. M. MARINCOLA
Union College

22. Pace D. Lateiner, “Tissaphernes and the Phoenician Fleet (Thucydides 8. 87),” TAPA 106 (1976):
273, n. 15, whose suggested parallels differ from 8. 87 in narrative tone and structure; cf. A. J.
Woodman, Rhetoric in Classical Historiography (London and Sydney, 1988), p. 16. Lateiner’s discus-
sion of the historiographical importance of this passage is nevertheless quite valuable (see, e.g., p. 269,
on Thucydides’ qualification at 8. 46. 5; cf. p. 272, n. 12).

23. A. W. Gomme, K. J. Dover, and A. Andrewes, 4 Historical Commentary on Thucydides, vol. 5
(Oxford, 1979), p. 159.

24. See Dion. Hal. De Thuc. 16.

25. For a judicious survey, see Andrewes, Historical Commentary, 5:1-4, 369-75.

26. 1 say “reads as if " because it is a matter of Thucydides’ narrative tone, which as a rule conveys
little or no sense of uncertainty.

27. 1 am grateful to D. N. Sedley, to an anonymous referee of CP, and to the Editor for suggestions
and for improvements of earlier versions.



	Article Contents
	p.216
	p.217
	p.218
	p.219
	p.220
	p.221
	p.222
	p.223

	Issue Table of Contents
	Classical Philology, Vol. 84, No. 3 (Jul., 1989), pp. 179-282
	Front Matter
	Formulaic and Nonformulaic Elements in Homer [pp.179-197]
	Creditur Vulgo Testamenta Hominum Speculum Esse Morum: Why the Romans Made Wills [pp.198-215]
	Notes and Discussions
	Thucydides 1. 22. 2 [pp.216-223]
	Trimalchio and the Candelabrum [pp.224-231]
	Aulus Gellius and the Property Qualifications of the Proletarii and the Capite Censi [pp.231-234]
	An Unpublished Emendation of Wilamowitz on "Anthologia Palatina" 7. 50. 3 [pp.234-235]

	Review Article: Zwierlein's Seneca and the Editor's Task [pp.236-251]
	Book Reviews
	untitled [pp.252-255]
	untitled [pp.256-260]
	untitled [pp.260-266]
	untitled [pp.266-271]
	untitled [pp.271-275]

	Books Received [pp.276-281]
	Back Matter [pp.282-282]





