Emmanuel Microyannakis

THUCYDIDES’ RE-EVALUATION OF THE PAST
(A new interpretation)

The past in its broader aspect is not dead and static. In all kinds of
existence it is alive in the human mind. It exists in many different ways.
Each one lives in the grip of it according to the knowledge he has
acquired for this. That applies not only for the common man but also
for the professional historian, who is tied down to the past. He holds to
views which are deeply interwined with the basic assuptions of his age.

The historians draw their vital energy from the past and they paint
and judge it influenced by interests of their own. The observer has the
tendency to survey facts from his stand point, which is in a certain
place and time. Each one establishes his own picture of the past,
which impresses itself upon one’ s mind. Even here there exists a
dialectic relationship between the observer and the object and nobody
knows how the future may affect and relive the past, which, on the
other hand, often surprises us with its new performances.

So the past depends a great deal upon its observers. Re-evaluation
of the past occurs by each person and deeper by each historian.

Let us examine in which way Thucydides, an aminent historian,
worked to achieve a remarkable re-evaluation of the past. We orient
ourselves to the part of Greek history before the year 478 b. C. not
taking into account the whole affair of the Peisistratidae (but just the
polemical part).

Thuc.’s re-examination of this part of the Hellenic history is given
mainly in the preface of his work (I, 1-23). In this section which is con-
sidered as a superb sample of historical survey, the historian re-eva-
luates the past and, according to all scholars, modifies a great deal the
existing picture in the Greek world. He tries to change this picture and
the evaluation of the past offered by the poetry and the prosa writers.

The epic poetry and tragedy and the early Greek Historiography as
well had appraised Troica and Medica as the greatest events of the
past. Thuc. is regarded as rebellius because he depreciates these
events and considers them inferior to the PW. All the researchers agree
that the wars of the past are classified, according to their greatness
and importance, as follows:
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1. Peloponnesian war (PW)
2. Persian wars
3. Trojan war

But is really this classification Thucydidean? Does it derive, in the
form given above, from the text of the historian?

In the beginning of his work, in this part in which each historian
declares his subject and provides his identity card, Thuc. elevates his
war by comparing it with previous ones and finding it superior.

Thuc. is distinguished from other historians through his theme. His
greatness is tested in a considerable degree upon the importance of
his subject. Thus, instead of explaining his own quality and his magni-
tude, he speaks about the greatness of his subject. His magnitude is
proved indirectly. In his preface a comparison of wars takes place and
superiority of the PW is connected with the superiority of the author.
That war of course happened, is a fact, but it is presented by Thuc. in a
specific way. His intelligence has constructed it in such a way that the
later historians accept his entire presentation. Some of them simply
offer supplementary elements. The differences between the scholars
(started already in antiquity) are related to the way they approach and
interpred his work.

In his preface Thuc. reconsiders a period of the past starting before
the Trojan capture and ending with the repelling of the Persians. In this
long space (of almost a thousand years) glitter Troica and Medica as
they are praised by the epic and tragic muse (and by the father of
history Herodotus) respectively. So glittering had Thuc. found them in
the period of the sophistic movement, the age of the great critics and
revisors. He proceeded in reassessment of them and for this reason has
been considered rebellious. But to what extent was his reassessment
and reappraisal of the past rebellious? Which is the degree of his
revolutionary way? Has he estimated rightly?

| focus my interpretation on the word éAepog (war) which actually
is the subject of Thuc.’s history. War occupies his main narration and
the speeches as well and leaves no place for cultural issues (as is the
case with Herodotus). It may appear strange, however, that scholar-
ship did not examine Thuc. as a theoretician of the war (as TTIOAELIONS-
yov) but only in a very superficial way. He has simply been examined
as a general and a knower of the effects the war has upon human soul.
But nobody, as far as | know, has sought his theory on war. This may
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be the reason that the great authority on war in the 19¢. K. Clausewitz
does not use or mention Thuc. and his counterpart in the 20c. R. Aron
simply touches him in some points. If Thuc. had been examined as To-
AelloAGYyog, the modern theory of war would be better elaborated.

In the beginning of his work (1. 1,1) Thuc. declares that he Euvéypa-
(e Tov moAepov TV Mehomovvnaoiwy kai "ABnvaiwv, O¢ EmoAéun-
oav mpo6g aAAnAoug, dpEduevog eUBUG kablotapévou Kai Amioag
péyav te £oecBal kal AELOAOYHDTATOV TAV MPOYEYEVNUEVWV, TEK-
palpopevog 6Tl AKUAalovTég Te Hoav ¢ auTév AudoTepol mapa-
OKeUR TN mdon kai 6 GA\No ‘EAANVIKOV Op®dV EUVIoTAUEVOV TIPOG
£KATEPOUG, TO pév eUBUG, T6 8¢ Kkal Slavooupevov. It is worthy of
attention, | believe, the fact that Thuc. speaks about méAepog and érmo-
Aéunoav using both the noun and the verb in an excessive and
superfloous way. This of course may be considered an annoyance
especially at the beginning of his work, about which each writer (recall
Plato) cares mostly. The same feeling derives from the beginning of his
second book (Il, 1): "ApxeTtal 3¢ 6 MOAEUOG... £V @) ... EUVEXDC ETTOAE-
pouv. And here repetition: moAepog, émoAéuouv. He must have a
special reason. | believe that Thuc. emphasizes war by saying méAepog
and enoAépnoav above any other happenings called generally as £pya.

The distinction made here will help enormously to understand
certain passages, in which the events are considered either as moAe-
MoL or as £pya. This distinction is observed in the terminology of the
first book which is different in the preface (1, 23) and the other part of it.
This, in addition to other reasons,’ leads us to believe that the compo-
sition of these two parts took place in different time.

Thuc. declares persistently that he wrote méAepov and that he went
on with his work because he had forseen that this war will become pé-
YaG Kal AELoAoy®MTATOg TV Mpoyeyevnuévmy. So at the beginning of
the war, 080G kaBlotapévou. Thuc. was aware of its importance, that
it will be péyag. But already at the beginning was Thuc. convinced that
the war will be not only péyag but also peifwv T@V yeyevnuévmv? (,
21, 2). | believe that the comparison was made in the historian’s mind
rather at the end of the 27 years old war. From the very beginning he
understood that this war would be a great one and at the end (when he
wrote the preface, as | believe) he has been assured that his predi-
ctions were rather superseded and so kivnolg altn peyiom Toig
"EAAnowv gyéveto kal pépel Tvi Todv BapBapwy kg 8 einelv Kai i
MAETloTov avBpwnwy (I, 1, 2).
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Oddly enough the scholars are not dealing primarily with the very
part which contains the historians view about the superiority of his war.
For what reason the keen historian and we would say épiotog gika-
0TNG TV UeANOVTIWY (as Themistocles) predicted that the war would
be péyag and certainly became kivnoig peyiom? Why the war did
become the greatest? What is the proof of Thuc? The historian
presents the proof of his prediction which came out entirely (and rather
was superseded) by one only phrase: dakpdZovteg e fjoav (or oav)
£€q auTov audoTepol. Let us condense it: EmoAépunoav dkualovTeg.

The historian based his prediction about the magnitude of the war
on the situation of the opponents and on the fact that the rest of the
Greeks had already taken either side of the belligerents or were ready
to do so. In the great propensity of the belligerents which pushed them
to use all their power to the war and in the readiness for war of the
others, their tension to join the two leading powers, we find the reason
of the wars greatness. The tension of the others may be due to the
strength of the two opponents. At war the strong are attracting, the
weak are joining. In peace neutrality and idependence are either re-
spected or tolerated. So the word 6p®v is connected with dkpdZovteg
which in this way carries the main gravity. The fact that the strong
opponents entered the war with propensity incomparable and continu-
ed it in the same way (or more) is the reason that the war became pé-
vag... AELoAOYWTATOG... Kivnolg peyiotn.

No matter how we accept the word Roav, noav (as past either of
eipi or Epxouat) the akpur of the belligerents was the main cause of the
war and this akpur appears to be persistent all over the war (if we prefer
Roav; cfll, 8, 1 EppwvTto £g TOV mMOAepov). Thuc. considers mainly the
psychological tension and its persistence. They were high in all the
war. He does not emphasize that the opponents in the PW fkualov
omni bellico apparatu, meant generally as great numbers of human
and material things, because in this way Thuc. would betray himself,
since the known numbers of the belligerents in the Troica and Medica,
which he had not challenged, were greater than his numbers of the
PW. The scholars by translating the word akudaZovteg simply as at the
height of their power and preparedness, meant as numbers, and
finding that they are lower than those given for Troica and Medica are
unable to explain the attitude of Thuc.; does he deny and contradict
himself? At this point everybody blames him.?

We should however regard not only his given numbers in certain
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events of the actual warfare but also those in the internal revolutions
which are unkonwn. The polemical and destructive earthquake (PW)
was great, deep, general and long.

But the scholars not only fail to take into account the psychological
element, the propensity and determination of the belligerents, but they
also miss the cardinal point, as | believe; they fail to raise the question:
were the two powers of the PW equal or different? This is the funda-
mental question.

It is as the scholars were obliged to agree that the opponents were
equal. But does the word dkpdaZovteg allow this meaning? In other
words; is the srength of the Peloponnesians and Athenians an element
enough to justify the importance and magnitude of the war? To make it
more clear; if a superpower fights against a small one will it be a great
war just if both are prosperous? If two animais, a lion and a lamb, both
at the peak of their development, collide, will that struggle be great?
this obvious fact has been overlooked. The akun of the belligerents
has not been examined in relationship to each other. Is this an
omission of Thuc.? Oughtn’t he to tell us that the A or B was superior or
that both were equal? or that he was unable to estimate their dynamic?
The superiority of the one over the other predicts for the stronger the
outcome of the struggle. The equality of the opponents on the other
hand prejudges great fight and this is well known today even to the
laymen; in sports we see that the greater the difference in dynamic
between the opponents the less the interest of the game for the public.
The best example does not provide soccer, as R. Aron believes,® but
rather volley ball and tennis. In both these games, the equality of the
opponents prolongs the game (sometimes for many hours) whereas in
soccer and basket ball we have tempus clausum and in these the
score indicates their dynamic. | believe that Thuc. did not compare the
opponents because the word ToAepog (etymologically relative to mo-
Aog, MOAwOLS... polarization) includes in itself the meaning of equality.
So equality is not to be sought in akpaletv but in méAepog.

If the opponents are aware of their equal strength (balance of
power, of forces, of terror) and avoid the clash, the peace is preserved,
because of the avtimaiov d¢og (Thuc. Ill, 11, 2): mutui metus aequa-
litas. The opponents contain themselves déel Te 16 MAEoV 1] PIAig
(ibid. 12, 1). If one or the other hand of the opponents, as Thuc. again
teaches, comes to the conclusion that the balance is shifted to his ad-
vantage then he attacks the other who does not take his precautions.
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We have accepted that Thuc. considered superfloous to inform us
about the relative strength of the belligerents because the word moAe-
Hog presupposes the equality of the opponents. But is it true for Thuc.
and for all the Greek historians the general opinion of A. Momigliano
that «they found themselves lacking in comparable tools when wars
came up for a post-morten»?* | don’t think that this is true in regard to
Thuc. at least. A number of proper comparisons of political and military
preparations and powers of the belligerent are often found in his work
(eg.1,10,3.11,1. 14, 1. 18, 2).

Thuc., as is commonly said, compares his war with the two major
events in the Greek world up to his date, Troica and Medica, and
assures the superiority of the PW which he Euvéypaye. The scholars
were suppressed with the stability of the method, which they took for
granted that Thuc. had followed, and stuck to the opinion that here the
historian with the proper comparison found out the superiority of the
PW; he compared this war with the most important wars of the past.

My objections have to do not so much with the case if Thuc. made
comparison but rather if the historian in his preface thought of Troica
and Medica as great and important wars.

It seems to me that the historian not only minimizes the two famous
events of the past, Troica and Medica, but he tends to discard and
consider them (and this the entirely new point) not as wars but just as
facts.

In the first case Thuc. speaks of a military expedition of the Greeks,
who émti Tpoiav eotpdteucav (I, 8, 4). But such an expedition, if there
is not resistance resulting in war, leads to a quick victory. It is known
that Agamemnon made this expedition ou xdapttt 16 MAéov 1 68w
Euvayaywv. Thus, altough the given numbers were higher than in the
PW, the whole power was ¢vdeeatépa (even €mi 16 pelCov decorat-
ed). Why? The reason is that the strength of their will was weak. The co-
operation of the other Greeks depended on the power of Agamemnon
and not on their free will.

For the Persian Wars (as we know them) the historian mentions the
&v MapaBmvi udynv just as a name and immediately says that dexad-
T £Tel ET' AUTAY 6 BAPBaPOG T® peyaAw oTOAW Emi TV "EAAGSA
Souhwoopevog ANBev (I, 18, 1). The Z€épEou otparteia was rather a
sudden raid than a regular war.

For Thuc. Troica and Medica are simply €épya and €pya in his voca-
bulary are rather operations and warlike actions, happenings and not
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wars. The meaning of €pyov is very elastic and goes from the greatest
event to the smallest one. It means every human action and achie-
vement but the meaning of €pyov as important war operation (gewich-
tige Handlung, accordint to H. Erbse,® accomplishment, according to
Connor)® is the most common. So £€pya have something (and very
important) to do with war but they are not wars (primarily at least).

Thuc. distinguishes in his preface moAepog and €pyov and writes
for instance MoAepog Melomovvnaoiov kai "ABnvaiov but Tpwikd,
Mndika (sc. €pya). He doesn’t say Tpwikdg and Mndikol (or Mepal-
Kol) moAepoL. He gives the impression that he is seeking to give the
two famous events of the past in a synoptic way and to minimize their
value. He spares the appelative of war not for these events but only for
the PW and some other ones. It is really striking that whereas he avoids
the word moAepog for the two famous events of the past, he uses the
same word in a superfloous way about the PW. The strict vocabulary is
obvious in the preface which must have been written after a painful
experience of the war. The events of this war made him see eg. the
g€pyov of Herodotus as less important than he had seen it at the
beginning of the war. Then he could say in a part of his work, written
rather at the beginning of the war or during the first half of it. Mndikog
noAepog (I, 90, 1 and 95. 97, cf. |, 98, 3 where is mentioned mpog Ka-
puoTioug méAepog of the Athenians). In the above case Thuc. is likely
to adopt the common opinion of the people who knew Medica as war.
In his preface however which is written rather after 404 and probably in
the last written part of his work Thuc. himself comes to the stage and
expresses his own opinions. This part might have been written as a
seperate paper to advertise his own achievement, his own Euyypadn,
which he was going to finish.

But Thuc. did not save the use of the méAepog only for the PW in his
preface. Somewhere he says roughly, ol TTOAEUw ) OTACEL EKTTTTOV-
1eq (I, 2, 6) and that ol aoTuyeitoveg €moAépouv (1, 15, 2) or the lonians
against Cyrus (I, 13, 6). However in two cases of his preface Thuc.
mentions concrete and seperate moAépoug, as the Lelantine, the md-
AaLTIOTE yevouevov MOAe oV XaAKidéwy kai Epetpwav (I, 15, 3) and
another one between. Aiginetans and Athenians (we can call it Zapw-
VIKOG MOAENOG).

Why were these two conflicts mainly (of course in addition to the
PW) named wars and not the events in Troy and those against the
Persians? | believe that Thuc.’ s criteria for his characterisation was the
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equal power of the belligerents; since the mutual fear did not contain
them (because the expectations would have been great) they came to
clash and even became poles to attract others. The equal strength
made the war expand and gave to it ToA€j1ou pRKog.

In Lelantine war which took place about 700 b. C. Thuc. mentioned in
a simple but very exclusive way that t6 dAAo ‘EAANVIKOV &G Eupua-
xiav exatépwyv di€otn (I, 15, 3). The Lelantine war divided Greece (as
the PW) and the Greek cities went either to Chalcidians or Eretrians. All
indications point out that this war was spread over a considerable
time.’

For the war between Aiginetans and Athenians which preceded the
=¢€p&ou otpateia we know more than about the Lelantine. This war
lasted 25 years almost the same pnkog as the PW. Thuc. primarily
concerned with the fact that at the end of this war (0Wé€...) Athens
became a nautical power.

The elements which we underlined in the two wars mentioned
before, with other words the equality of the opponents and their
attractive power (as we can say) which both secure a prolonged war, a
protracted and unipterrupted extension of it, Thuc, cannot find in the
Troica and Medica.

But let us see Troica and Medica clearer. Those who went to Troy
(and tpodrg amopia did not go all ot duvapevot) did not all fight
against the Trojans. Since they succeeded in walling T® oTpatonédw
they cultivated the Chersonese and robbed the area because of food
scarcity. So the Trojans aUT@V dleoTIAPUEVWY TG DEKA ETN AVTETXOV
8iq, T0lg aiel UtoAoumopévolg avtinaiot évrteg (I, 11, 1).

Thuc. reducing the importance of the ten years war against the
Trojans which is really a long period of time says that in the clashes
took part only the ones who were not cultivating the land or not
robbing. The Trojans resisted for 10 years because they in each mo-
ment had to fight against a few of the Greeks.

The meaning we derive from Truc.’s text is that the Greeks under-
took the expedition without supplies and ou xapttt 16 MAEoV 1| ¢OBw.
Hence they could not make a continuous blockade in order to achieve
a quick submission of the Trojans. Agamemnon has not the ability to
attract others; he took as many as he could by force. The Greeds did
not follow him willingly.

Compare now this unwillingness of the Greeks during the Tpwika
and the way Thuc. speaks about the PW at which mav 76 ‘EAANVIKOV
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ekwvnidn (I, 82, 1). He saw the whole Greek world, as we have said,
EuvioTapevov mpog ekatépoug (I, 1, 1).

In the case of the Mndikov indeed peyag kivdouvog threatened
Greece but according to the historian the operation duotv, vaupaxiat
kal meopaxiat, Taxelav v kpiotv €oxev (I, 23, 1)° Thuc. does not
say anything about the signifacance of the Greek victory which was
much more important as the powers of the opponents were extremely
different and won the much fewer. He avoids mentioning any numbers
of the belligerents. Thuc. emphasizes only the fact that the conflict ta-
xelav v kpiotv €oxev. The Mndikov was short whereas the PW has
ufikog péya. And something very important; in the decade of the Tpw-
kA Thuc. sees great relaxation and shortage of military actions and in
the decade of the Mndikd, from Marathon to Salamis, a total em-
ptiness. He misses the continuity, the uninterruptedness; absent is the
kataotavteg Euvex®g €moAépouv of the PW. In brief we could say
that the two decades (Troica, Medica) have in common that something
happened at the beginning and at the end of them. This was all. In the
two decades of Tpwikd and Mndikd Thuc. sees a great break and gap.
Military action was indeed the expedition against Troy, as far as the
forces landed and consolidated an €pupa. But what happened after-
wards and in a period of ten years? They did not continue the first
action to fill all the decade with similar ones. These actions could
permit with their Euvex®g to be called the entire activity of the decade
as war. Pay attention how simply Thuc. says what we said in extenso:
el Euvexmg Tov moAepov diEdepov which means if they continue the
war without interruption; dlapépelv TOv TOAepovV means brings,
draws, carries the war through all the distance and without any void.
This did not happen in the Tpwikd.

In the Mn&1kd& on the other hand are included the év Mapab@vi pd-
XN (490 b. C.) and the events of 480/79 b. C. And here as well is a gap
of ten years and even a complete one. War action is the battle of
Marathon and whatever happened after 10 years with which the whole
operation Taxelav v kpiolv €oxev. The two decades of Troica and
Medica have only starting and ending points:
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So according to Thuc. Tpwikd and Mndikd are not wars. The histo-
rian is careful in his vocabulary and terms. But what happens with his
translators? An example: Rex Warner translates moAepog as war. But
he also translates €pyov as war in |, 23, 1: TV 5¢ mMpdTEPOV EPYwWY
LEVIoTOV eTpaxOn 16 Mndikdv: «The greatest war in the past was the
Persian War». And he is using twice in his translation the word war (a
third usage of war is in the first part of his own name: Warner). So the
most known perhaps translation of Thuc. (excellent generally) eterni-
zes the mistake for those who base on the translation and only occa-
sionally cast a glance at the original work.

From the above we come to the conclusion that Thuc., following the
principle that different things cannot be compared, does not compare
the Troica and Medica to the PW but to other wars of the Greek past.

But which are the other wars; Those were just a few as the Lelantine
and the war between Aiginetans and Athenians (the Saronic) which
were more than less naval wars.

In the vauTtikd T®@V ‘EAMjvwvV insists especially Thuc. because they
bring strength. The declaration of the historian is absolute: katd ynv
8¢ MOAepog... oUdeic Euvéotn (I, 15, 2). After this indication of the
historian how can we accept that the Troica, which happened on land,
were war? Those events acquired ¢rjunv and Aéyov through the poets
but if we examine the facts they revealed Unode£otepa dvta TG $n-
UNg Kai To0 VOV repi alT@v d1d ToUg monTag Adyou KATEOXNKOTOG
(1,11, 2).

From Thuc.’s indication that katd yfv d¢ néAepog, 66ev Tig Kal
duvaplg mapeyéveTo, oUdeig Euvéotn is revealed that addition of
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power is considered as a characteristic of war. Actually wars (ac-
cording to R. Smoke)® «have the potential of widening in geographic
scope and involving additional nations (sometimes called horizontial
escalation) or of becoming more intense in the tempo of events and
the violence of weapons employed (vertical escalation)». War, | be-
lieve, is like a trancated cone:

In this cone the belligerents are A and B who, while fighting, in-

crease their power.

Briefly in each war are according to Thuc. indispensable the follow-

ing:

1. Pretension for extension and intensity of emotions, power and
military preparedness.

2. Equality of the opponents in such a way that nobody can be able
to predict the outcome of the conflict (altough each one expects
the victory).

3. Uninterruptedness.

4. Increase of power of the belligerents.

5. Durability and destructiveness.

These elements are present according to Thuc. in the PW, the
Lelantine, the War between Aiginetans and Athenians, the War of
lonians and Cyrus (Il) and in some conflicts between aotuyeitoveg (I,
15, 2). Towikd and Mndika are not wars although they have something
of war, indeed some very important event of it. They can be called qua-
si-wars.

It is very hard to find which war (after the exclusion of the Tpwikd
and Mndkd) comes second and third because the evidence is limited.
Even Thuc. does not elaborate on this point. He is satisfied with his
declaration and argumentation that the PW was major.

In the sentence agloAoywtatov TV mpoyeyevnuévoy the PW is
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the first part of the comparison. Which is the meaning of the mpoyeye-
vnuévwy, the second part of the comparison? Is it masculine or
neuter? Mpoyeyevnuévol (sc. MOAeloL) or Tipoyeyevnuéva (sc. all the
events of the past taken collectively)? | am inclining to the first (méAe-
pol) because it is the subject of the historian. (cf. peifwv yeyevnuévog
avT®y, I, 21, 2). But does mpoyeyevnuévol mean each one of the
previous wars or all of them taken collectively? Since the genitive mipo-
yeyevnuévay, in the text, stays alone without any definition | am going
to accept the second possibility because Thuc. does no write dEloAo-
YWTATOG or Ueifwv €vog ekdoTou T@V Mpoyeyevnpuévwy but simply
TV Tpoyeyevnuevay; Cf. Isocr. Pax 134 wag pév €kaotng T@v mo-
Aewv KpeltToug €opéy, anao®v &' fttoug. So Thuc. in the age of the
Sophists (esp. of Protagoras), regarding wars (as all things) as
measurable and comparable, puts on the one scale his war (the PW)
and on the other all the wars of the past taken together and finds out
that the PW outweighs in significance all the others.

| believe that Thuc. rebels more than it is generally thought but even
so with good reason. He emphasizes the persistence and durability of
tension, he penetrates into the soul and spirit of the belligerents. He is
the historian of the polemical psychology. Erbse has actually observed
that the historian can «den Leser immer erneut schockieren und zum Na-
chdenken zwingen».” But he had not observed that Thuc. challenges
more profoundly.

Thuc. tries a radical re-evaluation of the Hellenic past. He elevates
his own project, his own field as the great school of breaking the code
of all the forces of human nature as they are revealed by the most
efficient teacher, the war, the 8ialog diddokaiog (the violent school-
master, lll, 82, 8).

But although Thuc. in warfare terminology degrades the Troica and
Medica, even more than the scholars believe, his estimation is right
and seems not so shocking, if we take into consideration his theory of
war. Troica and Medica are great events, peydAa kai 8wuaotd, but
not wars. Thuc. emphasizes the degree of the willingness and tension
of the belligerents, their equality and as consequences of them the
durability and destructiveness.

Thuc. himself was aware of the power of the poets who £€mi 16
petdov koopouot (I, 21, 1) and according to Plato (Min. 320e) uéya
duvavtal eig 36Eav. So the Troica and Medica are still and for ever
beaming.
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Thuc. anticipates the recent view of the modern theoreticians of war
who consider the equality of opponents, the «equilibrium of forces», as
a factor to maintain peace or observe the consequences which such
an equality of power will have if a war, for defferent reasons, breaks
out.

Thuc. knew, as | believe, the fact that méAepoq is polarization and
that its poles (exactly as in nature) are equal in strenght and that
(something which has not been observed at all) the words moAog, To-
Awolg, are etymologically of the same root.

The magnitude of the PW (which may have become major through
Thuc.” s pen and is established as measure even for later wars up to
our century such as the | and Il World Wars) results from the crossation
of akudaZovteg in Greece and is revealed as an expanding propensity
of equal belligerents. The combination of these factors secured to it
long and uninterrupted duration and made it in many aspects a&loAo-
Y@TATOV.
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. Other and more important reasons are the general advertising tone of this section

and passages like I, 13, 3, where are events dated» g v TeAeuTiv T003e TOU
ToAépou (cf. I, 18, 1), which means rather the whole war than the first decade of it.
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MEPIAHWH

Epp. Mikpoytavvdkng,
Ooukudidng: Enava&loAdynon tou napeAbovrog

“OAol ol peAeTnNTEG TOU O0oUKUBIdN dExovTal OTL O peyalog ioTo-
PIKOG, AELOAOYWMVTAG TO HEYEBOG TAV HEYAAWV TIOAEUWY TOU Ta-
peABOVTOG Kal ouykpivovtag aiTtolg npog tov M., Bewpel Tid pe-
yaAo amé 6Aoug tov M.M. kai katémy Td Mndikda kai Tpwikd. Mpay-
HaTL 6pwG auTo mpokUmTel And TN HeAETN TOO £pyou Tou;

StV ¢pyacia alT Unootpietal 6tL ot MNpooiutd tou (I, 1-23),
moU AMOTEAEl XWPLOTH EvOTnTa OTO €pyo TOou Kai daivetal 6Tt
£ypadn petd to 404 kai Uotepa anod t6 UndAoliro €pyo Tou, O ioTo-
PIKOG BéxeTal paAlov 8Tt Td Tpwikd kai Td Mndikd Roav peydia kai
a&léhoya «Epya», lowg 600 Ta mapouotalel 1) moinan. Ol HEAETNTEG
Tou OuwG meplEpxovTal o¢ aunyavia 6tav Tov BAEMouv vda KAvel
AETITOEPETG UTTONOYLOHOUG TLX. YA TOV aplBud t@v mAoiwv ol
g€mleuoav otrv Tpoia kal va Bpiokel aplBuoug Mol mpddnAa peLo-
VEKTOOV TV AvTioToixwv 100 M.M. Elval 1060 adeAng 6 Ooukudi-
d1g va divel BaputnTta o€ peyEBN TIpog T OTola UYKpivel TO BIKO
Tou pyo; Od mepiyeve kaveig va Ta peldvel, yia vda ¢aivovtal Ure-
poxwTtepa Td loTopoUEVA TOU.

Motelw OTL 0 Ooukudidng kdavel BlAKPLON «TMOAEHOU» Kal
«Epyou». Agxetal 6Tl «Epya» Kal pdAlota peydia eival ta Tpwikd
Kai Td@ Mndikda. Agv gival Opwg TOAEpoL. ALOTL MOAEUOG KATA TOV
©ouKUBdN (TToU dEvV divel TOV OpLOUO TOU TIOAENOU —{oWwg TOV Tpo-
UMoBETel YVWOTO — AANA Byaivel Ao TO Keipevo tou) eivat oeipd
Haxav kai emixelpriocwy xwpig diakomn kal mtwon 100 MOAEULIKOT
nupeTol. Of pdxeg 100 MoAéuou xwpilovtal BeBaiwg Amd Xpovikd
Bla0TANUATA TPOETOIHACI®Y AANG AMOTEAODV OAOTNTA AUEQAVOUE-
VOU TABoug (uéxpl TRV KopUdwaN). STOV MOAENO YA VA UMApXel
gvtaon nmaboucg Kai dlapkela («PURKOS») TPEmelL ol dvTinmalol va eivat
l0o0Bevelg. “loodUvapol avtirnalot, dv cuykpoucBoUv, TIoAepoTV
eni pakpdv, v 1 cadng Unepoyr) Tod £vOog O6dnyel o€ «Taxelav
Kplow». ZTOV OA0 XpOvo ToU KAAUTITEL O TIOAENOG UTIAPXEL TIUKVO-
™mTa Enxelproewy Kai adlamtwto ndbog. Aév mapouatalovral pe-
YaAa Keva Kai pdAtota evTutiwalakd. 150U diati motelw 6Tl 6 ©ou-
KUSIdNG Erupével va deiEel OTL TA Tpwikd Kai Td Mndikd eival deka-
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€T dlaotruarta ol Exouv pévov Gpxr| kai TéAog. KTt Eyive otd
npwto £1og Mol EdpBace 6 "Ayapépvwy otiv Tpoia kai oi "Axatof
Oxuphenkav. “Emelta; «Arnopia Tpodpng» E0Tpddnoav oi nepload-
Tepol otV Anoteia kai v KaA\i€pyela TAC YAG. Katd 16 dékatov
€106 UoTepa and ouvtoviopévn erxeipnon &ytve mTéAoug 1) GAw-
on g Tpoiag. Katt £ywve (kai peydio) otov Mapabdva (16 490) kai
«deKATW ETel» KATOMLY POdoape oTd yeyovoTa To0 480 kai 479. Kai
oti{g dUo MepmTHOElG Undpxel £va TepdoTio Kevd. & kGBe mepi-
mTwon Wda dekaetia xwpig yeyovota dvoiyel kai kheivel pé olvTto-
HEG (XPOVLIKA) ETUXELP|OELG.

leyovota pé Sidpkela kai MukvOTTa EmXelprioswy mpodc Té
omola, énwg moTelw, ouykpivel 6 Ooukudidng tov M.M. elval Td pe-
Tagu XaAkidéwv kal Epetpléwv wg kai petagl "ABnvainv kai Alyi-
vnT®OV (AnAdvTiog Kai AlylvnTiKog MOAEOG AVTIioTOLXA).

‘H ¢pyaocia avt) dleupuvopevn iowg BA amoTeAéoel ARV AANwY
OupBoAn otV 6AN Bewpia Tepi TOU MOAEOU.
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